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 Introduction 

In late 2005 the Asian Development Bank (ADB) commissioned Princeton Survey Research 
Associates International (PSRAI) to conduct a multinational survey of opinion leaders and stakeholders.  
The goal of this research was to assess attitudes toward the role ADB plays and its effectiveness within 
the development context of the Asia-Pacific region.  The Asia-Pacific region is changing rapidly.  The 
needs of ADB’s developing member countries are constantly changing, and the donor environment 
within which ADB works calls for ADB to be able to adjust to the changing needs of its developing 
member countries.  Hence, ADB needs to be aware of the expectations of its stakeholders within this 
dynamic regional context.  What role should ADB be playing now and in the near to medium term?  

To help answer these questions, interviewers spoke with more than 700 opinion leaders in 30 
of ADB’s member countries to probe their views on ADB’s current operations and performance and the 
best way for ADB to address economic and social development needs in Asia and the Pacific in the 
future.  This is the first study of this scope and breadth commissioned by ADB and ADB hopes the 
results of the study will serve as a baseline for future efforts to measure perceptions of ADB.   

The survey sample consists of individuals who hold senior-level positions in government, 
multilateral and bilateral development agencies, civil society organizations, the private sector, media, 
and academia.  To qualify for the study, opinion leaders had to describe themselves as at least 
somewhat knowledgeable about ADB and its activities.  These individuals were selected from ADB 
donor countries both within and outside the Asia-Pacific region and from developing member countries 
in the five ADB geographic regions—East and Central Asia, Mekong, the Pacific, South Asia, and 
Southeast Asia.1 

Names of potential respondents were compiled from two sources.  PSRAI and individual survey 
research firms in each country used publicly available material for each of the sectors mentioned above 
to compile lists of opinion leaders.  ADB provided separate lists of opinion leaders.  The two lists were 
combined and duplicate names were removed.  From the combined list, opinion leaders were randomly 
chosen to be contacted.  Before fieldwork began, ADB reviewed the combined lists and further refined 
them based on the survey objectives.   

To accommodate the respondents’ busy schedules, multiple modes of interviewing were offered.  
Roughly half of the respondents were interviewed face-to-face, while about a quarter were interviewed 
over the telephone.  The rest responded to the survey questions online or filled out the questionnaire on 
paper.  The interviews were completed between April and June 2006.  

                                                 
1 These were the regions at the time the survey was conducted.  ADB has since changed the regional definitions. 
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In most countries between 20 and 50 opinion 
leaders were interviewed for a total of 706 interviews.  
Regionally, 147 interviews were conducted in South 
Asia, 111 in East and Central Asia, 105 in Southeast 
Asia, 94 in Mekong, and 33 in the Pacific.  A total of 
216 interviews were conducted in donor countries—
80 in the Asia Pacific region and 136 in Europe and 
North America.  For the full regional samples, the 
margin of error is ±8 percentage points for South 
Asia, ±9 for East and Central Asia, ±10 for Southeast 
Asia, ±10 for Mekong, ±17 for the Pacific, and ±7 for 
the donor countries. 

In the developing member countries, about a third of the interviews were with opinion leaders 
in government, about 20 percent with the private 
sector, roughly 15 percent each from multi- and 
bilateral donor agencies and from civil society 
organizations, and roughly 10 percent each from 
media and academia.  In donor countries, bilateral 
donor agencies were a part of the government sample 
and, to compensate, the proportion of civil society 
organizations, media, and academia was slightly 
higher than in the developing countries. 

 Overall, roughly a quarter of the opinion 
leaders interviewed describe themselves as very knowledgeable about ADB and its activities, with the 
rest describing themselves as somewhat knowledgeable.3  Two in three say they have a great deal or 
moderate amount of professional experience working with ADB.  About half had been involved in an 
ADB project, program, or research study within the past three years. 

    

 Knowledge level and experience of survey respondents 

 
Knowledge of ADB Professional experience with ADB Client involvement 

 

 

Somewhat

Very

Moderate

Great

None

Small No Yes

 

    

   

                                                 
2 The percentages presented in this table and all tables and graphs throughout the rest of this report have been weighted to 
account for the fact that extra interviews were conducted in many survey countries.  The weighting ensures that certain countries 
and professional sectors are not overrepresented in the sample. 
3 Eight in 10 of the opinion leaders interviewed were male.  The average age was 48 and most opinion leaders had five or more 
years of experience working on international development issues (more than half had worked on development issues for more 
than 10 years). 

Sample size by region 
 Number of 

interviews 
Margin of 

error 
South Asia 147   8% 
East and Central Asia 111 9 
Southeast Asia 105 10 
Mekong 94 10 
Pacific 33 17 
Donor countries 216 7 

 

Professional sector2 
 Developing 

countries 
Donor 

countries 
Government    33%   30% 
Private sector 20 19 
Multi- and bilateral donor 16 - 
Civil society organizations 14 24 
Media 10 13 
Academia 7 14 
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For the purposes of this study, the opinion 
leaders who had been involved in an ADB project, 
program, or research study in the past three years are 
considered ADB clients.  In addition to the general 
questions asked of all respondents, clients were asked 
a special set of questions.  These additional questions 
are more detailed and considered appropriate only for 
clients.  As the chart on the right indicates, the 
professional make-up of the client group differs 
somewhat from non-clients.  In addition, the clients 
are more likely to be very knowledgeable about ADB 
and its activities and have a higher level of 
professional experience working with ADB. 

Report outline 
The report begins with a short summary of 

key findings, followed by a detailed discussion of the 
survey results divided into five sections: (1) General 
impressions of ADB, (2) ADB priorities, (3) ADB performance, (4) Communications and outreach, and 
(5) Regional development issues.   

The first section reviews opinion leaders’ general impressions of ADB’s impact and helpfulness 
and its strengths and weaknesses.  In addition, this section includes an examination of some of ADB’s 
key organizational attributes.   

The second section details opinion leaders’ perceptions of what ADB’s current priorities are and 
their opinions of what ADB’s priorities should be.  This section also includes an in-depth look at 
attitudes toward ADB partnerships with the private sector.   

The third section presents opinion leaders’ ratings of ADB performance in helping reduce 
poverty in Asia and the Pacific and nine key operational areas highlighted in the survey.   

The fourth section reports on opinion leaders’ views of how well ADB’s communications and 
outreach efforts are working and what sources opinion leaders turn to for information about ADB.   

Finally, the fifth section puts the assessment of ADB’s operations and performance into context, 
discussing opinion leaders’ thoughts on foreign assistance and development issues in their region in 
general. 

Clients compared to non-clients 
 Clients Non-clients 

  Professional sector  
Government    40%   23% 
Private sector 22 18 
Multi- and bilateral donor 

i  
11 11 

Civil society organizations 16 19 
Media 2 20 
Academia 8 10 

 

  Knowledge of ADB  
Very knowledgeable 37 18 
Somewhat knowledgeable 63 82 

 

  Professional experience with ADB  
Great deal/moderate amount 84 50 
Small amount/none 16 50 
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Key findings 

ADB considered effective and largely successful 
 Across ADB member countries, opinion leaders agree that ADB has had a positive impact on 

the way things are going in the countries ADB serves and that ADB strives to meet country 
development goals and objectives.  ADB clients—opinion leaders with some involvement in an 
ADB program, project, or research study in the past three years—are particularly positive about 
ADB’s impact and helpfulness.   As a valued asset, ADB earns slightly higher marks for being 
effective than other leading multilateral development assistance organizations.  At the same 
time, opinion leaders make it clear that ADB has room for improvement.  Opinion leaders often 
describe ADB as “somewhat” rather than “very” useful or helpful, and a notable share of 
opinion leaders rate ADB’s performance in various sectors as “average” rather than “excellent” 
or “good.” 

Recognized for financial and human resource strengths 
 ADB’s financial assets and knowledge-related services are two of its main strengths, according 

to opinion leaders.  ADB receives favorable marks for its financial capacity—loans, grants, and 
other financial assistance—as well as its institutional capacity—professional knowledge and 
expertise of ADB staff, coordination of development efforts, technical expertise and research. 

 Many of ADB’s achievements are attributed to its talented staff.  According to ADB clients, the 
staff is considered not only technically skilled and knowledgeable and responsible for providing 
some of the best research to which opinion leaders refer regularly, but also understanding and 
empathetic.  ADB’s field offices are credited with providing a wide range of quality services.   

 ADB is recognized for bringing different partners together and ensuring that development 
partners and stakeholders work well together and are heard.  ADB clients see ADB as helpful 
because of its ability to bring together different partners, to work effectively with other 
development organizations, and its effective consultations with different stakeholders.    

 Developing countries are often dynamic and their social and economic situations frequently 
evolve rapidly.  Large majorities of opinion leaders acknowledge ADB‘s efforts to take these 
changes into consideration.  And they appreciate ADB’s efforts to guard against corrupt 
practices, as well as ADB’s generally transparent and open way of operating. 

Weaknesses identified as procedures, capacity and accountability  
 Opinion leaders suggest areas for improvement as well.  ADB's procedures and practices are 

cumbersome to some opinion leaders who characterize them as bureaucratic, slow, inflexible, 
and lacking collaboration.  Some opinion leaders worry that ADB does not have enough 
capacity or is spread too thin.  Other opportunities for improvement for ADB are related to the 
extent to which ADB assists people who are adversely affected by ADB projects.  A notable 
minority of opinion leaders believe that ADB does not address the needs of people who have 
been adversely affected and that the process for filing complaints could be easier.  This is also 
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an area in which ADB activities are not widely known.  Many opinion leaders report that they 
are not knowledgeable enough about ADB’s efforts to help adversely affected people to 
evaluate them.   

Poverty reduction requires higher priority 
 Opinion leaders asssociate ADB with poverty reduction, with large majorities agreeing that 

ADB is currently placing a high or moderate priority on reducing poverty.  While many opinion 
leaders say that ADB is doing an excellent or good job reducing poverty either directly through 
programs designed to aid low-income populations or indirectly through programs that aim to 
increase economic growth and develop the private sector, roughly as many opinion leaders say 
ADB is doing an average job reducing poverty.  Perhaps for this reason, even larger majorities 
in most regions think ADB should place a high priority, not just moderate, on reducing poverty.   
Few opinion leaders think that ADB is doing a poor job reducing poverty.   

Poverty reduction requires broad-based approach 
 Directly and indirectly, ADB aims to improve the welfare of people in the countries it serves.  

Nine operational areas that ADB considers important to support its ultimate goal of poverty 
reduction were highlighted in the survey.  Opinion leaders think that four of these nine are 
particularly important to reducing poverty: social services, governance, infrastructure, and the 
mobilization of resources to stimulate the private sector.  The other five operational areas are:  
development of local capital markets, regional cooperation and economic integration, 
environmental sustainability, gender equality, and disaster management.   

 Across all nine operational areas, a majority of opinion leaders credit ADB with making each 
operational area a moderate or high priority.   But there is somewhat of a gap between the 
actual and the ideal, with opinion leaders across all regions typically looking for ADB to make 
each issue more of a priority. 

 One of the areas on which many opinion leaders would like ADB to place more priority is 
private sector growth.  A solid majority of ADB clients in each region would like ADB to 
increase the number of partnerships with the private sector.  Many opinion leaders also support 
a greater role for development agencies in enhancing private sector involvement in social 
services and infrastructure.     

Performance in operational areas above average or average—not 
often poor 

 Opinion leaders are largely positive about ADB’s performance in two operational areas—
infrastructure development, an area that opinion leaders say is particularly important to 
poverty reduction, and promoting regional cooperation and economic integration.  Broadly 
speaking, a large majority of opinion leaders think ADB is doing an excellent or good job in 
these two operational areas.   

 In the other operational areas, opinion is more divided.  Opinion leaders often split over 
whether ADB’s performance is average, or whether it is good or excellent.  The one exception is 
perception of ADB’s performance helping establish disaster management systems.  More 
opinion leaders say ADB does an average job in helping establish disaster management systems 
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than an excellent or good job.  Sizable minorities are also of the opinion that ADB’s response to 
crises and disasters could be quicker.    

ADB clients and knowledgeable opinion leaders generally more 
positive 

 ADB clients—opinion leaders with some involvement in an ADB program, project, or research 
study in the past three years—tend to be more positive overall about ADB as an organization, 
its performance, and its communication efforts.  Likewise, opinion leaders who describe 
themselves as very knowledgeable about ADB tend to be more positive about many aspects of 
the organization than opinion leaders who describe themselves as somewhat knowledgeable.  
Professional position also helps shape opinion of ADB.  Opinion leaders in the government, in 
particular, are often more positive about ADB’s mission and its programs than those in other 
sectors, most notably civil society organizations.    

Communications somewhat good; publications have some influence  
 Opinion leaders give ADB credit for its communications and outreach, including ADB 

publications.  Many opinion leaders, particularly in developing countries, report that ADB 
publications have a moderate or strong influence on their thinking about development issues.  
The publications are also easy to understand, engaging, and up-to-speed on development issues. 
However, sizable minorities of publication users, particularly in donor countries, say the 
publications have either a small or no influence at all on their thinking about international 
development issues, and many opinion leaders point out that the publications would be more 
useful if translated into their native language.   

 While opinion leaders are more likely to learn about ADB through print media, opinion leaders 
also turn to ADB’s website for information.  Relatively few opinion leaders use the website 
daily or weekly, but both regular and irregular users report that the website is generally easy to 
use and understand.  At the same time, many website users say the site would be more useful if 
it provided more information about ADB projects.  

Governments take responsibility for development but challenges 
persist 

 Opinion leaders are largely optimistic about the impact their governments are having on the 
way things are going.  And there is agreement among opinion leaders that developing countries 
support and take responsibility for development efforts, including agreement that the ultimate 
responsibility for achieving the Millennium Development Goals rests primarily with developing 
countries.  But challenges to development clearly remain.  Opinion leaders generally give a 
positive assessment of foreign development assistance agencies but disagree over how wisely 
funds are spent and the impact of corruption.  And according to opinion leaders, a variety of 
factors impede development, with poor governance, poor infrastructure, and corruption among 
the most common concerns. 
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Section 1:  General impressions  

ADB is generally well-regarded and its efforts to help countries reach their development goals 
and objectives do not go unnoticed.  Opinion leaders4 largely appreciate ADB’s helpfulness and its 
effective contributions to development efforts in Asia and the Pacific, although more opinion leaders see 
ADB as somewhat rather than very helpful.  In short, ADB is considered to be an asset to the region.  
Indeed, opinion leaders give slightly higher marks to ADB than to other multilateral development 
assistance organizations, and ADB’s clients generally commend its technical skills, capacity, staff, and 
procedures. 

This section starts with a discussion of ADB’s helpfulness in meeting the region’s development 
goals and objectives and details the key factors that contribute to this success, according to those 
opinion leaders who find ADB helpful.  We then turn to an analysis of how ADB is viewed in 
comparison to other multilateral development assistance organizations.  The section concludes with an 
examination of the major strengths and weaknesses of ADB and an examination of key ADB 
organizational attributes.   

                                                 
4 Throughout the text we will use the term “opinion leaders” to describe the people interviewed for this survey.  They include 
senior government officials; senior staff in multilateral and bilateral donor agencies; senior staff in civil society organizations; 
journalists who cover development issues; academics who teach courses in development, international relations, or relevant social 
sciences; and senior business leaders.  Opinion leaders were screened to ensure that they were knowledgeable about ADB.  
Roughly half of these opinion leaders had been involved in an ADB project, program, or research study in the past three years.   
See the methods section for full details about the sample design. 
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ADB helpfulness  
ADB is clearly seen as an asset to developing countries in Asia and the Pacific.5  Large 

majorities of opinion leaders in each region surveyed report that ADB has been helpful in assisting to 
meet their country’s development goals and objectives over the past three years.  

Specifically, eight in 10 or more 
opinion leaders in Southeast Asia 
(93%), the Pacific (91%), Mekong 
(86%), South Asia (86%), and East and 
Central Asia (82%) commend ADB for 
having been a helpful partner as their 
country strives to achieve development 
goals.6    

But this does not mean ADB 
has no room to improve as an 
organization.  Although a notable 
minority of opinion leaders in each 
region surveyed say ADB has been very 
helpful, more than half of opinion 
leaders in each region characterize ADB 
as somewhat helpful.  However, only 
few opinion leaders go as far as to say 
that ADB has not been too helpful or 
has not been helpful at all. 

Involvement in ADB projects 
and programs and a high knowledge 
level of ADB and its activities help shape 
the views opinion leaders have of ADB’s 
efforts.  Opinion leaders who describe themselves as very knowledgeable about ADB and opinion 
leaders who are ADB clients (i.e., a subgroup of opinion leaders who have had some involvement in an 
ADB project, program or research study in the past three years) are somewhat more likely to report that 
ADB has been very helpful in helping their country make progress compared with opinion leaders who 
have less knowledge of ADB (32% versus 21%) or who have not been personally involved in ADB 
activities (29% versus 18%).   

The professional sector an opinion leader works in also shapes opinion about ADB’s efforts.  
Opinion leaders who work in government stand out as being more likely to say ADB has been very 
helpful in assisting their country.  And, although a large majority of opinion leaders in all professional 
sectors give ADB credit for being at least somewhat helpful, opinion leaders working in civil society 
organizations and academia are less likely to say ADB has been helpful than opinion leaders in 
government.  

                                                 
5 The question about the degree to which ADB has been helpful in assisting countries meet their development goals and the 
follow-up questions were only asked in developing member countries.  These questions were not asked in donor countries. 
6 Comparisons between regions are made whenever possible but should generally be interpreted with caution because of the 
small number of respondents, particularly when a question is asked only of a subset of opinion leaders.  In particular, due to the 
relatively small sample size in the Pacific (N=33), apparent differences in the charts are often not statistically significant 
differences. 

  

 Chart (Q13) 
Helpfulness of ADB in assisting developing 
countries 

 

 
  In the past three years, how helpful has ADB been in assisting [name 

of country] to meet its development goals and objectives—[ ] very 
helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at 
all? 

Southeast Asia 

Pacific 

Mekong 

South Asia 

East and Central Asia 

55

57

63

17

36

29

19

76

58 28

6

11

6

14

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

Throughout, plotted and tabulated values represent percentages of respondents. 

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); 
Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (6%), Refused (1%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (4%), Refused 
(0%) 
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Many factors key to ADB’s positive rating—client insights  
To gain a better understanding of the elements that contribute to ADB’s success in assisting 

developing countries, ADB clients in developing member countries were asked to assess 10 different 
features of ADB’s operations and services.   The following sub-section summarizes the findings based on 
clients who said that ADB has been helpful in meeting their country’s development goals and 
objectives.7 

The 10 elements of operations and services asked about cover a wide range—from ADB’s 
technical skills to its staff, field offices, and capacity.  ADB’s clients generally see the organization as 
helpful in each of the areas suggesting that each of these different aspects of ADB’s operations accounts 
for, and in different ways are central to, ADB’s well regarded status and positive image.  These findings 
suggest that for ADB to maintain this positive assessment, it must continue to perform well in each of 
these areas.   

Human resources 
Human resources—a talented, professional staff with the appropriate technical expertise—is 

key to any large organization’s success.  ADB clients who find ADB to be a valuable partner in working 
toward reaching development targets often credit ADB’s technical skills and abilities, the range and 
quality of services offered by ADB’s field offices, and the knowledge and understanding professed by 
ADB staff.   

ADB’s technical expertise is an 
important ingredient of its success.  
Among clients who think ADB has been 
valuable in helping their country meet 
development goals and objectives, most 
credit ADB’s technical skills and 
abilities.  Specifically, more than eight in 
10 opinion leaders in every region find 
ADB’s technical skills and abilities to 
have been helpful.   

Moreover, about half of the 
clients in the Pacific (48%) along with 
notable minorities in Mekong (34%), 
East and Central Asia (26%), South 
Asia (22%), and Southeast Asia (19%) 
report that ADB’s technical skills and 
abilities were very helpful.  At the same 
time, clients imply that ADB’s technical 
expertise could be honed further, with 
half of clients in the Pacific and 
majorities in the other regions saying 
that ADB’s technical skills and abilities 
were somewhat helpful rather than very helpful.  However, only a few opinion leaders indicate that 
ADB’s technical expertise did not really contribute to their overall positive evaluation of ADB. 

                                                 
7 Clients who said ADB was not too helpful or not helpful at all were also asked to describe why.  However, these data are not 
presented here because the number of respondents who find ADB unhelpful is too small to allow meaningful analysis.   

  

 Chart (Q14a) 
Helpfulness of ADB’s technical skills and abilities  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were its technical skills and 

abilities—very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or not helpful at 
all in assisting [name of country] to meet its development goals and 
objectives or isn’t this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] somewhat 
helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 

Pacific 

Mekong 

Southeast Asia 

South Asia 

East and Central Asia 

60

72

58

48

34

19

26

65

48

22

6

9

10

16

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t 
know (4%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Southeast Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia:  
Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Not 
applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%) 
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 In addition to ADB’s technical 
skills and abilities, clients consider 
ADB’s field offices to be a plus.  The 
field offices are the primary operational 
interface between ADB and the 
countries it serves, with a mission of 
providing more direct access to ADB’s 
constituencies.  Roughly 8 in 10 or more 
clients across the five regions report that 
the range and quality of services offered 
by ADB’s field offices have been helpful.   

Although some clients in every 
region—the Pacific (35%), Mekong 
(23%), Southeast Asia (19%), South 
Asia (15%), and East and Central Asia 
(9%)—find the field offices to have been 
very helpful, a majority of clients in 
each region say that the offices have 
been somewhat helpful, indicating that 
there is some room for improvement.  
But only a handful of clients describe 
the field offices as not too helpful or not 
helpful at all.   

Asked further about specific 
characteristics of ADB staff, clients 
commend the staff’s knowledge level 
and understanding.  ADB’s staff clearly 
play a positive role in contributing to a 
client’s evaluation of the organization.  
Among clients who think that ADB has 
played a helpful role as their country 
strives to meet development goals, 
nearly nine in 10 in each region say that 
ADB’s knowledgeable staff should be 
credited.  Moreover, a majority in the 
Pacific (52%) and sizable minorities 
everywhere but East and Central Asia 
report that knowledge offered by ADB’s 
staff has been very helpful. 

At the same time, clients 
indicate that there is room for 
improvement.  With the exception of the 
Pacific, majorities in every region, 
including more than eight in 10 clients 
in East and Central Asia (84%), describe the knowledge level of ADB staff as somewhat helpful rather 
than very helpful. 

  

 Chart [Q14j] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s field offices  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were the range and quality of 

services offered by ADB's field offices very helpful, somewhat helpful, 
not too helpful or not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet 
its development goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very 
helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at 
all? 

Southeast Asia 

Pacific 

Mekong 

East and Central Asia 

South Asia 

70

52

63

74

62

19

35

23

9

15

8

9

9

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia:  Not applicable (0%), 
Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Not applicable (4%), Don’t know (4%), Refused 
(0%);  Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); East and Central 
Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (2%); South Asia: Not applicable 
(0%), Don’t know (14%), Refused (0%)  

 

  

  

 Chart [Q14b] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s knowledgeable staff  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Was its knowledgeable staff very 

helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or not helpful at all in assisting 
[name of country] to meet its development goals and objectives or isn't 
this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too 
helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 

Pacific 

Southeast Asia 

East and Central Asia 

Mekong 

South Asia 

39

57

84

55

60

52

34

33

26

9

9

12

12

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia:  Not applicable (0%), 
Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Not applicable (4%), Don’t know (4%), Refused 
(0%);  Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); East and Central 
Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (2%); South Asia: Not applicable 
(0%), Don’t know (14%), Refused (0%)  
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ADB’s staff is also generally 
rated well for their understanding of, 
and empathy toward, the developing 
country’s particular situation and needs.  
A solid majority of clients in each region 
say that the understanding and empathy 
expressed by ADB staff have been 
helpful as their country works to 
achieve its development goals.  In most 
regions, however, clients are more likely 
to describe ADB’s understanding and 
empathetic staff as somewhat helpful 
than very helpful.  And in East and 
Central Asia, a notable minority of 
clients (23%) say that understanding 
and empathy on the part of ADB staff 
did not contribute to their positive 
evaluation of ADB as a whole.  

Procedures and efficiency 

Clear and easy to follow 
procedures and processes contribute to 
ADB’s helpfulness, according to clients 
who say their country has benefited 
from ADB’s assistance.  More than 
seven in 10 clients in Mekong (79%), 
the Pacific (78%), and East and Central 
Asia (74%) say that ADB’s easy to 
follow and understand procedures and 
processes have helped their country 
meet its development goals.  Somewhat 
fewer but still majorities in Southeast 
Asia (66%) and South Asia (58%) 
concur. 

Despite this largely positive 
assessment, a notable number of clients 
in each of the regions, including a third 
of South Asians (34%), find ADB’s 
procedures and processes either not too 
helpful or not helpful at all, suggesting 
that, although they view ADB as helpful 
overall, at least some clients may be 
having difficulties understanding ADB 
procedures.  This finding is 
corroborated when opinion leaders talk 
about ADB’s weaknesses.  Asked to 

  

 Chart [Q14e] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s understanding and 
empathetic staff  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were its understanding staff who 

were empathetic about our country's situation very helpful, somewhat 
helpful, not too helpful or not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] 
to meet its development goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—
[ ] very helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not 
helpful at all? 
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East and Central Asia 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t 
know (4%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); South Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia:  
Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Not 
applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (2%) 

 

  

 Chart [Q14c] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s procedures and processes  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were its easy to follow and 

understand procedures and processes very helpful, somewhat helpful, 
not too helpful or not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet 
its development goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very 
helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at 
all? 

Mekong 

Pacific 

East and Central Asia 

Southeast Asia 

South Asia 

58

48

72

41

45

21

30

25

13

19

9

21

25

34

9

    | 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t 
know (2%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); 
East and Central Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Not applicable 
(0%), Don’t know (8%), Refused (0%) 

 

  



13 

name ADB’s greatest weakness, some opinion leaders fault ADB for being slow, bureaucratic, or 
inflexible. (See section on ADB’s greatest weaknesses for more details.) 

In addition to the ease and 
clarity of procedures and processes, 
clients were asked about ADB’s 
efficiency and approach to project 
management.   

Again, majorities of six in 10 or 
more clients in each region respond 
positively, saying that ADB’s efficiency 
and timely handling of projects have 
been helpful.  Minorities from two in 10 
(20%) in Southeast Asia to roughly four 
in 10 in East and Central Asia (37%), 
however, report that ADB’s efficiency 
and timely handling of projects were not 
helpful.   

Financial capacity 
ADB’s loan and resource 

capacity also play a role in explaining 
why clients say ADB’s assistance has 
been helpful.  More than eight in 10 
clients say that ADB’s loan and resource 
capacity accounts for why ADB has 
been helpful in assisting their country to 
meet its development goals and 
objectives.   

Notably, sizable minorities in 
each region, ranging from nearly three 
in 10 in the Pacific (26%) to more than 
four in 10 in South Asia (45%), say 
ADB’s loan and resource capacity has 
been very helpful.  Most of the rest 
characterize ADB’s financial capacity as 
somewhat helpful.  Only about one in 
10 or fewer clients in the regions 
surveyed say ADB’s loan and resource 
capacity has not been too helpful.   

  

 Chart [Q14d] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s efficiency and timely project 
management  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were its efficiency and timely 

handling of projects very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or 
not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet its development 
goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] 
somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 
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    | 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/ Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t 
know (4%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), 
Refused (0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South 
Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Not 
applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%) 

 

  
  

 Chart [Q14f] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s loan and resource capacity 

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Was its loan and resource capacity 

very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or not helpful at all in 
assisting [name of country] to meet its development goals and objectives 
or isn't this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not
too helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 

South Asia 
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Mekong 
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    | 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/ Don’t know/Refused Percentages: South Asia: Not applicable (0%), 
Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Not applicable (2%), Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Not applicable (2%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Not 
applicable (4%), Don’t know (13%), Refused (0%) 
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Partnerships and 
consultations  
In addition to its financial 

capacity, ADB clients who say ADB’s 
assistance has been beneficial appreciate 
ADB’s non-financial capacity.  Large 
majorities across all regions rate ADB as 
helpful because of its ability to bring 
together different partners, to work 
effectively with other development 
partners, and its effective consultations 
with different stakeholders.   

As with other qualities asked 
about, clients are more likely to say that 
ADB has been somewhat helpful rather 
than very helpful in all three areas—
bringing different partners together, 
working effectively with other 
development partners, and consulting 
with different stakeholders.  This 
pattern holds regardless of region.   

While these partnerships and 
consultations are viewed as beneficial in 
helping countries meet their 
development goals and objectives, there 
are some who disagree. 

  

 Chart [Q14g] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s ability to bring different 
partners together  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Was its ability to bring different 

partners together very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or not 
helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet its development goals
and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] somewhat 
helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages:  Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t 
know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); South Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia:  
Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%) 

 

  

 Chart [Q14h] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s ability to work with other 
development partners  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Was its ability to work effectively 

with other development partners very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too 
helpful or not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet its 
development goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very 
helpful, [ ] somewhat helpful , [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at 
all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Not applicable (0%), 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%);  Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused 
(0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Not 
applicable (0%), Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Not applicable 
(0%), Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%) 
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Minorities in every region 

report that ADB is not helpful when it 
comes to bringing different partners 
together, working with other 
development partners, and consulting 
with different stakeholders.  However, 
in most cases these minorities are 
relatively small.  

 

  

 Chart [Q14i] 
Helpfulness of ADB’s consultations with different 
stakeholders  

 

 
  In what ways was ADB helpful? Were its effective consultations with 

different stakeholders very helpful, somewhat helpful, not too helpful or 
not helpful at all in assisting [name of country] to meet its development 
goals and objectives or isn't this applicable—[ ] very helpful, [ ] 
somewhat helpful, [ ] not too helpful or [ ] not helpful at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Not Applicable/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: South Asia: Not applicable (0%), 
Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%);  
Pacific: Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%; ); East and Central Asia:  
Not applicable (0%), Don’t know (7%), Refused (0%) 

 

  



16 

ADB in comparison to other development organizations  
ADB is recognized as a positively influential force in developing Asia, even slightly more so 

than the World Bank, UNDP, or IMF, according to opinion leaders in ADB member countries.8  In 
brief, ADB elicits the most positive reaction from opinion leaders, while the World Bank and UNDP 
follow closely behind ADB in positive reputation.  The IMF lags somewhat, although a modest majority 
of opinion leaders say that the IMF has a good impact on the way things are going. 

Impact of ADB  
Overall, ADB is considered an 

important partner.  This praise spans 
across all regions—developing countries 
and donor countries alike.  A vast 
majority of opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (94%), Southeast Asia 
(91%), South Asia (90%), Mekong 
(89%), the Pacific (85%), and donor 
countries (87%) say ADB is having a 
good impact on the way things are 
going.     

But again, opinion leaders do 
see some room for improvement.  
Although a modest minority of opinion 
leaders say ADB’s impact is very good, 
opinion leaders are more likely to see 
ADB as having a somewhat good impact 
on the way things are going. But 
corroborating the mostly positive image 
of ADB, only a few opinion leaders say 
that ADB has a very or somewhat bad 
impact on the way things are going. 

Although a majority of opinion 
leaders of all backgrounds say ADB is 
having a somewhat good impact, opinion leaders who have more knowledge of ADB and opinion 
leaders who have been involved in ADB activities are more likely to give ADB credit for having a very 
good impact.  Opinion leaders who describe themselves as very knowledgeable of ADB and its activities 
(25%) are somewhat more likely to say ADB is having a very good impact on the way things are going 
than those who say they are somewhat knowledgeable of ADB (13%).  Similarly, ADB clients (21%) 
think ADB is having a very good impact slightly more often than non-clients (12%). 

To an extent, the professional sector an opinion leader works in also helps shape opinion 
leaders’ assessment.  A large majority of opinion leaders in all professional sectors commend ADB for 
having a good impact, but senior representatives of civil society organizations stand out as most likely 
to criticize ADB for having a bad impact.  Compared with just a handful of government (5%), donor 

                                                 
8 Throughout the survey, opinion leaders in donor countries were asked about “developing countries in Asia and the Pacific” 
while opinion leaders in developing countries were asked about their country specifically.  

  

 Chart (Q6d) 
Impact of ADB on way things are going in 
developing countries 

 

 
  Is the Asian Development Bank (ADB) having a very good, somewhat 

good, somewhat bad or very bad impact on the way things are going 
in [name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—
[ ] very good, [ ] somewhat good, [ ] somewhat bad or [ ] very 
bad? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
No influence/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: East and Central Asia: No influence 
(1%), Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: No influence (0%), Don’t know 
(1%), Refused (2%); South Asia: No influence (<1%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: No influence (1%), Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: No influence (0%), 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Donor Countries: No influence (<1%), Don’t know (1%), 
Refused (1%) 
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agency (4%), and private sector (4%) leaders, 20 percent of opinion leaders in civil society 
organizations think ADB is having a bad impact.    

Impact of World Bank 
Like ADB, the World Bank has a good impact on the way things are going according to most 

opinion leaders.  This positive assessment is shared across all regions.   

Specifically, large majorities in 
Southeast Asia (88%), East and Central 
Asia (84%), Mekong (81%), South Asia 
(81%) and donor countries (79%) say 
the World Bank is having a very good or 
somewhat good impact on the way 
things are going.  Just over half in the 
Pacific (54%) concur, although a 
sizeable minority (21%) say they are 
unsure of what kind of impact the 
World Bank is having.   

As is the case when evaluating 
ADB, opinion leaders describe the 
World Bank’s impact as somewhat good 
notably more often than as very good.  
Relatively few opinion leaders say the 
World Bank is having a very good 
impact, with the exception of Mekong, 
where nearly three in 10 opinion leaders 
(27%) say the World Bank is having a 
very good impact. 

Chart (Q6c) 
Impact of World Bank on way things are going in 
developing countries 

   Is the World Bank having a very good, somewhat good, somewhat 
bad or very bad impact on the way things are going in [name of 
country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] very 
good, [ ] somewhat good, [ ] somewhat bad or [ ] very bad? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 
No influence/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: No influence (0%), Don’t 
know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: No influence (1%), Don’t know (2%), 
Refused (0%);  Mekong: No influence (5%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); South Asia: No 
influence (1%), Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Pacific: No influence (0%), Don’t know 
(21%), Refused (0%); Donor Countries: No influence (0%), Don’t know (2%), Refused (1%) 
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Impact of UNDP 
Similar to ADB and the World Bank, 

views on the impact of UNDP are mostly 
favorable and fairly even across all regions.   

Large majorities of opinion leaders 
in Southeast Asia (85%), East and Central 
Asia (82%), the Pacific (82%), South Asia 
(80%), Mekong (73%), and donor countries 
(78%) believe UNDP has a good impact.  
However, this positive assessment is 
somewhat tempered—with the exception of 
Mekong (23%) and the Pacific (21%), 
relatively few opinion leaders say UNDP is 
having a very good impact on the way things 
are going.9  

Impact of IMF 
The IMF does not fare quite as well 

as ADB, the World Bank, or UNDP, 
although a sizable majority of opinion 
leaders in Mekong view the IMF favorably.   

Over seven in 10 opinion leaders in 
Mekong (74%) say the IMF is having a very 
good or somewhat good impact in their 
country, including two in 10 (21%) who say 
it is having a very good impact.  Just over 
half of opinion leaders in Southeast Asia 
(55%), East and Central Asia (55%), and 
donor countries (52%) say the impact of the 
IMF is very or somewhat good.  Likewise, 
just over half in South Asia (57%) and the 
Pacific (54%) agree, although notable 
minorities (16% and 18%, respectively) 
simply say they do not know what kind of 
impact the IMF is having on developing 
countries.   

                                                 
9 The difference between Mekong (23%) and Southeast Asia (14%) is not statistically significant, while the difference between 
Southeast Asia (14%) and East and Central Asia (4%) is a statistically significant difference.  When comparing the Pacific with all 
other regions, only the difference between Pacific (21%) and East and Central Asia (4%) is statistically significant.    

 Chart (Q6b, Q6e) 
Impact of UNDP and IMF on way things are going 
in developing countries 

 

    For each, please tell me what kind of impact it is having on the way 
things are going in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and 
the Pacific].   Is the (INSERT) having a [ ] very good, [ ] somewhat 
good, [ ] somewhat bad or [ ] very bad impact on the way things are 
going in [name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific]? 
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No influence/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: No influence (2%), 
Don’t know (7%), Refused (0%);  Pacific: No influence (0%), Don’t know (9%), Refused 
(3%); East and Central Asia: No influence (5%), Don’t know (5%), Refused (1%); South 
Asia: No influence (4%), Don’t know (10%), Refused (0%); Mekong: No influence (8%), 
Don’t know (7%), Refused (0%); Donor Countries: No influence (<1%), Don’t know (7%), 
Refused (1%) 

    IMF 

Mekong 

South Asia 

Southeast Asia 

East and Central Asia 

Pacific 

Donor Countries 

51

45

49

42

47

21

6

10

6

12

5318

13

33

24

21

30 5

6

7

6

9

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
No influence/Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: No influence (5%), Don’t know 
(1%), Refused (0%); South Asia: No influence (6%), Don’t know (16%), Refused (1%);  
Southeast Asia: No influence (1%), Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); East and Central 
Asia: No influence (7%), Don’t know (9%), Refused (0%); Pacific: No influence (0%), 
Don’t know (18%), Refused (0%); Donor Countries: No influence (2%), Don’t know (5%), 
Refused (<1%) 
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ADB strengths  
Asked to indicate the greatest strength of ADB, both ADB’s financial assets (in the form of 

loans, grants, and other types of financial assistance) and its non-financial knowledge-related services 
(i.e., providing knowledge and expertise, coordinating development efforts, introducing new 
technology, research, and organizing conferences) are mentioned.  A smaller but notable number of 
opinion leaders also mention that ADB’s greatest asset is its focus and concentration on one region and 
its proximity and familiarity with the countries it serves.  

 

 Table (Q7) 
Greatest strength of Asian Development Bank 

 

   In one short phrase, what is the greatest strength of the Asian Development Bank?  

  East and Central 
Asia 

Southeast Asia South Asia Mekong Pacific Donor Countries  

 Financial Assistance 23 61 38 40 12 21  

 Non-financial knowledge-
related services 

32 14 24 28 42 24  

 Regional Focus 12 17 8 1 18 19  

 Capacity 12 2 4 2 - 11  

 Work in Specific Sectors 4 - 5 4 6 7  

 Policies and Beliefs 7 4 10 14 3 3  

 Procedures and Processes 5 - 6 4 6 5  

 Projects and Programs - - 1 4 - 2  

   

        

Responses vary by region when it comes to assessing ADB’s greatest strength.  ADB’s financial 
assistance comes up most often in Southeast Asia, Mekong, and South Asia, while opinion leaders in the 
Pacific, East and Central Asia, and donor countries mention ADB’s non-financial services most often.   

ADB’s financial assistance is by far the most appreciated aspect of ADB in Southeast Asia.  A 
majority of six in 10 opinion leaders in Southeast Asia mention financial assistance (61%), with small 
minorities mentioning ADB’s regional focus (17%) and its non-financial services (14%).   

Opinion leaders in Mekong most often cite ADB’s financial assistance (40%), followed by non-
financial knowledge-related services (28%), and ADB’s policies and beliefs (14%).  Likewise, opinion 
leaders in South Asia say financial assistance (38%), knowledge-related services (24%), and ADB’s 
policies and beliefs (10%) are ADB’s greatest strengths. 

Non-financial knowledge-related services (32%) and financial assistance (23%) top the list 
according to opinion leaders in East and Central Asia, followed by ADB’s regional focus (12%) and 
capacity (12%).  Opinion leaders in the Pacific also say knowledge-related services (42%) are ADB’s 
greatest strength, in addition to its regional focus (18%) and financial assistance (12%).  And opinion 
leaders in donor countries mention a variety of strengths, such as knowledge-related services (24%), 
financial assistance (21%), regional focus (19%) and ADB’s capacity (11%). 
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ADB’s weaknesses  
Opinion leaders were also asked to describe ADB’s greatest weakness.  Many say ADB’s 

procedures and practices, perceived for being bureaucratic, slow, inflexible, and lacking collaboration, 
are its greatest weakness.  Other less frequently mentioned weaknesses include lacking adequate 
resources, trying to do too much, and programs/policies not tailored to the country or client.  

ADB’s primary weakness is its procedures and practices, according to opinion leaders from 
every region surveyed.  Half of opinion leaders in Southeast Asia (51%) and many in the Pacific (36%), 
East and Central Asia (35%), Mekong (31%), South Asia (20%) and donor countries (34%) cite these 
reasons, with most responses having to do with ADB being slow, bureaucratic, or inflexible.   

Other opinion leaders worry that ADB does not have enough capacity or is spread too thin.  
Two in 10 or more leaders in Mekong (24%), South Asia (21%) and donor countries (25%) say this is 
the greatest weakness of the Asian Development Bank.  Fewer opinion leaders across all regions say that 
ADB’s greatest weakness is a lack of responsiveness to client needs, the type of assistance given, or its 
particular projects and programs.  

 

 Table (Q8) 
Greatest weakness of Asian Development Bank 

 

   And in one short phrase, what is the greatest weakness of the Asian Development Bank?  

  East and Central 
Asia 

Southeast Asia South Asia Mekong Pacific Donor Countries  

 Procedures and Practices 35 51 20 31 36 34  

 Not Enough Capacity/Spread 
too Thin  

16 13 21 24 9 25  

 Responsiveness to Client Needs 12 4 15 3 6 6  

 Type of Assistance Given 9 7 12 11 3 6  

 Projects and Programs 5 7 11 12 3 4  

 Management 3 1 2 9 3 7  

 Communications and Outreach 2 4 2 - 12 5  

 Policies and Beliefs 4 5 4 2 6 1  

 Staff - 2 3 4 3 2  

 Association with the World 
Bank 

- - 1 - 3 1  

   

        

Opinion leaders who have personally dealt with ADB are somewhat more likely to express 
frustration with ADB procedures than opinion leaders who have not.  One in four ADB clients (24%) 
believe that being slow and bureaucratic is ADB’s greatest weakness, compared with 17 percent of 
opinion leaders who have not been involved in an ADB project, program, or study in the past few years.  
Among the professional sectors surveyed, private sector leaders (29%) and government officials (24%) 
are most likely to point to lack of speed and too much bureaucracy as ADB’s greatest weakness.         
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Institutional policies and practices 
Opinion leaders generally believe that ADB operates in a transparent and open manner.  

Consistent with this finding, opinion leaders say that ADB strives to ensure its staff does not operate in 
a corrupt manner.  Opinion leaders also find that ADB is able to adapt to developing countries’ 
changing goals and needs.   

Transparency and openness  
In line with its recently adopted 

Public Communications Policy, ADB 
aims to proactively share information 
about its work with stakeholders and 
the public at large.  According to a 
majority of opinion leaders surveyed, 
ADB is well on its way to living up to its 
stated goal.  When evaluating ADB’s 
transparency and openness, opinion 
leaders have fairly similar, positive 
views regardless of region.  Eight in 10 
opinion leaders in South Asia (82%), 
the Pacific (81%), East and Central Asia 
(80%), Mekong (79%), Southeast Asia 
(78%), and seven in 10 opinion leaders 
in donor countries (71%) hold the 
opinion that ADB operates 
transparently and openly.   

Moreover, nearly four in 10 
opinion leaders in South Asia (38%), 
three in 10 (33%) in the Pacific, and 
roughly two in 10 in the other regions 
report that in their opinion ADB operates transparently to a great extent.  But implying that even more 
could be done in terms of transparency, a plurality or majority of opinion leaders in each region say 
ADB operates transparently to a moderate extent.  Furthermore, a minority of opinion leaders in each 
region believes ADB is only open to a small extent or not at all.   

Involvement with and knowledge of ADB makes a difference when it comes to transparency.  
ADB clients are twice as likely as non-clients to say ADB operates transparently to a great extent (33% 
versus 17%).  And opinion leaders who say they are very knowledgeable about ADB and its activities 
(31%) are also slightly more likely to say ADB operates transparently to a great extent than opinion 
leaders who describe themselves as only somewhat knowledgeable (23%). 

A solid majority of opinion leaders in each of the professional sectors surveyed believe ADB 
operates transparently and openly to at least a moderate extent, but most of those who disagree can be 
found in civil society organizations and the media.  Roughly three in 10 opinion leaders in civil society 
organizations (34%) and the media (29%) believe ADB is only transparent and open to a small extent 
or not all.  In comparison, only 16 percent of government officials agree with this assessment. 

  

 Chart (Q10a) 
Extent ADB operates transparently and openly 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does ADB operate transparently and 

openly in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific—[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] 
not at all? 
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Donor Countries 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: South Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); Pacific: 
Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%);  
Mekong: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%) 
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Guarding against staff corruption  
ADB’s Anticorruption Policy 

requires that all ADB financial activity 
and its staff adhere to the highest 
financial and ethical standards.  
Substantial majorities of opinion leaders 
in Southeast Asia (83%), East and 
Central Asia (80%), the Pacific (76%), 
South Asia (70%), Mekong (64%), and 
donor countries (78%) believe that ADB 
ensures to a great or moderate extent 
that its staff does not operate in a 
corrupt manner.   

Notably, opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (55%), South Asia (49%), and 
Southeast Asia (44%) are more likely to 
believe ADB works to prevent 
corruption within its organization to a 
great extent than opinion leaders in East 
and Central Asia (26%) and Mekong 
(26%). Opinion leaders in donor 
countries (33%) fall in between.   

At the same time, at least some 
opinion leaders appear to be unaware of ADB efforts to prevent corruption.  In particular, opinion 
leaders in South Asia (25%) are more than twice as likely as those in East and Central Asia (12%), 
Southeast Asia (8%) and donor countries (8%) to say they do not know the extent to which ADB 
guards against corruption among its staff.    

Dealing with ADB first-hand helps lead opinion leaders to assess ADB’s anti-corruption efforts 
in a more positive light.  ADB clients, who have been involved in ADB activities in recent years, are 
more likely to believe ADB ensures its staff do not engage in corruption to a great extent than non-
clients (44% versus 30%).  On the negative side, opinion leaders in civil society organizations (21%) 
are more than twice as likely to think ADB prevents corruption among its staff only to a small extent or 
not at all than government officials (9%), private sector leaders (9%), academics (8%), or officials in 
multi- and bilateral donor agencies (5%). 

  

 Chart (Q10b) 
Extent ADB ensures its staff do not operate in a 
corrupt manner 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does ADB ensure its staff do not 

operate in a corrupt manner in [name of country] [developing countries 
in Asia and the Pacific—[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] 
small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (8%), Refused (0%); East 
and Central Asia: Don’t know (12%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (18%), Refused 
(0%); South Asia: Don’t know (25%), Refused (1%); Mekong: Don’t know (14%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (8%), Refused (0%) 
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 Responding to changing goals  

To be most useful to developing 
countries, foreign development assistance 
organizations must respond to the often 
rapidly changing social and economic 
environment in developing countries.  
Large majorities of opinion leaders in 
each of the regions surveyed say that 
ADB considers the changing 
development goals and needs of the 
countries in the region.  Eight in 10 or 
more opinion leaders in East and Central 
Asia (88%), Mekong (86%), the Pacific 
(85%), South Asia (85%), Southeast 
Asia (80%), and donor countries (81%) 
believe that ADB takes into account 
changing developmental goals and needs 
at least to a moderate extent.  Majorities 
in all regions report that ADB is able to 
adapt to changing conditions to a 
moderate extent, while minorities of two 
in 10 or more say ADB does this to a 
great extent.    

When assessing ADB’s 
adaptability, involvement with and knowledge of ADB activities matter to some extent.  ADB clients 
(30%) and opinion leaders who say they are very knowledgeable of ADB (31%) are somewhat more 
likely to say ADB adapts to changing needs to a great extent than non-clients (20%) or those who are 
only somewhat knowledgeable (23%).   

But perspective also matters.  Opinion leaders in multi- and bilateral donor agencies (33%) and 
in government (29%) are somewhat more likely than opinion leaders in the private sector (19%) and 
media (16%) to believe ADB considers changing development goals and needs to a great extent.   

  

 Chart (Q10c) 
Extent ADB  considers the changing development 
goals and needs 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does ADB take into account the 

changing development goals and needs of [name of country] 
[developing countries in Asia and the Pacific—[ ] great extent, [ ] 
moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused 
(0%); Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
South Asia: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (2%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%) 
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Projects with adverse effects 
Although ADB has an 

Accountability Mechanism to 
establish ADB accountability and 
assist people who have been adversely 
affected by ADB projects, opinion 
leaders have some concerns about the 
extent to which ADB assists people in 
finding solutions to their problems 
when adversely affected by ADB 
projects.  Fewer than half of opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (48%), Southeast 
Asia (46%), Mekong (42%), East and 
Central Asia (39%), South Asia 
(35%) and donor countries (33%) are 
of the opinion that ADB assists people 
to a great or moderate extent.  Almost 
as many are critical of ADB, saying it 
offers little or no assistance to people 
who have been adversely affected by 
ADB projects.   

At the same time, it appears 
that ADB’s efforts to address the 
needs of people who have been 
adversely affected by ADB projects are not well known among all opinion leaders.  Across all regions 
surveyed, opinion leaders say they simply do not know how well ADB addresses the needs of people 
who have suffered negative consequences as a result of ADB projects.  Four in 10 opinion leaders in 
South Asia (39%), followed by East and Central Asia (29%), the Pacific (21%), Mekong (16%), 
Southeast Asia (14%), and donor countries (28%) report that they do not know to what extent ADB 
assists people who have been adversely affected by ADB projects. 

Involvement with and knowledge of ADB activities helps shape opinion leaders’ views about 
accountability.  ADB clients and opinion leaders who are very knowledgeable about ADB and its 
activities are somewhat more likely to believe ADB pays attention to the needs of adversely affected 
people to at least a moderate extent than non-clients (44% versus 31%) or opinion leaders who are 
only somewhat knowledgeable (45% versus 35%). 

Perceptions of ADB actions to help adversely affected people also vary some by professional 
sector.  The share of those who think ADB addresses the problems of people who are negatively 
impacted by ADB projects at least to a moderate degree ranges from 47 percent of government officials 
to only 26 percent of officials working in donor agencies, with other sectors falling in between.  On the 
negative side, about four in 10 opinion leaders in civil society organizations (42%) believe ADB 
responds to adversely affected people only to a small extent or not at all, followed by opinion leaders in 
media (39%), academia (37%), donor agencies (30%), government (30%), and the private sector 
(29%).  More than four in 10 officials in donor agencies (43%) and roughly three in 10 private sector 
leaders (31%) and academics (28%) say they do not know.       

  

 Chart (Q10f) 
Extent ADB assists people who are adversely 
affected by ADB projects 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does ADB assist people who are 

adversely affected by ADB projects to find solutions to their problems in  
[name of country] [developing countries in Asia and the Pacific—[ ] 
great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: South Asia: Don’t know (39%), Refused (2%); Pacific: 
Don’t know (21%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (29%), Refused 
(2%); Mekong: Don’t know (16%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (14%), 
Refused (1%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (28%), Refused (4%) 
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Ease of filing complaints 
Not only do some opinion leaders express concern about the extent to which ADB assists 

people adversely affected by their projects, but opinion is split on the extent to which ADB makes it 
easy to file an official complaint when people have been adversely affected.  Roughly as many say ADB 
makes it easy as say ADB does not.  And a notable minority say they do not know.   

Slim pluralities of opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (45%), Mekong 
(44%), East and Central Asia (41%), 
Southeast Asia (40%), South Asia 
(30%) and donor countries (34%) say 
ADB makes it easy to a great or 
moderate extent to file an official 
complaint.   

Going in the other direction, 
some opinion leaders find fault with the 
process.  Sizeable minorities in Mekong 
(40%), Southeast Asia (38%), East and 
Central Asia (33%), the Pacific (27%), 
South Asia (25%) and donor countries 
(33%) say that ADB does not make it 
very easy to file complaints.   

And quite a few opinion leaders 
are unable to comment on the process of 
filing an official complaint.  More than 
four in 10 in South Asia (44%) and 
sizeable minorities in East and Central 
Asia (24%), the Pacific (24%), 
Southeast Asia (21%), Mekong (15%) 
and donor countries (29%) report that 
they do not know to what extent this process is easy. 

Personal involvement in ADB activities may positively impact opinion leaders’ evaluation of the 
process required for filing complaints.  ADB clients (42%) are somewhat more likely than non-clients 
(32%) to say that ADB makes the process at least moderately easy. 

In addition to involvement in ADB activities, professional background of opinion leaders helps 
shape their views to an extent.  Government officials (49%) are more likely to think ADB’s complaint 
process is at least moderately easy than opinion leaders in the private sector (35%), civil society 
organizations (33%), media (27%), or donor agencies (25%).  On the negative side, more than four in 
10 opinion leaders in civil society organizations (45%) and the media (41%) believe the process for 
filing complains is easy only to a small extent or not at all, followed by opinion leaders in academia 
(32%), private sector (30%), government (29%), and donor agencies (25%).  Half of officials in donor 
agencies (49%) and between two in 10 and three in 10 opinion leaders in the other sectors say they do 
not know.     

  

 Chart (Q10e) 
Extent ADB makes it easy to file an official 
complaint when adversely affected by ADB 
project 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does ADB make it easy to file an 

official complaint when people have been adversely affected by ADB 
projects in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific—[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] 
not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (24%), Refused (3%); Mekong: 
Don’t know (15%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (24%), Refused 
(1%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (21%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (44%), 
Refused (1%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (29%), Refused (3%) 
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Section 2: Priorities  

Improving the welfare of people in Asia and the Pacific requires a multi-faceted approach.  All 
of ADB’s initiatives focus on poverty reduction whether directly through programs designed to aid low-
income populations or indirectly through programs that aim to increase sustainable economic growth 
and develop the private sector.  In this section we detail opinion leaders’ beliefs about how much 
priority they believe ADB is placing on poverty reduction as well as the nine key operational areas 
highlighted in the survey that support ADB’s primary goal.   

For each of the operational areas listed below, opinion leaders were asked how much priority, 
to the best of their knowledge, ADB now places on the given area, and how much priority ADB should 
place on each area.  Opinion leaders were also asked which of these areas they believe contributes most 
to ADB’s overarching goal of poverty reduction.    

• improving social services 

• improving governance  

• improving the infrastructure 

• mobilizing resources to enhance the growth of the private sector 

• supporting the development of local capital markets 

• supporting regional cooperation and economic integration  

• promoting environmental sustainability 

• promoting gender equality and opportunities for girls and women  

• establishing effective disaster management systems 

Overall, findings show that opinion leaders believe that ADB considers all nine of these 
operational areas a priority.  In fact, in most cases, what largely distinguishes beliefs among opinion 
leaders is intensity—whether ADB is seen as placing a high or moderate priority in each of these areas.  
Asked about specific operational areas, opinion leaders are most likely to believe ADB places high or 
moderate priority on infrastructure improvements and poverty reduction.  Somewhat fewer say that 
supporting regional cooperation and economic integration and improving social services are high 
priority areas for ADB.   

As for what ADB should be doing, opinion leaders would like ADB to place priority on all the 
operational areas, with utmost emphasis placed on poverty reduction.  Smaller majorities think that 
infrastructure development and improving social services should rank high on ADB’s priority list.  
Although many opinion leaders acknowledge that ADB is already placing high priority on these areas, 
others believe that they are only being given moderate priority status at best. 

Opinion leaders do not see a single magic bullet to poverty reduction.  Rather development 
efforts should focus on multiple fronts, with particular emphasis on four areas—improving social 
services, improving governance, improving the infrastructure, and mobilizing resources to facilitate the 
growth of the private sector.  
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Poverty reduction 
Opinion leaders clearly 

associate ADB with poverty reduction.  
Large majorities of opinion leaders 
across all regions believe poverty 
reduction is a priority for ADB.  
Specifically, eight in 10 or more opinion 
leaders in Mekong (93%), Southeast 
Asia (89%), the Pacific (85%), South 
Asia (81%), East and Central Asia 
(78%) and donor countries (89%) 
believe that poverty reduction is a high 
or moderate priority for ADB.   

With most opinion leaders 
agreeing that ADB makes poverty 
reduction a priority to an extent, there is 
disagreement among opinion leaders 
about whether ADB places high or 
moderate priority on poverty reduction.  
In Southeast Asia, South Asia, and East 
and Central Asia, division between the 
two camps is fairly even. In Mekong 
(54%) and the donor countries (57%), a 
majority of opinion leaders believe that 
ADB places high priority on reducing 
the number of people living in poverty.   

  

 Chart (Q9a) 
Priority ADB places on reducing poverty 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on reducing poverty in [name of country] [in developing countries 
in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] 
low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

Throughout, plotted and tabulated values represent percentages of respondents. 

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%) 
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Opinion leaders broadly agree 
that poverty reduction is a priority for 
ADB but many think ADB should place 
even greater priority on poverty 
reduction. In most regions, the share of 
opinion leaders who think poverty 
reduction should be a high priority is 
substantially greater than the share of 
opinion leaders who think ADB is 
already giving high priority to poverty 
reduction now—Southeast Asia (87% 
versus 43%), the Pacific (85% versus 
27%), South Asia (84% versus 42%), 
Mekong (84% versus 54%), and donor 
countries (85% versus 57%).  East and 
Central Asia is the only region where 
perceived current and desired priorities 
are more in sync, with only about half 
of opinion leaders thinking poverty 
reduction should be a high priority 
(52%) and slightly fewer thinking it is 
already a high priority for ADB (40%).     

To be sure, opinion leaders have steadfast views about the role ADB should play in poverty 
reduction.  Regardless of knowledge level, experience, or professional sector, opinion leaders all agree 
that ADB should place high priority on fighting poverty.    

  

 Chart (Q11a) 
Priority ADB should place on reducing poverty 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much priority should ADB place on reducing 

poverty in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] 
no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(1%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%) 
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Poverty reduction tied to many operational areas  
To build on the collective wisdom of opinion leaders, we asked them which of ADB’s nine 

operational areas would contribute most to poverty reduction.  While none of the operational areas 
emerged as the frontrunner, four areas stand out: improving social services, improving governance, 
improving the infrastructure, and mobilizing resources to grow the private sector.   

 

 Table (Q12) 
Areas of development that would contribute the most to reducing poverty 

 

   Which one of the following areas of development do you believe would contribute most to reducing poverty in [name of country] 
[developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]? 

 

  East and Central 
Asia Southeast Asia South Asia Mekong Pacific Donor Countries

 

 Improving social services 15 22 27 19 15 16  

 Improving governance 14 19 17 23 18 22  

 Improving the infrastructure 14 20 26 15 21 11  

 Mobilizing resources to grow a 
private sector 

15 11 4 23 24 22  

 Promoting regional cooperation 
and economic integration 

17 11 5 7 3 6  

 Supporting the development of 
local capital markets 

12 3 4 8 6 7  

 Promoting environmental 
sustainability 

5 - 2 3 - 3  

 Promoting gender equality for 
girls and women 

4 12 9 2 6 9  

 Establishing effective disaster 
management systems 

1 2 - - - 1  

   

        

There are regional variations over which areas would most contribute to poverty reduction.  
For opinion leaders in the Pacific, mobilizing resources to grow the private sector (24%) and improving 
the infrastructure (21%) top the list, followed by improving governance (18%) and social services 
(15%).  The pattern is similar for opinion leaders in the Mekong and donor countries.   

Opinion leaders in the Mekong say mobilizing resources to grow the private sector (23%), 
improving governance (23%), improving social services (19%) and improving the infrastructure (15%) 
would contribute to reducing poverty.  Likewise, opinion leaders in donor countries say mobilizing 
resources to grow the private sector (22%), improving governance (22%), improving social services 
(16%) and improving the infrastructure (11%) would contribute to poverty reduction.  

Opinion leaders in Southeast Asia also cite these four priorities— improving social services 
(22%), improving the infrastructure (20%), improving governance (19%) and mobilizing resources to 
grow the private sector (11%)—but also mention promoting regional cooperation and economic 
integration (11%) and promoting gender equality for girls and women (12%). 

Opinion leaders in South Asia mainly mention improving social services (27%), improving the 
infrastructure (26%) and improving governance (17%).  Relatively few mention mobilizing resources to 
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grow the private sector (4%).   And opinion leaders in East and Central Asia cite a mix of 
developmental areas that would help reduce poverty—promoting regional cooperation and economic 
integration (17%), improving social services (15%), private sector resources (15%), improving the 
infrastructure (14%), improving governance (14%) and supporting the development of capital markets 
(12%). 

As might be expected, opinion leaders’ professional background and experience to some extent 
influence their views of priorities.  For example, ADB clients, opinion leaders who have been involved 
in an ADB project, program, or research study within the past three years, are slightly more likely to 
believe improving infrastructure is the best way to reduce poverty than non-clients (22% versus 13%), 
while non-clients are slightly more likely to point to improved governance as the best solution (24% 
versus 15%).   

Opinion leaders’ views on how best to tackle poverty also vary somewhat depending on their 
professional sector.  For example, private sector leaders are twice as likely to think mobilizing resources 
to stimulate private sector growth would be the best remedy to combat poverty as opinion leaders in 
government, media, civil society organizations, or donor agencies.  Opinion leaders in donor agencies 
and government, on the other hand, stand out as particularly likely to call for improvements in 
infrastructure.  And opinion leaders in donor agencies and civil society organizations are more likely to 
emphasize governance than opinion leaders in some of the other sectors.  

However, the top four ways to reduce poverty tend to remain the same regardless of 
professional sector, with one exception.  While the top four priorities mentioned by government and 
donor agency officials and private sector leaders are in line with the overall findings, opinion leaders in 
civil society organizations, media, and the academia also point to gender equality as one of the top four 
ways to tackle poverty.  
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Improving social services 
Most opinion leaders identify social services as a priority area for ADB.  This finding holds 

across all regions.   

 At least seven in 10 opinion 
leaders in each region—Southeast Asia 
(85%), Mekong (84%), East and 
Central Asia (75%), South Asia (71%), 
the Pacific (69%) and donor countries 
(75%)—say ADB gives social services 
high or moderate priority.  While 
roughly a third of opinion leaders in all 
regions surveyed believe ADB has made 
improving social services a high priority, 
opinion leaders are more likely to see 
social services as a moderate priority for 
ADB, and roughly two in 10 in four of 
the regions surveyed believe this is a low 
priority or not a priority at all for ADB. 

The professional background of 
opinion leaders may have something to 
do with their perceptions of the amount 
of attention ADB pays to social services.  
Although a majority of opinion leaders 
in all professional sectors believe ADB 
places at least moderate priority on 
social services, opinion leaders in civil 
society organizations (30%) are more likely than opinion leaders in almost all other sectors to believe 
that ADB only gives low priority or no priority at all to improving social services such as health care 
and education.   

  

 Chart (Q9j) 
Priority ADB places on improving social services 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on improving social services such as health care and education in 
[name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] 
high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at 
all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%);  
Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (6%), 
Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (6%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (3%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (5%), Refused (1%) 
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When asked how much of a 
priority ADB should place on improving 
social services such as health care and 
education, as in other operational areas, 
opinion leaders would like to see ADB 
do more.  More than seven in 10 
opinion leaders in Southeast Asia 
(79%), Mekong (75%), South Asia 
(74%), and the Pacific (70%) say 
improving social services should be a 
high priority.  Just about half of opinion 
leaders in East and Central Asia and 
donor countries concur.  Most of the 
rest think social services deserve 
moderate priority status.  Only a 
handful of opinion leaders surveyed 
think improving social services should 
be a low priority or not a priority at all. 

Across all regions, the share of 
opinion leaders who say improving 
social services should be a high priority 
is much greater than the share of 
opinion leaders who think ADB is giving 
high priority to social services now.  For example, 79 percent of opinion leaders in Southeast Asia think 
that ADB should make social services a high priority, which is more than more than twice as many 
opinion leaders who think ADB places a high priority on this operational area now (36%).  This gap 
exists in all regions—the Pacific (70% versus 21%), Mekong (75% versus 31%), Southeast Asia (79% 
versus 36%), South Asia (74% versus 33%), East and Central Asia (51% versus 22%), and donor 
countries (57% versus 26%).  

  

 Chart (Q11j) 
Priority ADB should place on improving social 
services 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much priority should ADB place on improving 

social services such as health care and education in [name of country] 
[developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] 
moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%);  
Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%);  East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), 
Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (<1%), Refused (0%) 
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Improving governance 
Improved governance is among the most frequently cited operational areas that opinion leaders 

think would contribute to poverty reduction.   

At least six in 10 opinion 
leaders in each region credit ADB with 
placing high or moderate priority on 
improving governance.  But a minority 
of opinion leaders say ADB gives low 
priority to improving governance. 

This assessment varies 
somewhat by region.  Eight in 10 
opinion leaders in the Pacific (81%), 
Mekong (75%), and Southeast Asia 
(75%), as well as six in 10 or more in 
South Asia (67%), East and Central 
Asia (64%) and donor countries (61%) 
say ADB places a high or moderate 
priority on improving governance.  With 
the exception of the Pacific, opinion 
leaders are more likely to perceive this 
as a moderate priority for ADB rather 
than a high priority.  Moreover, at least 
two in 10 opinion leaders in each region 
say ADB places only a low priority or 
no priority at all on improving 
governance. 

To some extent, opinion leaders’ involvement with and knowledge of ADB helps shape their 
perceptions of ADB’s efforts in improving governance.  Opinion leaders who are very knowledgeable 
about ADB and its activities (78%) and ADB clients (73%), opinion leaders who have been personally 
involved in ADB activities in recent years, are somewhat more likely to think ADB makes governance at 
least a moderate priority than opinion leaders who are only somewhat knowledgeable (64%) and non-
clients (63%).   

  

 Chart (Q9h) 
Priority ADB places on improving governance 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on improving governance in [name of country] [in developing 
countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate 
priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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Opinion leaders would like 
ADB to put more emphasis on 
improving governance.  Solid majorities 
of opinion leaders in every developing 
region except East and Central Asia say 
ADB should place a high priority on this 
operational area.  In fact, in all but one 
region, roughly twice as many or more 
opinion leaders feel ADB should make 
improving governance a high priority as 
believe it is already a high priority for 
ADB—the Pacific (82% versus 42%), 
Mekong (66% versus 31%), Southeast 
Asia (65% versus 25%), South Asia 
(45% versus 29%), East and Central 
Asia (45% versus 15%) and donor 
countries (56% versus 20%). 

  

 Chart (Q11h) 
Priority ADB should place on improving 
governance 

 

 
   In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

improving governance in [name of country] [in developing countries in 
Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low 
priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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Improving infrastructure 
Opinion leaders clearly associate ADB with infrastructure projects and it is one of the 

operational areas that opinion leaders think would contribute most to poverty reduction.  Nearly all 
opinion leaders credit ADB with making infrastructure development a priority.  And opinion leaders are 
more likely to describe infrastructure improvements as a high ADB priority than any other operational 
area.   

Recognition of ADB’s efforts to 
improve infrastructure spans across all 
regions.  Nearly all opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (95%), South Asia 
(94%), East and Central Asia (90%), 
Mekong (89%), the Pacific (88%), and 
donor countries (94%) believe that ADB 
makes improving infrastructure a 
moderate or high priority. 

A majority of opinion leaders in 
several regions think improving 
infrastructure is a high priority for ADB.  
Roughly seven in 10 opinion leaders in 
the Pacific (73%) followed by solid 
majorities in South Asia (62%), Mekong 
(59%), and donor countries (61%) 
think ADB places a high priority on 
improving infrastructure.  About half of 
opinion leaders in East and Central Asia 
(48%) and more than four in 10 in 
Southeast Asia (44%) concur.   

  

 Chart (Q9i) 
Priority ADB places on improving infrastructure 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on improving the infrastructure in [name of country] [in developing
countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate 
priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 
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Donor Countries: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%) 
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Indeed, making infrastructure 
development a high priority is exactly 
what opinion leaders think ADB should 
be doing.  Across all regions, except 
East and Central Asia, a majority of the 
opinion leaders would like 
infrastructure development to be a high 
ADB priority.   

Opinion leaders who think 
infrastructure should be a top priority 
outnumber opinion leaders who think 
infrastructure is already a high priority 
in South Asia, (87% versus 62%), 
Mekong (77% versus 59%), and 
Southeast Asia (75% versus 44%). The 
exceptions are East and Central Asia, 
the Pacific and donor countries.  In all 
three cases, roughly as many opinion 
leaders say ADB is already placing a 
high priority on this area as say that 
ADB should make infrastructure 
projects a high priority.  

Opinion leaders’ professional background and experience help shape their perceptions of the 
importance of infrastructure improvements.  Opinion leaders who describe themselves as very 
knowledgeable about ADB and its activities are more likely to believe ADB currently places high 
priority on infrastructure improvements (73% versus 51%).  Similarly, ADB clients (64%) are more 
likely to think this is a high priority for ADB than non-clients (50%).  But the more experienced ADB 
watchers are also more likely to think ADB should place high priority on improving infrastructure.  
Very knowledgeable opinion leaders (73%) and ADB clients (74%) are more likely to advocate high 
priority status for infrastructure than somewhat knowledgeable opinion leaders (65%) and non-clients 
(60%). 

The sector opinion leaders work in also makes a difference.  Donor agency (76%) and 
government officials (63%) tend to think ADB places high priority on infrastructure more often than 
opinion leaders in academia (54%), civil society organizations (51%), private sector (49%), or the 
media (44%).10  At the same time, opinion leaders in civil society organizations (49%) are less likely 
than opinion leaders in almost all other sectors to think that infrastructure should be given high 
priority.     

Mobilizing resources to enhance private sector growth 
Mobilizing resources to enhance private sector growth is one operational area that opinion 

leaders point to as potentially contributing most to poverty reduction.  A majority of opinion leaders in 
each region believes that ADB makes mobilizing resources to enhance private sector growth a priority.  
Fairly sizable minorities, however, disagree with this view.   

                                                 
10 Difference between government and academia is not statistically significant. 

  

 Chart (Q11i) 
Priority ADB should place on improving 
infrastructure 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much priority should ADB place on improving 

the infrastructure in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and 
the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or 
[ ] no priority at all? 
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Six in 10 or more opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (72%), Southeast 
Asia (69%), Mekong (62%), and donor 
countries (71%) say ADB places a high 
or moderate priority on facilitating 
private sector growth.  Just half in East 
and Central Asia (52%) and South Asia 
(51%) concur.  In all regions, more 
think ADB places moderate rather than 
high priority on mobilizing resources to 
enhance private sector growth.   

A sizable minority of opinion 
leaders in all regions share the view that 
ADB places little or no priority on this 
issue—four in 10 opinion leaders in East 
and Central Asia (41%), South Asia 
(40%) and Mekong (36%), and just 
under three in 10 in the Pacific (27%), 
Southeast Asia (27%), and donor 
countries (23%) say that mobilizing 
resources to grow the private sector is 
something ADB gives little or no 
priority at all. 

Many opinion leaders feel this 
operational area should be a greater 
ADB priority.  In each of the developing 
regions, more than twice as many 
opinion leaders say ADB should place 
high priority on facilitating private 
sector growth than say that ADB is 
already making this a top priority.  
Overall, in all but two regions, a 
majority of opinion leaders say ADB 
should place a high priority on 
mobilizing resources to enhance the 
growth of the private sector.  Somewhat 
fewer opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (38%) and in donor 
countries (44%) concur.  But fewer than 
two in 10 opinion leaders in any of the 
regions think private sector growth only 
deserves low priority status or no 
priority at all. 

Opinion leaders’ background 
makes somewhat of a difference when it 
comes to attitudes about the private 

  

 Chart (Q9e) 
Priority ADB places on mobilizing resources to 
enhance private sector growth 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on mobilizing resources to enhance the growth of the private 
sector in [name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] 
no priority at all? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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 Chart (Q11e) 
Priority ADB should place on mobilizing resources 
to enhance private sector growth 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

mobilizing resources to enhance the growth of the private sector in 
[name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] 
high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at 
all? 
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sector.  Those who have prior involvement in ADB projects, programs, or research studies—ADB 
clients—are somewhat more likely to suggest that ADB should make mobilizing resources for private 
sector growth a high priority than non-clients (54% versus 43%).   

Comparing professional sectors, it is not surprising that private sector leaders are most likely to 
think private sector growth should be a top ADB priority.  A solid majority of more than six in 10 
private sector leaders (64%) along with smaller majorities of academics (55%) and government officials 
(51%) think the private sector should be given high priority.  Fewer than half of opinion leaders in 
media (44%), donor agencies (39%), and civil society organizations (34%) agree.  A notable minority 
of civil society leaders (28%), higher than in any of the other sectors, think that private sector growth 
should only be a low priority or not a priority at all. 

Client views on ADB partnerships with private sector  
Solid majorities of clients—opinion leaders who have had some involvement in an ADB project 

or program in the past three years—across all regions say that ADB should increase, not decrease, the 
number of partnerships it has with the private sector.  ADB’s effectiveness rests, in part, on its ability to 
build partnerships and alliances that can leverage resources to tackle development issues that ADB 
cannot address on its own.  

There is widespread 
agreement across the regions that 
ADB should increase its partnerships 
with the private sector.  Majorities of 
six in 10 or more among clients in the 
Pacific (88%), East and Central Asia 
(75%), South Asia (74%), Southeast 
Asia (68%), Mekong (64%), and 
donor countries (76%) say ADB 
should greatly or somewhat increase 
the number of partnerships with the 
private sector.  In every region 
surveyed, those who think ADB’s 
current number of partnerships with 
the private sector is just right or who 
think the number of private sector 
partnerships should be decreased are 
in the minority.   

Clients say that increasing 
partnerships is important for three 
reasons: (1) the more investment and 
development the better; (2) ADB will help the private sector develop best practices in management 
and finance; and (3) the private sector would benefit from ADB’s technical expertise and knowledge.  
Fewer clients, but still a majority, say that ADB should increase its number of partnerships because it 
would free up the public sector to address other areas. 11  

                                                 
11 There were too few respondents to analyze by region why opinion leaders believe ADB should increase partnerships with the 
private sector.  For this reason, the data are reported broadly and specific percentages are not given in order to avoid 

  

 Chart (Q21) 
ADB partnership with the private sector  

 

 
  As you may know, some of ADB’s projects are in partnerships with 

the private sector rather than the government.  Do you think ADB should 
greatly increase, somewhat increase, somewhat decrease, or greatly 
decrease the number of partnerships it has with the private sector or do 
you think ADB currently has the right number of partnerships with the 
private sector? -- [ ] increase, [ ] decrease, [ ] right number of 
partnerships 
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Encouraging private sector provision of social services and infrastructure  

There is also widespread support across all regions for encouraging the private sector provision 
of social services and infrastructure, although support is not as strong in East and Central Asia and the 
donor countries as in other regions.   

At least eight in 10 opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia (91%), the 
Pacific (91%), South Asia (84%) and 
Mekong (83%) strongly or somewhat 
agree that their country would be better 
off if foreign assistance agencies also 
encouraged the private sector provision 
of social services and infrastructure, 
including half or more who strongly 
agree.  Somewhat fewer opinion leaders 
in East and Central Asia (67%) and the 
donor countries (69%) strongly or 
somewhat agree, with fewer than three 
in 10 in these regions saying they 
strongly agree. Although a large 
majority of opinion leaders in all 
professional sectors agree that 
encouraging the private sector provision 
of social services and infrastructure is a 
good idea, private sector leaders are 
somewhat more likely to express 
enthusiasm than opinion leaders in 
almost all other sectors. 

Supporting development of local capital markets 
ADB is credited with giving priority to the development of local capital markets, although 

opinion leaders are somewhat restrained in this assessment, particularly in East and Central Asia and 
South Asia. 

                                                                                                                                                       
misleading the reader.  Similarly, the discussion of reasons as to why ADB should decrease the number of private sector 
partnerships has been omitted entirely because very few opinion leaders believe such partnerships should be decreased. 

  

 Chart (Q5e) 
Private sector provision of social services and 
infrastructure 

 

 
  [Name of country] [Developing countries in Asia and the Pacific] 

would be better off if foreign assistance agencies also encouraged the 
private sector provision of social services, such as health care and 
education and infrastructure. Please tell me whether you  [ ] strongly 
agree, [ ]somewhat agree, [ ] somewhat disagree or [ ]  strongly 
disagree 

Southeast Asia 

Pacific 

South Asia 

Mekong 

East and Central Asia 

Donor Countries 

36

33

32

46

40

56

55

51

51

21

35

29

7

10

13

21

18

9

8

10

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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Majorities of more than seven 
in 10 opinion leaders in the Pacific 
(79%), Southeast Asia (72%), Mekong 
(72%) and donor countries (77%) say 
that ADB places a high or moderate 
priority on supporting the development 
of local capital markets.  Six in 10 
opinion leaders in East and Central Asia 
(57%) along with four in 10 South 
Asian opinion leaders (41%) share this 
view.  However, relatively few opinion 
leaders see the development of local 
capital markets as a top ADB priority.  
Fewer than three in 10 opinion leaders 
in any of the regions surveyed say ADB 
places a high priority on this operational 
area.  And about half of South Asian 
opinion leaders (49%) and a sizeable 
minority in East and Central Asia (36%) 
say ADB places a low priority or no 
priority at all on supporting the 
development of local capital markets. 

However, many opinion leaders 
would like ADB to place more emphasis 
on the development of local capital 
markets.  Opinion leaders who think 
this development should be a high 
priority outnumber those who think it is 
already a high priority—the Pacific 
(45% versus 27%), Southeast Asia 
(49% versus 26%), Mekong (51% 
versus 21%), East and Central Asia 
(33% versus 10%), South Asia (44% 
versus 13%), and donor countries (40% 
versus 26%). 

  

 Chart (Q9d) 
Priority ADB places on supporting development of 
local capital markets 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on supporting the development of local capital markets in [name 
of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high 
priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 
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 Chart (Q11d) 
Priority ADB should place on supporting 
development of local capital markets 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

supporting the development of local capital markets in [name of country] 
[in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] 
moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 
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Supporting regional cooperation and economic integration 
Large majorities of opinion 

leaders in developing countries agree 
that the economy of their country is 
more likely to expand and grow if they 
integrate their economy with other 
countries in Asia and the Pacific.  
Specifically, more than nine in 10 
opinion leaders in Mekong (93%) and 
South Asia (91%) along with more than 
eight in 10 in the Pacific (88%) and 
Southeast Asia (84%) concur.  
Somewhat fewer, but still a solid 
majority of opinion leaders, in East and 
Central Asia (73%) agree.   

 Against this backdrop, a 
majority of opinion leaders believe ADB 
places at least a moderate priority on 
supporting regional cooperation and 
economic integration.  At least eight in 
10 opinion leaders in Mekong (87%), 
East and Central Asia (86%), Southeast 
Asia (81%) and donor countries (84%) 
say ADB makes encouraging 
cooperation and integration at least a 
moderate priority, with a majority of 
Mekong’s opinion leaders (52%) 
perceiving this as a high ADB priority.  
Somewhat fewer, but still a majority of 
opinion leaders, in the Pacific (66%) 
and South Asia (60%) see regional 
cooperation as an ADB priority.   

A notable minority of opinion 
leaders in South Asia (33%) and the 
Pacific (30%) believe supporting 
regional cooperation and economic 
integration is a low ADB priority or not 
a priority at all. 

  

 Chart (Q5b) 
Economic integration leads to expansion 

 

 
  The economy of [name of country] is more likely to expand and grow 

if we integrate the economy with other countries in Asia and the Pacific. 
Please tell me whether you [ ] strongly agree, [ ]somewhat agree, [ ] 
somewhat disagree or [ ]  strongly disagree 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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 Chart (Q9c) 
Priority ADB places on supporting regional 
cooperation and economic integration 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on supporting regional cooperation and economic integration in 
[name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] 
high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at 
all? 
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As for what ADB should be 
doing in this area, many opinion leaders 
believe ADB should be doing more.  
Almost all opinion leaders believe that 
supporting regional cooperation 
deserves at least a moderate ranking on 
ADB’s priority list and half or more of 
opinion leaders in each region say ADB 
should place a high priority on 
encouraging regional cooperation and 
economic integration.  

In four regions, the share of 
those who want supporting regional 
cooperation to be a high ADB priority is 
notably higher than the share of opinion 
leaders who currently perceive this to be 
one of ADB’s top concerns—the Pacific 
(67% versus 36%), South Asia (52% 
versus 22%), East and Central Asia 
(51% versus 31%), and Southeast Asia 
(50% versus 26%).  Mekong and donor 
countries, however, stand out with 
roughly as many saying regional 
cooperation and economic integration should be a high priority as say it is a high ADB priority. 

  

 Chart (Q11c) 
Priority ADB should place on supporting regional 
cooperation and economic integration 

 

 
   In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

supporting regional cooperation and economic integration in [name of 
country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high 
priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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Promoting environmental sustainability 
Many opinion leaders say ADB places a priority on promoting environmental sustainability and 

ensuring that development occurs in a way that minimizes harm to the environment.  Others are more 
reserved in their assessment.   

Majorities of roughly eight in 
10 opinion leaders in East and Central 
Asia (79%) Mekong (79%), and 
Southeast Asia (77%), and roughly 
seven in 10 in South Asia (68%) and 
donor countries (68%), believe that 
ADB places a high or moderate priority 
on promoting environmental 
sustainability.  However, only about 
half in the Pacific (48%) agree.   Across 
all regions, fewer than three in 10 
opinion leaders believe ADB places a 
high priority on environmental 
sustainability, with many more opinion 
leaders saying that the environment is a 
moderate priority for ADB.  Notable 
minorities of opinion leaders, including 
about four in 10 opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (42%), believe that ADB places a 
low priority or no priority at all on this 
issue. 

  

 Chart (Q9f) 
Priority ADB places on promoting environmental 
sustainability 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on promoting environmental sustainability in [name of country] [in 
developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] 
moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: East and Central Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused 
(0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), 
Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (9%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%) 
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Across the board, many opinion 
leaders indicate that they would like 
ADB to do more to promote 
environmental sustainability.  Half or 
more of opinion leaders in every region 
say that ADB should place a high 
priority on promoting environmental 
sustainability—substantially more than 
the number of opinion leaders who 
think ADB is already making 
environmental sustainability a high 
priority. 

Opinion leaders’ involvement 
with and knowledge of ADB activities 
may influence their perceptions 
regarding the priority status afforded to 
environmental sustainability.  Opinion 
leaders who are very knowledgeable 
about ADB and its activities (30%) are 
more likely to think ADB makes 
promotion of environmental 
sustainability a high priority than 
opinion leaders who describe themselves 
as somewhat knowledgeable (21%).  Similarly, ADB clients (29%) are more likely than non-clients 
(19%) to think ADB makes this a high priority. 

Looking at the professional sectors surveyed, a majority of opinion leaders across all sectors 
believe environmental sustainability should be given high priority, with civil society leaders expressing 
the most agreement (72%), followed by opinion leaders in academia (61%), government (57%), donor 
agencies (55%), the private sector (53%), and media (51%).12 

                                                 
12 The difference between civil society and academia is not statistically significant. 

  

 Chart (Q11f) 
Priority ADB should place on promoting 
environmental sustainability 

 

 
  In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

promoting environmental sustainability in [name of country] [in 
developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: East and Central Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%) 
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Promoting gender equality  
A majority of opinion leaders 

think ADB focuses on promoting gender 
equality and opportunities for girls and 
women to a high or moderate degree, 
although relatively few believe this is a 
high priority for ADB, and some even 
see it as a low ADB priority.  There is 
little variation in this view across the 
regions. 

A majority of opinion leaders in 
each region believe ADB places a high 
or moderate priority on promoting 
gender equality and opportunities for 
girls and women—Mekong (70%), 
Southeast Asia (70%), South Asia 
(65%), East and Central Asia (62%), 
the Pacific (60%), and donor countries 
(56%).  However, fewer than three in 
10 opinion leaders in any region would 
characterize gender issues as a high 
priority for ADB.  And roughly a 
quarter or more in every region say that 
ADB places a low priority or no priority 
at all on promoting gender equality and 
opportunities for girls and women in their country.   

  

 Chart (Q9b) 
Priority ADB places on promoting gender equality 
and opportunities for girls and women 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on promoting gender equality and opportunities for girls and 
women in [name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the 
Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] 
no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); East 
and Central Asia: Don’t know (9%), Refused (1%); Pacific: Don’t know (9%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (8%), Refused (<1%) 
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A notable share of opinion 
leaders, including majorities in South 
Asia (58%) and the Pacific (55%) think 
promoting equality between men and 
women should be a high priority, and in 
all regions, those who think gender 
should be a top priority outnumber 
those who think it already is, implying 
that at least some opinion leaders would 
like ADB to do more—South Asia (58% 
versus 20%), Pacific (55% versus 27%), 
Southeast Asia (42% versus 14%), 
Mekong (37% versus 24%), East and 
Central Asia (22% versus 11%), and 
donor countries (48% versus 19%). 

Opinion leaders in civil society 
organizations are particularly likely to 
emphasize the importance of gender 
issues.  A majority of six in 10 opinion 
leaders in civil society organizations 
(60%) believe ADB should make gender 
equality a high priority, compared to 
half or fewer in other professional 
sectors. 

  

 Chart (Q11b) 
Priority ADB should place on promoting gender 
equality and opportunities for girls and women 

 

 
   In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

promoting gender equality and opportunities for girls and women in 
[name of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] 
high priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at 
all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East 
and Central Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (<1%), Refused (0%) 
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Establishing disaster management systems 
In a region plagued with many recent and deadly natural disasters, development efforts are 

often interrupted by matters of day-to-day survival.  Nevertheless, out of all of the operational areas 
asked about, opinion leaders are least likely to see the establishment of effective disaster management 
systems as a high ADB priority, and in some regions, a sizable minority of opinion leaders think disaster 
management is only a low priority for ADB or not a priority at all. 

Barely half of opinion leaders in 
Mekong (50%) and donor countries 
(51%), just under half in East and 
Central Asia (47%) and Southeast Asia 
(46%), and four in 10 in the Pacific 
(42%) and South Asia (38%) say ADB 
places a high or moderate priority on 
establishing effective disaster 
management systems.  And few say 
ADB places a high priority on this issue.  
Moreover, more than a third of opinion 
leaders across the regions say that ADB 
places a low priority or no priority at all 
on establishing effective disaster 
management systems. 

  

 Chart (Q9g) 
Priority ADB places on establishing effective 
disaster management systems 

 

 
  To the best of your knowledge, how much of a priority does ADB 

place on  establishing effective disaster management systems in [name 
of country] [in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high 
priority, [ ] moderate priority, [ ] low priority or [ ] no priority at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
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Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
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(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (13%), Refused (<1%) 

 

  



48 

More opinion leaders say 
disaster management should be a high 
priority for ADB than think it already is 
a high ADB priority.  At the same time, 
however, a majority of opinion leaders 
in each region think disaster 
management should only be a moderate 
priority at best.  And more than two 
in10 in some of the regions—East and 
Central Asia (24%) and the donor 
countries (24%) in particular—think 
this should be only a low priority or not 
a priority at all for ADB. 

Opinion leaders’ background 
and experience make somewhat of a 
difference when assessing the priority 
status of work related to disaster 
management.  First, opinion leaders 
who are very knowledgeable about ADB 
and its activities (54%) are somewhat 
more likely to think ADB places at least 
moderate priority on disaster 
management than somewhat 
knowledgeable opinion leaders (44%).  Second, although a majority of donor agency officials think 
ADB should place at least moderate priority on disaster management (64%), they are less likely to think 
so than opinion leaders in other professional sectors.  At least eight in 10 opinion leaders in each of the 
other sectors believe that helping developing countries in Asia and the Pacific establish effective disaster 
management systems should be at least a moderate priority for ADB. 

Evaluation of Different Ways of Using Financial Resources 
Opinion leaders are open to many different ways for ADB to use its financial resources.  Asked 

to evaluate seven different ways ADB can use its financial resources to support development efforts, a 
majority of opinion leaders characterize each of the financial tools mentioned as a somewhat or very 
good way for ADB to use its funds.  Roughly seven in 10 or more of opinion leaders in each region have 
a positive view of loans to governments, loans and equity investments for private firms, and credit lines 
to financial institutions.  Solid majorities across regions also believe grants to governments and credit 
and political risk guarantees for private firms are a very or somewhat good way to use resources.  At 
the same time, however, a notable minority of opinion leaders in donor countries (38%) say that grants 
to governments are a bad idea.  As for grants to local governments, majorities in each region have a 
positive view, although notable minorities in Mekong (40%) and donor countries (31%) disagree.  
Loans to local governments receive somewhat less enthusiasm than other financial tools.  Although 
majorities in each region do view local government loans as a good way for ADB to support 
development efforts, a quarter or more of opinion leaders in each region say that loans to local 
governments without central government guarantees are a bad way to use resources.      

  

 Chart (Q11g) 
Priority ADB should place on establishing effective 
disaster management systems 

 

 
   In your opinion, how much of a priority should ADB place on 

establishing effective disaster management systems in [name of country] 
[in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific]—[ ] high priority, [ ] 
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 Table (Q24) 
Very or Somewhat Good Ways of Using Financial Resources 

 

   There are many ways ADB can use its financial resources to support development efforts.  Do you think the following are a very good, 
somewhat good, somewhat bad, or a very bad way for ADB to support development efforts? 

 

  East and Central 
Asia 

% very/somewhat 
good 

Southeast Asia 
% very/somewhat 

good 

South Asia 
% very/somewhat 

good 

Mekong 
% very/somewhat 

good 

Pacific 
% very/somewhat 

good 

Donor Countries 
% very/somewhat 

good 

 

 Loans to governments 79 91 83 91 75 73  

 Loans and equity 
investments for private firms 

80 83 84 68 97 68  

 Credit lines to financial 
institutions 

71 82 89 75 82 74  

 Grants to governments 76 86 75 71 97 59  

 Credit and political risk 
guarantees for private firms 

78 68 80 62 76 75  

 Grants to local governments 75 81 71 53 75 64  

 Loans to local governments 70 60 55 53 51 59  
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Section 3:  Performance  

ADB’s primary mission is to fight poverty, and opinion leaders think ADB is doing moderately 
well in this regard.  A large minority of opinion leaders give high marks—excellent or good—to ADB’s 
job performance in poverty reduction, while just as many say ADB’s performance is average.  Few are 
critical of ADB’s poverty reduction performance. 

As detailed in the previous section, opinion leaders most often point to one of four operational 
areas when asked what they think would most contribute to poverty reduction—improving social 
services, improving governance, improving the infrastructure, and mobilizing resources to grow the 
private sector.  Opinion leaders report that ADB performs moderately well in all of these areas.  But 
ADB receives particularly high marks for its performance in improving infrastructure.  Opinion is 
moderately positive about ADB’s performance in improving social services, improving governance and 
mobilizing resources to grow the private sector.  Roughly as many say ADB does an excellent or good 
job as say it does an average job in these areas.    

In the remaining operational areas—the development of local capital markets, promoting 
regional cooperation and economic integration, promoting environmental sustainability, promoting 
gender equality, and establishing disaster management systems—opinion leaders are roughly split 
between saying ADB’s performance is excellent or good and saying its performance is average, although 
with some regional variation.   Only small minorities of opinion leaders say ADB is doing a poor job in 
any of the operational areas. 
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Poverty reduction  
Asked how well ADB performs working toward its overarching goal of fighting poverty, many 

opinion leaders commend ADB on the job it is doing.  Roughly as many opinion leaders rate ADB’s 
performance as average.  By contrast, few say ADB is doing a poor job reducing poverty.  

Across all regions, ADB is seen 
as doing moderately well in its efforts to 
reduce poverty in Asia and the Pacific.  
Many opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (48%), South Asia (47%), 
Southeast Asia (42%), Mekong (42%), 
the Pacific (42%) and donor countries 
(46%) say ADB does an excellent or 
good job in poverty reduction.  About 
the same number of opinion leaders 
from every region say ADB performs at 
an average level.  Only few opinion 
leaders—15 percent or less—think ADB 
does a poor or very poor job helping to 
reduce poverty.   

Opinion leaders’ professional 
background and experience help shape 
their assessment of ADB performance.  
Opinion leaders who are very 
knowledgeable about ADB and its 
activities (54%) are somewhat more likely to think ADB does an excellent or good job helping reduce 
poverty than opinion leaders who describe themselves as somewhat knowledgeable (41%).  Similarly, 
ADB clients (52%)—opinion leaders who have been involved in an ADB project, program, or research 
study within the past three years—are somewhat more likely to give a high rating than non-clients 
(38%). 

Perspective also makes a difference.  A solid majority of opinion leaders who work in 
government (58%) give ADB good marks when it comes to poverty reduction while fewer in the private 
sector (42%), academia (36%), and civil society organizations (29%) agree.  

ADB clients were asked to elaborate on their assessment of ADB’s performance in reducing 
poverty.  Clients who say ADB is doing an excellent or good job reducing poverty attribute ADB’s 
success to: (1) emphasizing and placing priority on poverty reduction, (2) knowledge and expertise, (3) 
vision and foresight, and (4) sufficient allocation of resources to fighting poverty. 13 

These same attributes also help explain why some clients say ADB does an average or poor job 
reducing poverty.   When asked why ADB is doing an average or poor job, clients point to three things:  
(1) ADB not making poverty reduction a top priority, (2) ADB not allocating enough financial resources 
to poverty reduction, and (3) more broadly, poverty reduction being a problem that is too big and 
complicated for any organization — including ADB— to do adequately address.  Fewer, but still slight 

                                                 
13 There were too few respondents to analyze these responses by region.  For this reason, the data are reported broadly and 
specific percentages are not given in order to avoid misleading the reader. 

  

 Chart (Q16) 
ADB performance reducing poverty 
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majorities of opinion leaders who say ADB is doing an average or poor job say it is ADB does not have 
the knowledge and expertise, or because ADB does not have the vision or foresight to reduce poverty.14     

Performance:  ADB operational areas  
As pointed out in Section 2, four operational areas stand out as ones that opinion leaders 

believe would most contribute to poverty reduction: (1) improving social services, (2) improving 
governance, (3) improving the infrastructure, and (4) mobilizing resources to grow the private sector.  
In the following sections, we discuss opinion leaders’ perceptions of ADB performance in these four and 
five additional operational areas. 

Improving infrastructure  
Of the four operational areas opinion leaders think would most contribute to poverty 

reduction, infrastructure development stands out as an area in which ADB performs especially well 
according to opinion leaders.  Opinion leaders generally think ADB does a good job at helping 
developing countries improve their infrastructure, with at least six in 10 opinion leaders rating ADB’s 
performance in this area as excellent or good.   

Opinion leaders throughout 
ADB’s member countries say ADB’s 
efforts to improve infrastructure are 
excellent or good.  Solid majorities in 
Mekong (75%), South Asia (74%), the 
Pacific (66%), East and Central Asia 
(65%), Southeast Asia (59%) and donor 
countries (74%) say ADB does an 
excellent or good job improving the 
infrastructure.  Modest minorities in 
each region—South Asia (25%), 
Mekong (22%), East and Central Asia 
(17%), the Pacific (21%), Southeast 
Asia (14%) and donor countries 
(15%)—say ADB does an excellent job.  

Opinion leaders who do not 
rate ADB’s performance as excellent or 
good, generally see its performance as 
average.  Underscoring the relatively 
positive overall tone set by the opinion leaders, fewer than one in 10 opinion leaders across the regions 
surveyed think ADB does a poor or very poor job improving infrastructure. 

Although a solid majority of opinion leaders of all backgrounds give ADB good marks for 
infrastructure improvements, opinion leaders’ knowledge and background differentiates their 
assessments somewhat.  Opinion leaders who are very knowledgeable about ADB and its activities 
(80%) are somewhat more likely to give an excellent or good rating than somewhat knowledgeable 
opinion leaders (67%).  In addition, opinion leaders in multi- and bilateral donor agencies (81%) and 

                                                 
14 There were too few respondents to analyze these responses by region.  For this reason, the data are reported broadly and 
specific percentages are not given in order to avoid misleading the reader. 

  

 Chart (Q19h) 
ADB performance improving infrastructure 
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government (78%) give positive marks more frequently than opinion leaders in the private sector 
(67%), media (65%), civil society organizations (63%), and academia (60%).  

Improving social services 
Opinion on ADB’s performance helping improve social services such as health care and 

education is divided between opinion leaders who say it is excellent or good and opinion leaders who 
see it as average.  Only a few opinion leaders say that ADB does a poor job helping to improve social 
services.   

Opinion varies somewhat by 
region.  Majorities of opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (59%) and South Asia 
(51%), and roughly four in 10 opinion 
leaders in East and Central Asia (43%), 
the Pacific (42%), Mekong (39%) and 
donor countries (43%), say ADB does 
an excellent or good job helping ensure 
that citizens in Asia and the Pacific 
receive adequate health care and a 
quality education.   

Many opinion leaders rate 
ADB’s performance as average, 
including half of opinion leaders in 
Mekong (52%), about four in 10 in East 
and Central Asia (42%), the Pacific 
(39%), and donor countries (40%), and 
roughly three in 10 in Southeast Asia 
(34%) and South Asia (32%).  
Consistent with findings related to other operational areas, relatively few opinion leaders say ADB does 
a very poor or poor job improving social services such as health care and education. 

Government officials tend to be somewhat more positive about ADB’s contribution in the area 
of social services than opinion leaders in most other sectors.  Six in 10 government officials (59%) rate 
ADB performance as excellent or good, compared to about four in 10 or fewer opinion leaders in 
academia (42%), donor agencies (41%), the private sector (41%), and civil society organizations 
(36%).   

Improving governance 
As is true for improving social services, opinion on ADB’s performance in helping to improve 

governance is divided between opinion leaders who say it is excellent or good and opinion leaders who 
rate it as average.  Relatively few opinion leaders are critical of ADB’s performance in this area.   

  

 Chart (Q19i) 
ADB performance improving social services 

 

 
   And in your opinion, how good a job does the ADB do helping 
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Opinion leaders from Southeast 
Asia and the Pacific lean towards saying 
ADB does an excellent or good job in 
this area while opinion leaders in other 
regions are either split about equally or 
lean toward saying ADB does an 
average job.  Specifically, about half of 
opinion leaders in Southeast Asia (53%) 
and the Pacific (51%) say ADB does an 
excellent or good job improving 
governance in their country.  Roughly 
four in 10 opinion leaders in South Asia 
(41%), Mekong (38%), East and 
Central Asia (36%) and donor countries 
(37%) agree.   In East and Central Asia 
and Mekong more say ADB is doing an 
average rather than an excellent or good 
job, while in South Asia and the donor 
countries opinion is split with roughly 
as many saying ADB is doing an excellent or good job as an average job.  Southeast Asia and the Pacific 
are two regions where more say ADB does an excellent or good job than an average job.  Fewer than 
two in 10 opinion leaders in the regions surveyed say ADB does a poor or very poor job helping to 
improve governance. 

As is true for many other operational areas, knowledge of and involvement in ADB activities 
help lead to a more positive evaluation of ADB performance.  Opinion leaders who describe themselves 
as very knowledgeable (50%) along with opinion leaders classified as ADB clients (47%) are somewhat 
more likely to characterize ADB performance improving governance as excellent or good than 
somewhat knowledgeable opinion leaders (37%) and non-clients (35%). 

Professional sector also matters to a degree.  Government officials (50%) are more likely to be 
positive about ADB’ performance than opinion leaders in the private sector (37%), media (35%), and 
civil society organizations (32%).  A quarter of opinion leaders working in civil society organizations 
(23%) say ADB’s performance helping improve governance is poor or very poor.  

  

 Chart (Q19g) 
ADB performance improving governance 
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Mobilizing resources for private sector growth 
A vast majority of opinion leaders agree that ADB is doing at least an adequate job mobilizing 

resources, with some saying ADB is doing an excellent or good job while others characterize ADB’s 
performance as average.   

Half of opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (51%) and nearly as many in 
donor countries (45%) say ADB does an 
excellent or good job mobilizing 
resources for private sector growth.  
Four in 10 or fewer in Mekong (39%), 
Southeast Asia (38%), South Asia 
(37%) and East and Central Asia (33%) 
agree. 

Most opinion leaders who do 
not rate ADB’s performance as excellent 
or good, describe its performance as 
average.  Half of opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (51%) and East and 
Central Asia (50%), and four in 10 or 
fewer in Mekong (41%), South Asia 
(40%), the Pacific (33%) and donor 
countries (40%) say ADB does an 
average job mobilizing resources for 
private sector growth.  Roughly one in 
10 opinion leaders in every region say 
ADB does poorly or very poorly in this 
area. 

Generally, ADB is credited with 
playing a useful role in enhancing 
private sector development, according to 
a majority of opinion leaders.  A 
substantial majority of opinion leaders 
believe that ADB assumes a useful role 
in enhancing the private sector.   

Specifically, majorities of seven 
in 10 or more in the Pacific (84%), 
Mekong (79%), Southeast Asia (76%), 
East and Central Asia (71%), South 
Asia (71%) and donor countries (76%) 
strongly or somewhat agree that ADB 
plays a useful role in enhancing private 
sector development in their country.  
But opinion leaders are somewhat 
reserved in their assessment, with more 
saying they somewhat rather than 

  

 Chart (Q19d) 
ADB performance mobilizing resources for private 
sector growth 

 

 
   And in your opinion, how good a job does the ADB do helping 

[name of country] [developing countries in Asia and the Pacific] 
mobilize resources to enhance the growth of the private sector -- [ ] 
excellent or good, [ ] average, or [ ] poor or very poor? 

Pacific 

Mekong 

Southeast Asia 

South Asia 

East and Central Asia 

Donor Countries 

51

39

38

37

33

45

33

41

51

40

50

40

7

8

14

13

9

12

6

9

9

6

  0 50 100 

   No answer 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

   
  
  

 Chart (Q26b) 
ADB’S role in enhancing private sector 
development 
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strongly agree.  Moreover, minorities of roughly two in 10 opinion leaders in the surveyed regions 
disagree that ADB is playing a useful role in enhancing private sector development.   

Developing local capital markets  
Overall, opinion leaders see ADB as doing an average job in helping to support the 

development of local capital markets.  Somewhat fewer give ADB excellent or good marks in this 
operational area.   

There is some variation from 
region to region.  Half of opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (51%) say ADB 
does an excellent or good job 
supporting the development of local 
capital markets.  Fewer than four in 10 
opinion leaders in Mekong (37%), 
Southeast Asia (36%), South Asia 
(30%) and East and Central Asia 
(33%), but nearly as many in donor 
countries (46%) agree.   

Rather, half of opinion leaders 
in Southeast Asia (53%), and nearly as 
many in East and Central Asia (49%), 
Mekong (47%) and South Asia (47%) 
say ADB does an average job supporting 
the development of capital markets.  
Fewer opinion leaders in the Pacific 
(30%) and donor countries (36%) 
concur.  Across all regions, only a small 
minority say ADB does a very poor or poor job in this area. 

Promoting regional cooperation and economic integration 
Out of the nine operational areas asked about, opinion leader ratings of ADB performance in 

promoting regional cooperation and economic integration are among the highest, second only to 
infrastructure improvements.  In most regions, half or more of opinion leaders rate ADB performance in 
this area as excellent or good, outnumbering those who characterize ADB performance as average. 
Despite this high performance rating, promoting regional cooperation and economic integration is not 
one of the top four operational areas that opinion leaders think would most contribute to poverty 
reduction.   

  

 Chart (Q19c) 
ADB performance supporting development of local
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There is some regional variation 
on this assessment.  Solid majorities of 
opinion leaders in Mekong (68%) and 
East and Central Asia (64%), followed 
by half or more in the Pacific (51%), 
Southeast Asia (50%) and donor 
countries (56%) say ADB does an 
excellent or good job promoting 
regional cooperation and economic 
integration.  A minority of fewer than 
four in 10 opinion leaders in South Asia 
(37%) share this view. 

Just over four in 10 opinion 
leaders in South Asia (43%) and 
Southeast Asia (42%) say ADB does an 
average job.  Roughly three in 10 or 
fewer in the Pacific (30%), East and 
Central Asia (26%), Mekong (25%) and 
donor countries (34%) agree that ADB 
does an average job when it comes to 
promoting regional cooperation and economic integration.  Few opinion leaders think ADB does a poor 
job in this area. 

Opinion leaders’ knowledge level and professional background help shape their views of ADB 
performance promoting cooperation and integration in the Asia Pacific region.  Opinion leaders who 
describe themselves as very knowledgeable about ADB (64%) are somewhat more likely to rate ADB 
performance as excellent or good than opinion leaders who are only somewhat knowledgeable (50%).   

Government officials also stand out as a particularly positive group.  More than six in 10 
government officials (63%) give ADB high marks, compared to half or fewer of opinion leaders in the 
private sector (49%), media (49%), and civil society organizations (45%).  Academics (58%) and 
donor agency officials (52%) fall in between.  

  

 Chart (Q19b) 
ADB performance promoting regional cooperation 
and economic integration 
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Promoting environmental sustainability  
Four in 10 or more opinion leaders say that ADB does an excellent or good job helping 

developing countries promote environmental sustainability.  Roughly as many say it does an average 
job in this area.   

With the exception of Southeast 
Asia, opinion leaders from every region 
are essentially divided—just as many 
give ADB high marks as average marks.  
More than half of opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (55%) and nearly half in 
the Pacific (48%) say ADB does an 
excellent or good job helping promote 
environmental sustainability in their 
country.  Four in 10 opinion leaders in 
East and Central Asia (44%), South 
Asia (44%), Mekong (40%) and donor 
countries (39%) agree.  Most of the rest 
characterize ADB’s performance as 
average.  Fewer than two in 10 opinion 
leaders in each region say ADB does a 
poor or very poor job in this area. 

Opinion leaders’ background 
helps shape their assessment of ADB 
performance promoting environmental 
sustainability.  Opinion leaders with a high level of knowledge of ADB and its activities (52%) are 
somewhat more likely to rate ADB performance as excellent or good than opinion leaders who describe 
themselves as only somewhat knowledgeable (41%).  Along the same lines, ADB clients (49%)—
opinion leaders who have been involved in ADB activities in the past few years—are somewhat more 
positive than non-clients (38%). 

Professional sector also makes a difference.  Government officials (54%) stand out as the only 
group offering majority praise for ADB performance supporting environmental sustainability.  Fewer 
than half of opinion leaders in other sectors give ADB high marks—private sector (46%), academia 
(43%), donor agencies (40%), media (32%), and civil society organizations (32%).  About two in 10 
opinion leaders in civil society organizations (22%) consider ADB performance in this area to be poor 
or very poor.   

  

 Chart (Q19e) 
ADB performance promoting environmental 
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Promoting gender equality 
Following the pattern of 

findings on most of the operational 
areas, opinion on ADB’s performance 
promoting gender equality and 
opportunities for girls and women is 
divided between opinion leaders who 
say it is excellent or good and opinion 
leaders who rate it as average.   

With the exception of Mekong 
and donor countries, opinion leaders are 
evenly divided, with about four in 10 
rating ADB performance as excellent or 
good and roughly as many rating it 
average.  In Mekong and donor 
countries, by contrast, average marks 
are more frequent than excellent or 
good marks.   

Many fewer, but up to nearly 
two in 10, opinion leaders consider 
ADB to be doing a poor job helping promote gender equality and opportunities for girls and women. 

  

 Chart (Q19a) 
ADB performance promoting gender equality and 
opportunities for girls and women 
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Establishing effective disaster management systems 
From natural to man-made disasters, the Asia Pacific region faces earthquakes, tsunamis, 

typhoons, and terrorist attacks.  In every region surveyed, opinion leaders are more likely to rate ADB’s 
performance in helping establish effective disaster management systems as average than as excellent or 
good.  

Three in 10 or fewer opinion 
leaders in every region—East and 
Central Asia (31%), Southeast Asia 
(30%), South Asia (30%), the Pacific 
(27%), Mekong (20%) and donor 
countries (31%)—say ADB does an 
excellent or good job helping to 
establish effective disaster management 
systems.   

However, majorities in 
Southeast Asia (54%), Mekong (53%) 
and the Pacific (52%), as well as 
pluralities in East and Central Asia 
(45%), South Asia (38%), and donor 
countries (38%), believe that ADB does 
an average job in this operational area.   
And, although not numerous, each 
region has its dissenters.  Up to two in 
10 say ADB does a poor or very poor 
job helping establish effective disaster 
management systems. 

  

 Chart (Q19f) 
ADB performance helping establish effective 
disaster management systems 
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In addition to rating ADB 
performance helping establish disaster 
management systems, opinion leaders 
were asked to evaluate how quickly 
ADB is able to respond to crises and 
disasters.  Modest majorities or more in 
South Asia (68%), Southeast Asia 
(66%), Mekong (58%), the Pacific 
(57%), East and Central Asia (52%) 
and donor countries (57%) say ADB 
responds quickly to crises and disasters 
to a great or moderate extent.  On the 
flip side, minorities of two in 10 or 
more opinion leaders express concern 
about how quickly ADB responds to 
crises and disasters. Fully 38 percent in 
East and Central Asia, 37 percent in 
Mekong, 34 percent in donor countries, 
31 percent in Southeast Asia, 27 percent 
in the Pacific, and 24 percent in South 
Asia indicate that ADB’s response to 
crises and disasters could be quicker. 

Having a high knowledge level 
of and having been involved in ADB activities may lead opinion leaders to have a more positive view of 
the speed at which ADB responds when disaster strikes in developing Asia.  Opinion leaders who are 
very knowledgeable about ADB and its activities   (70%) are somewhat more likely to say that ADB 
responds quickly to a great or moderate extent than opinion leaders who describe themselves as 
somewhat knowledgeable (56%).  Furthermore, ADB clients (64%) are slightly more likely to think 
ADB response is as least moderately quick than non-clients (56%). 

But professional sector also matters.  A majority of seven in 10 government officials (70%) 
believe ADB’s response tends to be at least moderately quick, compared to much smaller majorities of 
opinion leaders in the private sector (54%), donor agencies (53%), academia (52%), and civil society 
organizations (50%).  However, media personnel (69%) are as likely to think ADB response is quick to 
a moderate extent as government officials.    

  

 Chart (Q10d) 
Extent to which ADB responds quickly to crises 
and disasters 
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ADB as source of knowledge 
A vast majority of opinion 

leaders strongly or somewhat agree 
ADB is an excellent source of research, 
analysis, and knowledge about a range 
of important development issues.    

Agreement that ADB is an 
excellent source is fairly even from 
region to region.  Specifically, nearly all 
opinion leaders in the Pacific (97%), 
Southeast Asia (91%), East and Central 
Asia (88%), South Asia (87%), Mekong 
(81%), and donor countries (86%) 
strongly or somewhat agree that ADB is 
an excellent source of research, analysis, 
and knowledge, including data and 
statistics, about a range of important 
development issues.   

At least three in 10 opinion 
leaders in every region strongly agree 
that ADB is an excellent source.  The 
exception is in the Pacific, where six in 
10 opinion leaders (58%) strongly 
agree.  Very few opinion leaders—one in 10 or less in all regions except Mekong (17%)—disagree that 
ADB is an excellent source of knowledge about development issues. 

Private sector leaders are particularly appreciative of ADB’s knowledge products. Opinion 
leaders in the private sector (45%) are more likely to strongly agree that ADB is an excellent source for 
information about development issues than opinion leaders in almost all other sectors—government 
(33%), civil society organizations (31%), donor agencies (27%), and academia (20%).15 

                                                 
15 Forty-four percent of opinion leaders in the media also strongly agree that ADB is an excellent information source, but the 
difference between media and most other sectors is not statistically significant. 
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Section 4:  Communications and outreach  

Without effective communication, best practices and lessons learned cannot be shared.   Indeed, 
effective communication and outreach is an essential component of any development effort.  A solid 
majority of opinion leaders give ADB’s communication and outreach efforts favorable marks.  As for 
means of receiving news about ADB, opinion leaders are more likely to learn about ADB’s mission, 
programs, and activities in newspapers or magazines than through TV or radio news coverage.  
Opinion leaders also often turn to the ADB website for information and many opinion leaders say that 
ADB publications have influenced their thinking about international development issues.   

In this section we report how opinion leaders rate ADB’s communications generally and then 
detail specifically which communication sources provide news and information about ADB to opinion 
leaders.  We then discuss opinion leaders’ thoughts about the ADB website regarding ease of use, 
usefulness, and potential areas of improvement.  We conclude the section by reporting how often 
opinion leaders use ADB publications, their influence, and what opinion leaders like and dislike about 
the publications.  
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ADB communications  
A solid majority of opinion leaders say ADB communicates very well or somewhat well about 

its mission, programs, and activities. There is, however, a sizable minority of opinion leaders who say 
that ADB communications could be improved.  

ADB receives more favorable 
than unfavorable marks for its 
communications in every region.  Solid 
majorities of opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (69%), South Asia 
(68%), East and Central Asia (68%), 
the Pacific (63%), Mekong (62%) and 
donor countries (57%) view ADB 
communications favorably.  Notably, 
opinion leaders in South Asia (29%) are 
more likely to say ADB communicates 
very well compared with opinion leaders 
in Southeast Asia (16%), East and 
Central Asia (16%), the Mekong (15%), 
and donor countries (12%).16  

But there is some dissent.  Three 
in 10 or more in Mekong (36%), the 
Pacific (36%), East and Central Asia 
(31%), South Asia (31%), Southeast 
Asia (30%) and donor countries (42%) 
say ADB does not communicate its 
mission, programs and activities to 
opinion leaders too well or not well at all.   

Knowledge of and involvement in ADB activities matter to some extent.  Opinion leaders who 
are very knowledgeable about ADB (77%), and ADB clients (72%), opinion leaders who have been 
involved in an ADB project, program, or research study within the past three years, are more likely to 
assess ADB’s communications favorably than opinion leaders with less knowledge (59%) and opinion 
leaders who are not ADB clients (55%).   

An opinion leader’s professional sector engagement also matters to some extent.  Opinion 
leaders who work in government (79%) view ADB’s communications more favorably than opinion 
leaders from most other sectors—media (61%), academia (58%), civil society organizations (50%), and 
the private sector (50%).  

Sources of information 
ADB’s communications and outreach come through a variety of venues.  Opinion leaders learn 

or hear about ADB in the news first and foremost through newspapers and magazines, with news 
coverage on TV or radio less common.  Some opinion leaders report having face-to-face meetings with 

                                                 
16 Opinion leaders in the Pacific (30%) are more likely than those in donor countries (12%) to say ADB communicates very well.  
Due to the small number of opinion leaders from the Pacific, differences between opinion leaders from the Pacific and opinion 
leaders in other regions are not statistically significant. 
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ADB and receiving correspondence at least monthly, and majorities meet with ADB at least sometimes.  
The pattern is similar when it comes to using ADB’s website, although some opinion leaders say they 
never access the website.   

Newspapers and magazines 
 At least a few times a month, a 

majority of opinion leaders in most of 
the regions surveyed are reading about 
ADB in newspapers or magazines.  
Specifically, a majority of opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia (65%), South 
Asia (65%), the Pacific (63%) and 
Mekong (59%) say they read news 
about ADB in newspapers or magazines 
daily, weekly, or a few times a month.  
In these four regions, fewer than four in 
10 opinion leaders say they read news 
about ADB only once a month or less 
often. 

At the same time, East and 
Central Asia and the donor countries 
stand out with half of opinion leaders 
saying they read about ADB once a 
month at best, with roughly a quarter 
saying they read ADB-related news stories at least a few times a month.  However, only a handful of 
opinion leaders in ADB member countries, including East and Central Asia and donor countries, never 
read about ADB in print news. 

  

 Chart (Q28a) 
Frequency of reading news about ADB in 
newspapers or magazines 
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Television and radio 
Mention of seeing or hearing 

news about ADB on television or on the 
radio is less common than reading about 
ADB in newspapers and magazines.  
While one-half of opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (51%) say they see or hear about 
ADB at least a few times a month, a 
majority of opinion leaders in other 
regions say that mention of ADB on 
television or radio occurs less 
frequently—once a month or less.  Of 
note, in donor countries, one-half of 
opinion leaders say they never hear or 
see mention of ADB on the television or 
radio.  

Face-to-face meetings 
Some opinion leaders report 

having face-to-face meetings with ADB 
staff or officials at least a few times a 
month if not more, while for many more 
opinion leaders such meetings occur less 
frequently.  

Fewer than four in 10 opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (36%), roughly 
two in 10 in South Asia (23%), 
Southeast Asia (21%), Mekong (21%), 
and East and Central Asia (16%), and 
only eight percent among donor country 
opinion leaders say they have such 
meetings at least a few times a month.  
Rather, majorities in South Asia (65%), 
Mekong (60%), Southeast Asia (58%), 
East and Central Asia (57%), the Pacific 
(52%), and donor countries (66%) alike 
say they have face-to-face meetings with 
ADB staff or officials once a month or 
less often.  Notably, two in 10 or more 
opinion leaders in East and Central Asia (25%), Southeast Asia (21%), Mekong (20%), and donor 
countries (26%) never have face-to-face contact with ADB officials.   
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 Chart (Q28d) 
Frequency of having face-to-face meetings with 
ADB 
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ADB official correspondence 
Written communications from 

ADB are received by sizeable minorities 
of opinion leaders at least on a monthly 
basis.  Three in 10 or more among 
opinion leaders in South Asia (40%), 
the Pacific (39%), Southeast Asia 
(36%), Mekong (33%), East and 
Central Asia (31%) and donor countries 
(30%) say they receive letters, memos or 
official correspondence from ADB a 
least a few times a month.  Just as many 
if not more say they receive these 
communications once a month or less.   

Website usage 
ADB’s website is a key 

communication tool.  Sizable minorities 
of opinion leaders in most regions use 
the ADB website at least a few times a 
month, and solid majorities say they use 
the website at least sometimes.   

Overall, use of the ADB website 
is fairly even by region, although slightly 
higher in East and Central Asia.  Four in 
10 opinion leaders in East and Central 
Asia (39%), and fewer than three in 10 
in the Pacific (27%), Southeast Asia 
(25%), Mekong (23%), South Asia 
(22%) and donor countries (27%), 
report using the ADB website daily or 
weekly or a few times a month.   

Sizeable pluralities and 
minorities, however, in the Pacific 
(48%), Southeast Asia (42%), South 
Asia (40%), Mekong (34%), East and 
Central Asia (26%), and donor countries (44%) report using the ADB website once a month or less.  
Similarly, minorities in every region—Mekong (41%), South Asia (38%), East and Central Asia (33%), 
Southeast Asia (31%), the Pacific (24%) and donor countries (28%)—say they never use the website. 

Knowledge of and involvement in ADB activities are related to website usage.  ADB clients and 
opinion leaders who are very knowledgeable about ADB are slightly more likely to use the ADB website 
at least weekly than non-clients and opinion leaders who describe themselves as only somewhat 
knowledgeable.  Opinion leaders who work in government are also slightly more likely to say they use 
the ADB website at least weekly than opinion leaders in civil society organizations, academia, and 
donor agencies. 

  

 Chart (Q28c) 
Frequency of receiving letters, memos, or official 
correspondence from ADB  

 

 
  In general, how often do you receive letters, memos, or official 

correspondence from the ADB—[ ] daily or weekly, [ ] few times a 
month, [ ] once a month or less or [ ] never? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

  

   

 

  

 Chart (Q28e) 
Frequency of using the ADB website  

 

 
  In general, how often do you use the ADB website—[ ] daily or 

weekly, [ ] few times a month, [ ] once a month or less or [ ] never? 
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Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  
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Evaluation of website  
Opinion leaders who at least sometimes access the ADB website generally praise the site for its 

ease of use.  But there is room for improvement, according to a sizeable minority who say the ADB 
website is only sometimes helpful.  In particular, opinion leaders would like the website to convey more 
information about ADB projects.  

Ease of website use 
Most opinion leaders who have 

used the ADB website say it is easy to 
use, although a majority of opinion 
leaders say it is only somewhat easy to 
use.  This assessment is fairly consistent 
across the regions surveyed.  Most 
opinion leaders in the Pacific (92%), 
East and Central Asia (92%), Mekong 
(91%), South Asia (85%), Southeast 
Asia (78%), and donor countries (80%) 
who use the site say it is easy to use.  
But only about three in 10 or fewer 
opinion leaders in each region say the 
ADB website is very easy to use.   

  

 Chart (Q29) 
Ease of using ADB website 

 

 
  Would you say the ADB website is [ ]  very easy, [ ] somewhat 

easy, [ ] somewhat difficult or [ ] very difficult to use? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

 

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
South Asia: Don’t know (4%), Refused (1%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (4%), Refused (1%) 
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Usefulness of website 
Although many opinion leaders 

access the ADB site and say it is easy to 
use, a sizable minority of website users 
say the site only sometimes provides the 
information they need or want.   

With some variation, this view 
is held across all regions in Asia and the 
Pacific.  Majorities of website users in 
the Pacific (76%), South Asia (65%), 
East and Central Asia (58%), Mekong 
(55%), Southeast Asia (51%), and 
donor countries (69%) say the site 
meets their needs always or most of the 
time.  A few opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia, the Pacific, and Mekong 
say the site always provides the 
information they need or want.   

At the same time, a sizable 
contingent of opinion leaders report the 
website is lacking needed content.  
Nearly half of opinion leaders who have 
used the ADB website in Mekong (46%) Southeast Asia (46%), and East and Central Asia (42%), and 
fewer in South Asia (30%), the Pacific (24%), and donor countries (26%), say the site provides needed 
information only sometimes or rarely.  

  

 Chart (Q31) 
Usefulness of ADB website 

 

 
  Would you say that the ADB website provides the information you 

need or want [ ] always, [ ] most of the time, [ ] only sometimes or 
[ ] rarely? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (4%), Refused (0%) 
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Suggested improvements to ADB website  
Opinion leaders mention a variety of ways to improve the ADB website.  Notably, providing 

more information tops the list. 17   Pluralities in Southeast Asia (49%), Mekong (46%), the Pacific 
(44%), South Asia (41%), East and Central Asia (26%) and donor countries (33%) say they would like 
the website to include more information, particularly about ADB projects.  Additionally, a small 
minority of up to two in 10 opinion leaders in nearly every region say the ADB’s website might be 
improved with better organization.  Other ideas that at least a few opinion leaders suggested include 
adding links, improving the language, improving download time, and updating the site more frequently.   

 

 

 

 

   

                                                 
17 Discussion as to why the ADB site is difficult to use has been omitted entirely because very few opinion leaders believe the site 
is difficult to use. 

 

 Table (Q32) 
Suggested improvements to ADB website 

 

   In your opinion, how could ADB’s website be improved?  

  East and Central 
Asia 

Southeast Asia South Asia Mekong Pacific Donor Countries  

 Include more information 26 49 41 46 44 33  

 Improve organization 17 13 17 19 12 20  

 Add links 9 7 10 9 - 4  

 Improve language 17 7 5 7 8 3  

 Make it faster to download 8 6 5 2 4 -  

 Update more frequently and 
include more information on 
current events 

4 3 2 2 - 1  

 Improve appearance and 
presentation 

1 - 2 - - 1  

 No improvements necessary 9 7 1 2 - 4  

 Other 1 3 5 4 8 2  

 Don’t know 9 6 10 9 24 28  

 Refused - - 2 - - 3  
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ADB publications  
Turning to print material, opinion leaders report using ADB publications frequently and credit 

the publications with influencing their thinking about international development issues.  Opinion 
leaders say the publications are easy to understand, interesting and informative, as well as up-to-date 
and current.  Despite these positive views, some opinion leaders think more ADB publications ought to 
be translated into their native language more often.          

Publication utilization 
Many opinion leaders—

regardless of region—report that they 
have used ADB publications in the past 
three years.          

Large majorities of opinion 
leaders in the Pacific (82%), South Asia 
(77%), Mekong (74%), East and 
Central Asia (70%), Southeast Asia 
(64%), and donor countries (76%) say 
they have personally used ADB 
publications in the past three years.   

ADB clients (80%) and opinion 
leaders who are very knowledgeable 
about ADB (86%) are more likely to 
have used ADB publications in the past 
three years than non-clients (67%) and 
those with a moderate level of 
knowledge about ADB (69%).   Use of 
publications also varies by professional 
sector, with opinion leaders in academia 
(84%) and in donor agencies (89%) 
somewhat more likely to have used ADB publications than opinion leaders in the private sector (61%) 
and the media (68%).   

  

 Chart (Q33) 
Used any ADB publications in past three years 

 

 
  Over the past three years have you personally used any publications 

from the ADB--[ ] yes or [ ] no? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
 

  

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (2%), Refused (1%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%) 
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Influence of publications 
ADB publications are not only used but majorities say ADB publications have influenced their 

thinking about international development issues.  By contrast, some say ADB publications are not 
influential, particularly in donor countries. 

These views are fairly evenly 
shared across regions.  Opinion leaders 
in the Pacific (78%), South Asia (72%), 
Mekong (67%), East and Central Asia 
(66%), Southeast Asia (65%), and 
donor countries (53%) say ADB 
publications have influenced their 
thinking about international 
development issues at least to a 
moderate degree.  

A minority say the publications 
have influenced them a great deal.  
Roughly half of opinion leaders from 
every region say ADB publications have 
influenced their thinking about 
international development issues a 
moderate amount.  ADB clients (70%) 
are more likely than non-clients (56%) 
to say that ADB publications have had 
an influence on their thinking about 
international development issues. 

Some opinion leaders, however, have not been equally affected by the publications.  Sizable 
minorities in Southeast Asia (35%), East and Central Asia (34%), Mekong (30%), South Asia (28%), 
the Pacific (22%) and donor countries (47%) alike say ADB publications have influenced their thinking 
only a small amount or not at all. 

  

 Chart (Q34) 
Influence of ADB publications 

 

 
  Overall, how much influence have the ADB’s publications had on 

your thinking about international development issues--[ ] a great deal, 
[ ] moderate amount, [ ] small amount or [ ]] no influence at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%) 
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Readability of publications 
Opinion leaders who have used ADB publications in the past three years say the publications 

are easy to understand.   

Nearly all opinion leaders who 
have used ADB publications in the 
Pacific (96%), South Asia (92%), 
Mekong (92%) and Southeast Asia 
(90%) say they are easy to understand 
to a great or moderate extent.  Fewer 
but still large majorities of opinion 
leaders in East and Central Asia (79%) 
and donor countries (74%) concur.  

 Opinion leaders in South Asia 
and the Pacific particularly praise the 
publications’ ease of understanding.  A 
solid majority in the Pacific (59%) and 
South Asia (59%) say ADB publications 
are easy to understand to a great extent. 

At the same time, opinion 
leaders elsewhere indicate that clarity 
and accessibility of the publications 
could be improved even further.  
Majorities in East and Central Asia 
(58%), Mekong (56%), and Southeast 
Asia (56%), along with a plurality of 
donor country opinion leaders (45%) report that ADB publications are easy to understand, but only to 
a moderate, rather than great, extent. 

ADB clients (90%) are more likely than non-clients (78%) to say that ADB publications are 
easy to understand. 

  

 Chart (Q35c) 
Extent to which ADB publications are easy to 
understand 

 

 
  To what extent, if at all, do you think the ADB's publications are easy 

to understand —[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent 
or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled. 

  

Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(1%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (2%), Refused (11%) 
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Content of publications 
ADB publications are also 

interesting and informative.  Among 
those who say they have used the 
publications in the past three years, 
nearly all opinion leaders in the Pacific 
(96%), Mekong (93%), East and 
Central Asia (92%), Southeast Asia 
(90%) and South Asia (89%), but 
somewhat fewer in donor countries 
(68%), say ADB publications are 
interesting or informative to read.  In 
each region, opinion leaders who rate 
the publications as moderately 
interesting and informative outnumber 
those who think the publications are 
interesting and informative to a great 
extent.  

Although majorities say the 
publications are interesting or 
informative to a moderate extent, three 
in 10 or more opinion leaders in every 
region give the publications more credit, 
and instead say the publications are 
interesting to a great extent.  The 
exception is opinion leaders from donor 
countries, where only a small minority 
(15%) say so. 

Timeliness of publications 
In addition to being easy to 

follow and informative, opinion leaders 
who have used ADB publications also 
appreciate their timely content.   

Nearly all opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (96%), South Asia (90%), East 
and Central Asia (90%), Mekong 
(88%), and solid majorities in Southeast 
Asia (82%) and donor countries (76%), 
report that ADB publications are up-to-
date and the topics and information 
covered are current to a great or 
moderate extent.   

  

 Chart (Q35a) 
Extent to which ADB publications are interesting 
or informative 

 

 
  To what extent, if at all, do you think the ADB’s publications are 

interesting or informative to read—[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate 
extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); 
Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(1%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (2%), Refused (11%) 

 

  
  

 Chart (Q35b) 
Extent to which ADB publications are up-to-date 
and current 

 

 
  To what extent, if at all, do you think the ADB's publications are up-

to-date and current in the topics and information covered—[ ] great 
extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (2%), Refused (1%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (3%), Refused (12%) 

 

  



75 

A majority of opinion leaders in the Pacific (52%) say the publications provide timely 
information to a great extent, but in other regions majorities describe the publications as moderately 
up-to-date and current.  

Language accessibility  
Although opinion leaders praise 

ADB publications for their ease of use, 
relevancy, and importance, there is one 
area—language accessibility—where at 
least some opinion leaders say ADB 
publications fall short.  There is 
agreement on this issue across the 
board, but it is particularly strong 
among opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia and Mekong. 

Majorities of opinion leaders in 
East and Central Asia (69%) and 
Mekong (55%) find that ADB 
publications are not translated into their 
native languages to a great or moderate 
extent. Minorities in the Pacific (38%), 
Southeast Asia (32%), South Asia 
(28%) and donor countries (33%) share 
this concern.   

First-hand involvement with 
ADB helps shape opinion about the 
language accessibility of publications.  ADB clients (47%) are more likely than non-clients (33%) to say 
that ADB publications are not translated into their native language often enough.  Government officials 
are also more likely than opinion leaders in the private sector (37%), media (28%), and donor agencies 
(20%) to report that ADB publications are not translated into their native language often enough. 

 

 

 Chart (Q35d) 
Extent to which ADB publications are not 
translated into native language 

 

 
 
 

  To what extent, if at all, do you think the ADB's publications are not 
translated into your native language often enough—[ ] great extent, 
[ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all ? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: East and Central Asia: Don’t know (6%), Refused 
(1%); Mekong: Don’t know (14%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%);
Southeast Asia: Don’t know (19%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (18%), Refused
(6%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (15%), Refused (6%) 
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Section 5:  Development Issues in the Asia and Pacific Region 

Assessments of ADB’s operations and performance are shaped within the larger context of 
individual country developments, regional affairs, and views about foreign development assistance 
agencies more broadly.  Opinion leaders are not only positive in their assessment of ADB, they are also 
largely positive about the impact that their government is having on their country and its role in 
development efforts.  A majority of opinion leaders believe their government supports and takes 
responsibility for development efforts in their country, including acknowledging that ultimate 
responsibility for achieving the Millennium Development Goals rest with the country’s government, not 
foreign development assistance organizations.    

Foreign development assistance organizations are also viewed positively but there is 
disagreement over how wisely foreign assistance money is being spent overall.  There is much less 
disagreement over corruption hampering development efforts, with many opinion leaders saying that 
development assistance is wasted because of corruption. 

But corruption is not the only threat to development.  According to opinion leaders, two threats 
to development stand out in addition to corruption—poor governance and poor infrastructure.  A 
variety of other economical, social and environmental threats are of some concern as well.   

In this section we outline what opinion leaders think when it comes to the impact their 
government is having and to what extent governments pursue development efforts and embrace the 
MDGs.  We also detail views on foreign assistance—how well it is used, whether there should be more 
or less, and whether corruption is a problem.  We conclude the section by reporting on the extent to 
which opinion leaders believe that nine distinct development hurdles pose a threat to development in 
their country. 



77 

Impact of governments 
Governments bear the responsibility for a wide variety of economic and social policies.  And 

solid majorities of opinion leaders say that their government is having a very good or somewhat good 
impact on the way things are going in their country.   

These assessments vary 
somewhat by region.  Large majorities of 
opinion leaders in Mekong (81%), South 
Asia (77%) and East and Central Asia 
(72%) say their government is having a 
good impact on the way things are going, 
followed by solid majorities in the Pacific 
(67%) and Southeast Asia (62%).    

However, this largely positive 
assessment is qualified.  Only a minority 
of opinion leaders say the impact is very 
good, while roughly half or more in 
every region say the impact is only 
somewhat good.  Moreover, each region 
has its contingent of government critics, 
with as many as a third of opinion 
leaders in some regions—namely 
Southeast Asia (36%) and the Pacific 
(33%)—of the opinion that their 
government has a negative impact. 

  

 Chart (Q6a) 
Impact of  governments  

 

 
  For each, please tell me what kind of impact it is having on the way 

things are going in [name of country] [developing countries in Asia and 
the Pacific].   Is the government of [name of country] having a [ ] very 
good, [ ] somewhat good, [ ] somewhat bad or [ ] very bad impact? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

Throughout, plotted and tabulated values represent percentages of respondents.  

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (4%), Refused (1%);  
Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%);  
Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%) 
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Government support for development efforts 
Large percentages of opinion 

leaders commend their governments’ for 
supporting and taking responsibility for 
development efforts in their country.   

 This support comes from every 
region surveyed in Asia and the Pacific.  
A vast majority of opinion leaders in 
Mekong (88%), South Asia (87%), 
Southeast Asia (86%), East and Central 
Asia (83%), and the Pacific (78%) say 
that their country’s government 
supports and takes responsibility for 
development efforts in their country.  
And this assessment is particularly 
positive, with four in 10 or more in each 
region strongly agreeing their 
governments are responsible and 
supportive of development efforts. 

Not surprisingly, opinion 
leaders in the government sector are 
more likely than those in other 
professional sectors to think that 
government has a positive impact on the way things are going and that government supports and takes 
responsibility for developments in their country. 

  

 Chart (Q5a) 
Support for development efforts by developing 
countries 

 

 
  The government of [name of country] supports and takes 

responsibility for development efforts in [name of country]. ---[ ] strongly 
agree, [ ] somewhat agree, [ ] somewhat disagree or [ ] strongly 
disagree? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East 
and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%) 
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Responsibility for MDGs 
A large majority of opinion 

leaders think that achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) is ultimately the responsibility 
of developing countries and not foreign 
assistance organizations. 

There is considerable agreement 
from region to region on this issue. 
Large majorities of opinion leaders in 
South Asia (83%), East and Central 
Asia (83%), Southeast Asia (82%), 
Mekong (79%), the Pacific (69%) and 
donor countries (79%) agree that 
MDGs are ultimately the responsibility 
of developing countries and not foreign 
assistance organizations.   

Moreover, support for this view 
is strong across all regions.  Half of 
opinion leaders in South Asia and 
Mekong, and nearly as many in all other 
regions strongly agree that developing 
countries rather than foreign assistance 
organizations bare the ultimate 
responsibility for reaching MDGs.  

  

 Chart (Q5c) 
Responsibility for Millennium Development Goals 
lies with developing countries 

 

 
  The ultimate responsibility for achieving the Millennium Development 

Goals (which set global targets for poverty reduction, maternal and 
child health, education, gender and access to water) in Asia and the 
Pacific rests primarily with the developing countries and not with the 
foreign assistance organizations. ---[ ] strongly agree, [ ] somewhat 
agree, [ ] somewhat disagree or [ ] strongly disagree? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: South Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%) 
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Funding by foreign development assistance organizations  
On the topic of foreign development assistance organizations, opinion leaders generally credit 

these organizations with allocating their aid resources wisely.  But this view is somewhat tempered.  
Only a few say that foreign development assistance agencies allocate their resources very wisely; rather 
many say they allocate their resources only somewhat wisely.   

This assessment is fairly even by 
region.  Substantial majorities 
everywhere—the Pacific (79%), East 
and Central Asia (74%), South Asia 
(74%), Southeast Asia (73%), Mekong 
(71%) and donor countries (74%)—say 
foreign assistance agencies allocate their 
resources at least somewhat wisely, 
although only a few opinion leaders say 
resources are allocated very wisely.  

Views about how wisely foreign 
development assistance organizations 
allocate aid resources vary by both 
knowledge level about ADB and 
involvement in ADB activities.  Opinion 
leaders who are more knowledgeable 
about ADB and ADB clients, i.e., 
opinion leaders who have had 
experience working on ADB projects or 
programs in the past three years, are 
more likely to say that foreign assistance 
organizations allocate aid resources 
wisely.  Opinion is also related to 
professional sector, with opinion leaders who work for the government more likely than those in civil 
society organizations, the private sector, and media to think that foreign development organizations are 
allocating resources wisely. 

  

 Chart (Q2) 
Allocation of aid resources by foreign 
development assistance organizations 

 

 
  In your opinion, how wisely are foreign development assistance 

organizations allocating aid resources to [your country] [developing 
countries in Asia and the Pacific]---[ ] very wisely, [ ]somewhat wisely, 
[ ] not too wisely or [ ]] not wisely at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (6%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (1%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (2%), Refused (<1%) 
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Developing countries’ use of funds  
Despite the generally positive assessments of developing country governments reported earlier, 

only modest majorities of opinion leaders think that developing country governments use foreign 
assistance funds wisely.   

Majorities of opinion leaders in 
most regions—the Pacific (69%), East 
and Central Asia (67%), Mekong 
(67%), South Asia (58%), Southeast 
Asia (51%) and donor countries 
(68%)—believe that governments use 
foreign assistance very or somewhat 
wisely.   

Opinion leaders in Southeast 
Asia are split—half say funds are used 
wisely (51%) and half say they are not 
(50%).  In the other regions, a quarter 
or more of the opinion leaders surveyed 
express concern that foreign 
development assistance is not used 
wisely.  

Again, government officials 
(76%) are more likely than opinion 
leaders in most other sectors to think 
that their country is using foreign 
assistance wisely—academia (57%), 
private sector (56%), media (55%), and 
civil society organizations (52%).  ADB clients are also slightly more likely than non-clients to share 
this view. 

Efficacy of foreign assistance spending 
Opinion leaders have more mixed views on the broader issue of how wisely foreign assistance 

money is being spent overall.  While opinion leaders are somewhat positive about how their own 
government is using foreign assistance funds, many opinion leaders are less sanguine about the use of 
foreign assistance funds in general.  This finding suggests that while opinion leaders may be vocal in 
criticism about how foreign assistance is used in general, opinion is likely to be more positive about 
foreign assistance to their country. 

Many feel that enough money is spent on foreign assistance but that the money is not being 
spent wisely.  These opinion leaders think that corruption accounts for some of the abuse.  Fewer give a 
positive assessment and say that enough money is being spent and that these funds are being spent 
wisely.  And for a minority, not enough is being spent on foreign aid.  

Views about how foreign assistance funds are being spent vary by region.  The Pacific (79%) 
stands out with eight in 10 opinion leaders critical of how money is being spent, saying it is not a 
matter of spending more money but spending it more wisely.   The Pacific is not alone, with over half in 
Southeast Asia (58%), Mekong (53%), and South Asia (52%) concurring.   Smaller but notable 

  

 Chart (Q3) 
Use of aid resources by developing countries 

 

 
  And in your opinion is [name of country] [are developing countries in 

Asia and the Pacific] using the foreign development assistance [it 
receives] [they receive] --[ ] very wisely, [ ]somewhat wisely, [ ] not 
too wisely or [ ]] not wisely at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and 
Central Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused 
(0%);  Donor Countries: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%) 
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percentages in East and Central Asia (40%) and the donor countries (44%) also worry about how 
wisely foreign assistance funds overall are being spent.   

In most regions, small minorities think that enough money is allocated and that the money is 
spent wisely.  An exception is East and Central Asia where three in 10 (30%) express this positive view.   

Likewise, roughly a quarter or more of opinion leaders in every region except the Pacific (12%) 
think that not enough money is spent on foreign assistance.   

Involvement with ADB and the professional sector that opinion leaders work in help shape 
views about how wisely foreign assistance is being spent.  ADB clients, opinion leaders who have had 
experience working on ADB projects or programs or participating in ADB research studies, are slightly 
less likely to think that enough money is being spent but not being spent wisely than non-clients (45% 
versus 54%).  And government officials (42%) are less likely than opinion leaders in civil society 
organizations (60%), academia (59%), and the media (57%) to believe that enough money is being 
spent but not being spent wisely. 

       

 Chart (Q1) 
Amount of foreign assistance 

 

   Thinking about foreign development assistance in general, some people say that not enough money is spent on foreign 
assistance to developing countries in Asia and the Pacific. Others say that enough money is spent, but that it is not spent 
wisely. Still others say that enough is being spent and that it is being spent wisely. Which view is closest to yours? [ ]] Not 
enough spent, [ ] enough (or too much) spent but not wisely, [ ] enough spent wisely. 
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Corruption and waste of foreign assistance funds  
Many opinion leaders think that corruption eats into foreign assistance funds and produces 

substantial waste.   Opinion leaders in Southeast Asia feel particularly strong about the effects of 
corruption, while opinion leaders in East and Central Asia and donor countries are less likely to share 
this view.    

More than eight in 10 opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia (82%), 
followed by solid majorities in the 
Pacific (66%), South Asia (64%), and 
Mekong (59%) agree that corruption is 
to blame for waste in foreign 
development assistance.  However, only 
four in 10 opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (39%) and donor countries 
(43%) concur.   

In greater detail, half of opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia (50%) and 
three in 10 in the Pacific (33%), South 
Asia (28%), and Mekong (27%) 
strongly agree that assistance is wasted 
because of corruption compared with 
fewer opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (17%) and donor countries 
(4%). 

Level of knowledge about ADB 
and opinion leaders’ professional sector 
play a role in shaping opinion about 
how much assistance money is wasted 
due to corruption.  Opinion leaders who describe themselves as very knowledgeable about ADB are less 
likely than those only somewhat knowledgeable about ADB to agree that because of corruption foreign 
development assistance is mostly wasted (48% versus 59%).   Opinion leaders in academia (72%), 
media (70%), civil society organizations (66%), and the private sector (65%) are more likely than those 
in donor agencies (45%) and government (40%) to think that because of corruption foreign 
development assistance is mostly wasted. 

Impediments to development 
Opinion leaders in developing countries in Asia and the Pacific see a number of impediments to 

economic and social development in their country.  Poor governance, poor infrastructure, and 
corruption top the list with overwhelming majorities saying these three problems threaten their 
country’s economic and social development to a great or moderate extent.    

  

 Chart (Q5d) 
Development assistance is mostly wasted because 
of corruption 

 

 
  Because of corruption, foreign development assistance to [name of 

country] [developing countries in Asia and the Pacific] is mostly wasted. 
Please tell me whether you [ ] strongly agree, [ ] somewhat agree, 
[ ] somewhat disagree or [ ] strongly disagree 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%);  
Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), 
Refused (0%); Donor Countries: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%) 
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Governance 
There is considerable concern 

among opinion leaders about how the 
quality of governance—the rule of law, 
free and fair elections, civil society, and 
transparent procedures and 
administrative policies—may affect 
development in their country.   

Most opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (94%), Mekong (91%), 
Southeast Asia (90%), South Asia 
(83%) and East and Central Asia (81%) 
say poor governance threatens 
development at least to a moderate 
degree.  

And this concern is particularly 
acute—modest majorities in every 
region say poor governance threatens 
economic and social development to a 
great extent.      

Infrastructure 
Poor infrastructure is also a 

problem.  Most opinion leaders in the 
Pacific (94%), South Asia (93%), 
Southeast Asia (91%), Mekong (86%), 
and East and Central Asia (85%) say 
poor infrastructure threatens economic 
and social development in their country.   

Many opinion leaders feel 
strongly about this problem, with solid 
majorities in the Pacific, South Asia, and 
Mekong along with half of opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia reporting that 
poor infrastructure threatens 
development to a great extent.   By 
contrast, just over a third of opinion 
leaders in East and Central Asia feel as 
strongly.  

  

 Chart (Q4h) 
Extent to which poor governance threatens 
development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does poor governance threaten [name

of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] great extent, [ ] 
moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 

Pacific 

Mekong 

Southeast Asia 

South Asia 

East and Central Asia 

31

26

25

30

58

60

64

58

51

36

7

6

13

13

    | 
100 50 0 50 100 

 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (4%), Refused 
(0%) 

 

  

  

 Chart (Q4b) 
Extent to which poor infrastructure threatens 
development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does poor infrastructure threaten 

[name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] great 
extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (2%), 
Refused (0%) 
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Corruption 
The same pattern holds for 

corruption. Nearly all opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (96%), Mekong (94%), 
the Pacific (91%), East and Central Asia 
(87%) and South Asia (85%) say that 
corruption threatens economic and 
social development. 

Furthermore, most opinion 
leaders in Southeast Asia (87%) and 
Mekong (82%) say corruption threatens 
development to a great extent, followed 
by solid majorities in the Pacific (67%), 
East and Central Asia (64%) and South 
Asia (55%).  

Education and health 
services 
Limited educational 

opportunities and inadequate health 
services are cited almost as frequently by 
opinion leaders as threats to their 
country’s economic and social 
development.  Consistent with the 
findings thus far, opinion leaders from 
every region surveyed are concerned 
about these threats.  

Education and health, two areas 
that many experts believe significantly 
affect development, are top concerns of 
opinion leaders.  Most opinion leaders 
in Southeast Asia (93%), the Pacific 
(88%), Mekong (88%), South Asia 
(83%) and East and Central Asia (81%) 
say limited educational opportunities 
and inadequate health services threaten 
development.  

Here again, concern runs 
deep—majorities of six in 10 in 
Southeast Asia and (65%), the Pacific (61%), Mekong (59%) and half in South Asia (50%) say health 
and education constraints threaten social and economic development in their country to a great extent.  
However, only about a third of opinion leaders in East and Central Asia (36%) feel as strongly.   

  

 Chart (Q4d) 
Extent to which corruption threatens development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does corruption threaten [name of 

country]'s economic and social development—[ ] great extent, [ ] 
moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Pacific: Don’t know (3%), Refused (0%); East 
and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(0%) 

 

  

 Chart (Q4e) 
Extent to which limited education opportunities 
and inadequate health services threatens 
development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent do limited educational opportunities 

and inadequate health services threaten [name of country]'s economic 
and social development—[ ] great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] 
small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); 
Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused 
(0%) 

 

  



86 

Investment rates 
A vast majority of opinion 

leaders in the Pacific (97%), Southeast 
Asia (92%), South Asia (81%), and 
Mekong (79%) say a low rate of 
investment threatens development in 
their country compared with half of 
opinion leaders in East and Central Asia 
(52%). 

About half of opinion leaders in 
Southeast Asia (53%) and the Pacific 
(52%), and four in 10 in Mekong 
(40%) believe that a low rate of 
investment in their country threatens 
development efforts to a great extent.  
Fewer opinion leaders in East and 
Central Asia (22%) share as much 
concern, while opinion leaders in South 
Asia (33%) fall in the middle. 

Although there is widespread 
agreement that the low rate of 
investment threatens development 
efforts, ADB clients (82%) and opinion 
leaders in the government sector (82%) 
are slightly more concerned about this 
than non-clients (70%) and opinion 
leaders in civil society organizations 
(68%).   

Lack of private sector activity  
Opinion leaders in the Pacific 

(87%) and Mekong (83%) fully agree, 
with nearly half saying lack of an active 
private sector threatens development to 
at least a moderate extent.  Fewer but 
still solid majorities in East and Central 
Asia (70%), Southeast Asia (69%) and 
South Asia (63%) agree.   

  

 Chart (Q4f) 
Extent to which low investment rates threaten 
development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does low rate of investment threaten 

[name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] great 
extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (3%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (1%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), 
Refused (0%) 

 

  

 Chart (Q4g) 
Extent to which lack of active private sector 
threatens development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does lack of an active private sector 

threaten [name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] 
great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (2%), Refused (0%); 
Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(1%) 
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Income Inequality 
Most opinion leaders in the 

Pacific (90%), Southeast Asia (88%), 
South Asia (85%) and Mekong (83%) 
say income inequality threatens 
economic and social development in 
their country.   Fewer opinion leaders in 
East and Central Asia (71%) hold this 
view.   

And six in 10 in Southeast Asia 
(58%) and South Asia (58%), and 
nearly as many in Mekong (51%) and 
the Pacific (45%), report that income 
inequality is a hindrance to a great 
extent.  By contrast, only a third of 
opinion leaders in East and Central Asia 
(34%) feel as strongly.  

Environment and natural 
resources 
Opinion leaders have concerns 

about the effects of environmental 
damage on development efforts.   

Large majorities of opinion 
leaders in Mekong (94%), Southeast 
Asia (85%), East and Central Asia 
(84%), the Pacific (78%) and South 
Asia (73%) say environmental 
degradation threatens development at 
least to an extent.  

However, only in Mekong 
(58%) do a majority say environmental 
damage affects development to a great 
extent—fewer in Southeast Asia (40%), 
East and Central Asia (36%), the Pacific 
(30%) and South Asia (29%) concur.  

  

 Chart (Q4a) 
Extent to which income inequality threatens 
development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does income inequality threaten 

[name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] great 
extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (1%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); 
Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (5%), 
Refused (0%) 

 

  

  

 Chart (Q4c) 
Extent to which environmental degradation 
threatens development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does environmental degradation 

threaten [name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] 
great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
Values of 5% or less are plotted but not labeled.  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Mekong: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast 
Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (3%), Refused 
(1%); Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); South Asia: Don’t know (1%), Refused 
(0%) 
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Lack of natural resources is 
seen as less threatening to economic and 
social development.  Although solid 
majorities in the Pacific (72%) and 
Mekong (61%) say lack of resources 
threatens economic and social 
development in their country,   just half 
in Southeast Asia (51%) and only four 
in 10 in South Asia (43%) and East and 
Central Asia (39%) see it as a threat.  

  

 Chart (Q4i) 
Extent to which lack of natural resources 
threatens development 

 

 
  In your opinion, to what extent does lack of natural resources 

threaten [name of country]'s economic and social development—[ ] 
great extent, [ ] moderate extent, [ ] small extent or [ ] not at all? 
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 No answer responses not plotted. 
  

 

  
Don’t know/Refused Percentages: Pacific: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Mekong: 
Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); Southeast Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (2%); South 
Asia: Don’t know (0%), Refused (0%); East and Central Asia: Don’t know (5%), Refused 
(0%) 
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Methodological report 

In late 2005 the Asian Development Bank (ADB) commissioned Princeton Survey Research Associates 
International (PSRAI) to conduct a multinational survey of opinion leaders and stakeholders in ADB 
member countries.  The goal of this research was to assess attitudes toward the role ADB plays and its 
effectiveness within the development context of the Asia-Pacific region.  PSRAI hired local research 
firms to conduct interviews in 30 countries, including ADB donor countries both within and outside the 
Asia-Pacific region and developing member countries in the five ADB geographic regions—East and 
Central Asia, Mekong, the Pacific, South Asia, and Southeast Asia.18  Between April and June 2006, 
interviewers spoke with more than 700 individuals who hold senior-level positions in government, 
multilateral and bilateral development agencies, civil society organizations, the private sector, media, 
and academia.  To qualify for the study, opinion leaders had to describe themselves as at least 
somewhat knowledgeable about ADB and its activities.  Below we discuss details of the survey 
methodology, including country selection, sample sizes, sample selection, questionnaire design, and 
fieldwork logistics. 

                                                 
18 These were the regions at the time the survey was conducted.  ADB has since changed the regional 
definitions. 
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Country Selection 
Opinion leader interviews were conducted in 21 developing and 9 donor countries.  The primary 
consideration in country selection was ADB’s preferences.  Given their expertise, the central and 
regional offices of ADB are the most knowledgeable about the geographic, political, and informational 
significance of individual countries to the Bank. 

 

    

  Survey countries 
  

 East and Central Asia 
 
China 
Kazakhstan 
Kyrgyz Republic 

Mekong 
 
Cambodia 
Thailand 
Vietnam 

South Asia 
 
Bangladesh 
India 
Pakistan 
Sri Lanka 

 

 Southeast Asia  
 
Indonesia 
Philippines 

Pacific 
 
Fiji 
Marshall Islands 
Micronesia 
Papua New Guinea 
Samoa 
Timor-Leste 
Tonga 
Tuvalu 
Vanuatu 
 

Donor countries 
 
Australia 
Canada 
France 
Germany 
Japan 
Korea 
Sweden 
UK 
US 
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Sample sizes  

Number of interviews conducted 
In most countries between 20 and 50 opinion leaders 
were interviewed for a total of 706 interviews.  
Regionally, 147 interviews were conducted in South 
Asia, 111 in East and Central Asia, 105 in Southeast 
Asia, 94 in Mekong, and 33 in the Pacific.  A total of 
216 interviews were conducted in donor countries—80 
in the Asia Pacific region and 136 in Europe and North 
America.  For the full regional samples, the margin of 
error is ±8 percentage points for South Asia, ±9 for East 
and Central Asia, ±10 for Southeast Asia, ±10 for 
Mekong, ±17 for the Pacific, and ±7 for the donor 
countries.  Margins of error for individual country 
samples are displayed in the table on the right.  Because 
of the small sample sizes and large margins of error, any 
country-level findings should be interpreted with a high 
level of caution.   

Because extra interviews were conducted in some 
countries, the survey results were weighted to 
approximate the original sampling plan and to ensure 
that no countries or professional sectors are 
overrepresented in the final analysis and that there was 
equal representation from different countries within a 
region.   

                                                 
19 In the Pacific region, 14 interviews were conducted in Fiji, 7 in Timor-Leste, 4 in Papua New Guinea, 3 in 
Samoa, and 1 each in the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Tonga, Tuvalu, and Vanuatu.  These small sample sizes 
do not allow analysis by country.  The results for the Pacific should only be analyzed for the region as a whole.  
20 In addition to the donor countries listed, the donor sample includes 10 interviews conducted in Hong Kong.  
Due to the small sample size, these results should not be analyzed separately. 

Country sample sizes 
 Number of 

interviews 
Margin of 

error 
East and Central Asia 111 9 

China 51 14 

Kazakhstan 30 18 

Kyrgyz Republic 30 18 

Mekong 94 10 

Cambodia 33 17 
Thailand 30 18 
Vietnam 31 18 

South Asia 147 8 
Bangladesh 38 16 
India 49 14 
Pakistan 30 18 
Sri Lanka 30 18 

Southeast Asia 105 10 
Indonesia 55 13 
Philippines 50 14 

Pacific 3319 17 

Donor countries 21620 7 
Australia 20 22 
Canada 20 22 
France 20 22 
Germany 21 22 
Japan 30 18 
Korea 20 22 
Sweden 21 22 
UK 21 22 
US 33 17 
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Professional sectors 
The survey sample consists of opinion leaders from the following six categories: (1) government, (2) 
multi- and bilateral donor agencies, (3) civil society organizations, (4) private sector, (5) media, and (6) 
academia.  In the table below, we outline the definitions that were used to classify opinion leaders: 

Category Eligible Organizations Eligible Individuals 
Government 1 Prime Minister’s office (where applicable) and the 

Ministries of Finance, Development and Planning 

 

 

 

 

 

Parliamentarians or politicians, where applicable 

Senior Civil Servant level and 
above (typically Director or 
Director General level) 

Ministers or Deputies may be 
considered for small economies if 
deemed appropriate. 

 

Parliamentarians or Politicians or 
senior staff of relevant committees, 
such as finance, development, or 
foreign affairs 

Government 2 Technical ministries (e.g. Energy, Agriculture, Health, 
Education) 

Senior Civil Servant level and 
above (typically Director or 
Director General level) 

Ministers or Deputies may be 
considered for small economies if 
deemed appropriate. 

Multilateral and 
Bilateral Donor 
Partners 

(Developing 
countries only) 

The leading multilateral partners for ADB in a 
developing member country plus a selection of the 
most important bilateral partners for ADB in a given 
developing member country 

Heads of local offices of 
multilaterals or bilaterals or senior 
staff as deemed appropriate 

Civil Society Both local and multinational nongovernmental, 
nonprofit, religious, and/or advocacy organizations, 
foundations, and movements whose mission is related 
to international affairs, economic development, 
environmental issues, or poverty alleviation 

Heads of or senior staff of non-
governmental organizations 

Private Sector Reputable large and medium-sized private sector 
firms involved in development work (to include a 
range of financial institutions involved in development 
co-financing projects) 

CEOs or other senior business 
people, including financial 
consultants or business experts who 
are known for their international 
expertise 

Media An organization that derives its business from media 
driven activities including both publicly and privately 
funded radio, television, press, and the Internet  

Editors or journalists who report on 
finance, economics, international 
affairs, or development and who 
are knowledgeable about the Asia 
Pacific region 

Academia Any university, college, or think tank Professors within relevant 
departments, such as  Finance, 
Economics, International Affairs, 
Political Science, Sociology 

Heads of, or senior staff of, 
relevant think tanks or institutions  
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Targeted sample sizes for the professional sectors 
were arrived at in consultation with experts at ADB.  
In the developing member countries, about a third of 
the interviews were with opinion leaders in 
government, about 20 percent with the private sector, 
roughly 15 percent each from multi- and bilateral 
donor agencies and from civil society organizations, 
and roughly 10 percent each from media and 
academia.  In donor countries, bilateral donor 
agencies were a part of the government sample and, 
to compensate, the proportion of civil society organizations, media, and academia was slightly higher 
than in the developing countries.   

Sample selection 
Names of potential respondents were compiled from two sources.  PSRAI and individual survey 
research firms in each country used publicly available material for each of the sectors mentioned above 
to compile lists of opinion leaders.  ADB provided separate lists of opinion leaders.  The two lists were 
combined and duplicate names were removed.  From the combined list, PSRAI randomly drew 
approximately three times as many contacts as the target number of completed interviews in each 
category.  Opinion leaders were randomly chosen to be contacted.  For example, if the goal was to 
complete 5 interviews in a particular category, 15 contacts were randomly chosen.22  Before fieldwork 
began, ADB reviewed the combined lists and further refined them based on the survey objectives.   

Recruiting opinion leaders 
The randomly chosen opinion leaders were sent letters inviting them to participate in the survey and 
explaining the purpose of the survey.  These letters consisted of two components: (1) a letter written by 
the local firm inviting participation and (2) a letter from ADB signed by the Director General of ADB’s 
Department of External Relations that explained the purpose of the survey.  To protect the respondents’ 
privacy, the letters signed by the ADB official did not identify the respondents by name. The letters were 
emailed, faxed, mailed, or hand-delivered to the respondents depending on what was determined to be 
the most reliable and time-efficient method in the particular country. 

PSRAI’s local partner firms would send out at least as many letters as the targeted number of 
interviews.  If the local firms anticipated refusals and felt that it was necessary to send out more, they 
were allowed to do so.  But the local firms were instructed to avoid sending letters out to people who 
they may not need to contact for an interview. 

Each respondent’s office was contacted at least five times before replacing the respondent with another.  
Only conversations with an actual person counted as contacts.  If the respondent clearly refused to 
participate, he or she would be replaced with the next person on the list of randomly selected names. 

Response to the survey was generally positive and most opinion leaders were happy to participate once 
the obstacles of gatekeepers and busy schedules were overcome.  At the same time, however, many of 
our local partners reported that it was hard to contact high-level officials personally and in some cases 
refusals were communicated through assistants or secretaries.  Almost all of the local partners also 
stated that even when contact was established it was difficult to arrange appointments with the opinion 

                                                 
21 The percentages presented in this table have been weighted to account for the fact that extra interviews were 
conducted in many survey countries.  The weighting ensures that certain professional sectors are not 
overrepresented in the sample. 
22 If these contacts were not sufficient for achieving the target number of complete interviews, more contacts 
were randomly drawn as necessary. 

Professional sector21 
 Developing 

countries 
Donor 

countries 
Government    33%   30% 
Private sector 20 19 
Multi- and bilateral donor 16 - 
Civil society organizations 14 24 
Media 10 13 
Academia 7 14 
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leaders, most of whom have very busy schedules and many of whom travel a lot.  In addition, our local 
partners in most of the non-regional donor countries experienced difficulties locating respondents who 
had a sufficient level of knowledge about ADB.  Nevertheless, the response rate averaged roughly 60 
percent, ranging from about 20 percent to over 90 percent of the eligible respondents contacted.      

Screening 
To qualify for the study, opinion leaders had to describe themselves as at least somewhat 
knowledgeable about ADB and its activities.  If a potential respondent indicated that he or she did not 
have too much knowledge of ADB and its activities or had no knowledge at all, the respondent was 
asked a small subset of questions after which the interview was terminated.  Data from these interviews 
were not recorded.  

Overall, roughly a quarter of the opinion leaders interviewed describe themselves as very knowledgeable 
about ADB and its activities, with the rest describing themselves as somewhat knowledgeable.23  Two in 
three said they have a great deal or moderate amount of professional experience working with ADB.  
About half had been involved in an ADB project, program, or research study within the past three 
years. 

    

 Knowledge level and experience of survey respondents 

 
Knowledge of ADB Professional experience with ADB Client involvement 

 

 

Somewhat

Very

Moderate

Great

None

Small
No Yes

 

    

 

 

                                                 
23 Eight in 10 of the opinion leaders interviewed were male.  The average age was 48 and most opinion leaders 
had five or more years of experience working on international development issues (more than half had worked 
on development issues for more than 10 years). 
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Questionnaire design and translations 
The questionnaire was designed by PSRAI in 
consultation with ADB experts and is seen as a 
benchmark for future research efforts and for use 
over time.   

The format for the questionnaire was mostly 
close-ended, although a few open-end questions 
were also included.  Coding frames for the open-
end questions were developed and data for the 
open-ends coded at PSRAI.     

PSRAI gave most respondents the opportunity to 
take the survey in the language of their choice.  As 
is standard PSRAI practice for international work, 
we employed independent translators to either 
review the questionnaires or translate them back 
to English.  If the independent translator voiced 
concern about how a question was translated, 
alternative wording was proposed.  This alternate 
wording was then sent to the survey firm’s 
translator to determine if that person agreed with 
the revisions.  The languages in which interviews 
were conducted in each country are listed in the 
table on the right.    

 

Survey language 
 Language 
East and Central Asia  
China Chinese, English 
Kazakhstan Russian, English 
Kyrgyz Republic Russian, English 
Mekong  
Cambodia Khmer, English 
Thailand Thai, English 
Vietnam Vietnamese, English 
South Asia  
Bangladesh English, Bangla 
India English 
Pakistan English, Urdu 
Sri Lanka English 
Southeast Asia  
Indonesia Bahasa, English 
Philippines English 
Pacific English, Bahasa, Tetun 
Donor countries  
Australia English 
Canada English 
France French, English 
Germany German 
Japan Japanese 
Korea Korean 
Sweden Swedish, English 
UK English 
US English 
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Fieldwork logistics   
To accommodate the 
respondents’ busy schedules, 
multiple modes of 
interviewing were offered.  
Roughly half of the 
respondents were 
interviewed face-to-face, 
while about a quarter were 
interviewed over the 
telephone.  The rest 
responded to the survey 
questions online or filled 
out the questionnaire on 
paper.  The interviews were 
completed between April 
and June 2006.  PSRAI’s 
partner firms in each 
country, the field dates, and 
the mode of interview are 
displayed on the right. 

PSRAI expects its partner 
research firms to maintain 
the highest ethical 
standards.  Nearly all of our 
partner firms are members 
of their regional survey 
research professional 
association, which also 
seeks to hold its members to 
the highest ethical 
standards. 

Only skilled interviewers who have experience interviewing opinion leaders were employed in this 
study.  In developing countries, many of our partner survey firms have their executives conduct high-
level interviews, as this is often the only means to get an appointment with a high-level government 
official.  In other countries, the firms employ specially trained, well-educated elite interviewers.   

Before an interviewer is certified to conduct an interview, the survey firms conduct final mock 
interviews with the interviewer to verify that the person is fully prepared to conduct the survey.  It is 
also common procedure in survey research to conduct a certain number of back-checks (normally 20 to 
50 percent of respondents) to verify that the interviewer conducted the survey with the correct 
respondent. 

   

 

 Local company  
conducting the 

interviews Interviewing dates Mode of interview 
East and Central Asia 

China Horizonkey 04/25-06/07/06 Phone, paper, face-to-face,
online 

Kazakhstan BRIF Central Asia 04/25-06/01/06 Paper, face-to-face, online 
Kyrgyz Republic BRIF Central Asia 04/20-05/30/06 Face-to-face, paper 
Mekong    
Cambodia TNS Vietnam 04/21–06/05/06 Face-to-face, online 
Thailand TNS Thailand 04/21-05/26/06 Face-to-face, online, paper 

Vietnam TNS Vietnam 04/27-05/23/06 Face-to-face, paper, 
phone, online 

South Asia    
Bangladesh SRGB 05/09-06/05/06 Face-to-face, paper, online 
India TNS India 04/24-06/07/06 Face-to-face, phone, paper 
Pakistan AC Nielsen Pakistan 04/19–05/30/06 Face-to-face 
Sri Lanka TNS Lanka 04/26–05/24/06 Face-to-face, paper, phone 

Southeast Asia    
Indonesia TNS Indonesia 05/01-06/13/06 Face-to-face, online 
Philippines TNS Philippines 04/27–06/02/06 Face-to-face, paper 
Pacific Tebbutt Research, 

TNS Indonesia 
04/19-05/23/06 Phone, face-to-face 

Donor countries    
Australia TNS Australia 05/02 –05/24/06 Phone 
Canada Environics 04/26 –06/05/06 Phone, online 
France IFOP 04/19-05/29/06 Phone, online 
Germany TNS Emnid 04/18–05/09/06 Phone 
Japan Lyncs 04/19-05/12/06 Phone 
Korea Gallup Korea 04/25-05/30/06 Paper, face-to-face, phone 

Sweden IMRI 04/19-05/29/06 Online, phone 
UK Gfk NOP 04/24-06/07/06 Phone, online 
US Princeton Data Source04/21-06/02/06 Phone, online 
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