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The Republic of Korea’s Knowledge Sharing Program(KSP) is a successful example of
technical assistance aid providing policy advice, consultation, and training with
increasing demand from many developing countries. However, the actual adoption of the
“advised” policy or institution is not decided by the project output itself but is exposed to
the influence of other environmental and contextual factors. With the KSP data from
2004 to 2013, this paper introduces empirical evidence into which factors are critical in
policy advice-to-adoption process applying a bivariate censored probit model. The result
demonstrates that the political environment, measured with the democracy index, has
significant impact on policy adoption, with varying degrees of impact depending on
democracy categorization. Budget and salience of the policy are also identified to have a
significant impact, where direct management of the project leads to less follow-up but

higher probability of successful adoption.

1. Introduction

With increasing global efforts in international develop-
ment, foreign aid has evolved in its volume and design.
Among them, technical assistance(TA) is receiving increas-
ing attention as the partner country’s ownership and sus-
tainability of aid have been emphasized. Technical assis-
tance is commonly defined as the sharing of information,
expertise, and other tactics involved in operating programs
and achieving outcomes, but this definition takes transfor-
mative forms in various disciplines (West et al., 2012). It
started as a simple transfer of ideas and practices for de-
velopment, often referred to as a policy transfer (McMahon,
1997), but has transformed from a straightforward linear
model to an adaptive and flexible one (Bhamidipati et al.,
2019),1 incorporating recipients’ needs and making amend-
ments as the project progresses. The definition of techni-
cal assistance has evolved consequently to encompass ac-
tivities such as sharing of knowledge, providing training
and technology necessary for solving development issues
(Bazbauers, 2019). While it is difficult to reach a universally
accepted definition, most of the literature defining techni-

cal assistance embraces the idea of capacity-building as the
key element (Dunst et al., 2019; West et al., 2012).

The Republic of Korea’s Knowledge Sharing Pro-
gram(KSP) is a technical assistance type aid program with
increasing demand from many developing countries eager
to learn from Korea’s rapid economic growth experience.
Administered under the Ministry of Economy and Finance
and managed by Korean Development Institute (KDI; a re-
search institute affiliated to the Ministry of Economy and
Finance), the KSP program is conducted in two types of co-
operation: policy consultation (bilateral) and joint consult-
ing with international organizations (multilateral).2 The
KSP enables integrated policy research and consultation in
a wide variety of socioeconomic development areas in part-
ner countries, including macro-financial policies, science
and technology, economic development planning, health
and welfare, environment public administration, and more.
Since 2004, over 626 KSP have been conducted to cooperate
with 89 countries and 12 international organizations.

Contextual factors surrounding the process and outcome
of policy advice have recently become a major research
question related to the effectiveness of technical assis-
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1 By ‘linear’, it means the transfer used to resemble a simple donor-recipient, one-way relationship, whereas the adaptive one involves di-

verse stakeholders and amendments in the process.

2 Description and detailed information on the types of cooperation-policy consultation (bilateral KSP), joint consulting with International
organizations(multilateral KSP), and case study can be found on the KSP website (https://www.ksp.go.kr/english/pageView/structure)
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tance. Unfortunately, much of the research so far is limited
to theoretical discussion or case studies that are not
enough to generate empirical evidence. One of the reasons
for this limitation is the evaluation practice of these tech-
nical assistance type programs. The evaluation of technical
assistance programs has been focused on the formative
side: assessing whether the consulting output, usually in
the form of workshops and documents, is delivered on time.
The actual adoption and utilization of knowledge provided,
which is the contribution of the program to generate devel-
opmental impact, is often left out of evaluation criteria and
questions (Rondinelli, 1992). Such evaluation practices are
not sufficient enough to generate lessons to improve the
program nor to provide useful implications for the recipi-
ent, and recipient agencies have expressed dissatisfaction
with the status quo (Bamberger, 1991). The Korean govern-
ment’s KSPs have also been evaluated in a similar fashion,
only assessing the consulting process and the delivery of
consulting output (i.e., policy advisory report), while the
actual adoption of policy advice or any relevant decision
making after the project has been ignored (Choi & Kang,
2015).°

First, the process of KSP output being reflected on the
partner country’s policy formulation and decision making
is usually complicated and time-consuming. Such process is
also exposed to various contextual factors. The second rea-
son is the limited availability of data. The final outcome of
KSP can be identified as the actual adoption of the policy
or institution advised by KSP. However, once the KSP is fi-
nalized and the final report is delivered, the data to assess
the final outcome of the KSP is often not followed up by the
partner country, and it is therefore difficult to collect them
from the Korean government as well.

Under this backdrop, this paper aims to empirically eval-
uate the long-term outcome of KSP with the uniquely built
database. After 2 or more years after each project, we have
followed up on whether the policy recommendation pro-
vided by KSP has been actually reflected in the partner
country’s policy for more than 300 projects carried out from
2004 to 2013. With this unique data appended to the basic
information of each KSP and country-specific characteris-
tics of the partner country, we aimed to analyze the out-
come of KSP in relation to project and country-specific
contextual factors. In terms of project-related factors, we
separately identified characteristics of the policy being
transferred and project management-related characteris-
tics.

The empirical findings of this research have the poten-
tial to derive meaningful policy implications for technical
assistance-type international development programs. At
the same time, we aim to contribute to the previous studies
on policy transfer theories. The article is constructed as fol-

lows: The next section identifies KSP as a policy transfer
activity and explores theories of policy transfer and devel-
opment, focusing on the contextual factors that affect the
policy transfer outcome; Section 3 introduces major vari-
ables and methodology; Section 4 discusses the analysis re-
sult, and Section 5 concludes.

2. Understanding KSP as a Policy Transfer
1) Defining KSP as a Policy Transfer

According to the Development Assistance Committee of
OECD, Official Development Assistance (ODA) is capital
transfer towards developing countries or international or-
ganizations, which ranges from grant and non-grants to
long-term credits (OECD, 1969).4 However, over the past
years, international donors have started to pay increasing
attention to the role of knowledge, not just to the provision
of capital resources (King & McGrath, 2004). This new in-
terest is aligned with the increasing ODA in the form of
technical assistance and knowledge sharing, and the Ko-
rean Government has made a full-fledged effort to intro-
duce the Knowledge Sharing Program (KSP).

Among the various types of technical assistance aid, KSP
is carried out in the form of policy advice or policy con-
sulting with the objective of local capacity and institution
building. If the success of KSP can be identified as the ac-
tual adoption or localization of the policy suggested, then
the policy advice to adoption process should be examined
through the theoretical lens of policy transfer instead of us-
ing the traditional evaluation standard of ODA, which usu-
ally measures the social effect of the intervention.

According to Dolowitz and Marsh (2000), policy transfer
can be understood as “emulation and lesson drawing all re-
fer to a process in which knowledge about policies, admin-
istrative arrangements, institutions, etc., in one time and/
or place is used in the development of policies, adminis-
trative arrangements, and institutions in another time and/
or place”(344). The concept of policy transfer is also widely
accepted as “the use of a policy in a selected country to
be ‘copied’ or ‘imitated’ in another country, whether it is
within or between different political contexts” (Mokhtar &
Rahman, 2020, p. 8). Such a definition of policy transfer
corresponds to the characteristics of KSP in providing in-
depth consulting and training regarding a specific policy
and institution to developing countries for localization. In-
deed, KSP has been understood and analyzed as a means
and process for policy transfer in various studies (e.g.
Chung et al., 2011; Hwang & Song, 2019; W. Kim & H.,
2013; Park & Ko, 2013; Park & Park, 2013).

Most of the previous literatures have located KSP in the
middle of the spectrum of Dolowitz and Marsh (1996, 2000)
between policy transfer and voluntary and coercive nature.

3 A number of evaluation reports on KSP can be found on the KSP website (https:/www.ksp.

o.kr/english/pageView/publication-eng)

4 Further information on Official Development Assistance(ODA) can be found on the website (https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sus-
tainable-development/development-finance-standards/official-development-assistance.htm)
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Dolowitz and Marsh have placed policy transfer on a con-
tinuum from “voluntary (rational)” to “coercive” transfer
(1996, 2000). The catalyst of voluntary transfer is some type
of dissatisfaction with the status quo (Dolowitz & Marsh,
2000) or uncertainty (Haas, 1980, pp. 377-403), which leads
to searching for lessons and solutions (Rose, 1993). On the
other hand, coercive transfer happens when one govern-
ment or a supra-national institution forces another gov-
ernment to adopt a particular policy (Dolowitz & Marsh,
1996, 2000). KSP, an international aid program, is often car-
ried out at the request of the partner developing countries.
However, a country can also be indirectly pushed towards
policy transfer if political actors perceive their country as
falling behind its neighbours or the emergence of an inter-
national consensus to adopt similar policies (Dolowitz &
Marsh, 1996). In addition, capacity and institution building
through knowledge sharing are often regarded as a condi-
tionality for development, which means that it’s regarded
as optional but as indispensable (Y. Kim & Tcha, 2012). In
that sense, KSP can be understood as located in the middle
of this spectrum (Hwang & Song, 2019; Park & Ko, 2013;
Park & Park, 2013).

2) Considering the ‘Context’ for Successful Policy
Transfer

The literature on policy literature, mainly after Dolowitz
and Marsh, can be largely categorized into three strands:
(1) framework building or theoretical discussion; (2) case
studies of specific policy transfer; and (3) examination of
the network or actor dynamics of policy transfer (Hwang &
Song, 2019). Although the national context, including the
political environment and institutional capacity, is recog-
nized as a major factor that may encourage or constrain
successful policy transfer (Benson & Jordan, 2011; Hwang
& Song, 2019; Karini, 2013), the policy transfer analysis
has been limited to the approach and type of transfer, dis-
cussing what is transferred and the degree of transfer
(Mokhtar & Rahman, 2020).

Understanding the “national context” becomes even
more crucial when policy transfer is attempted targeting
developing countries because a lack of attention to the dif-
ferences in policy conditions and structures between the
donor and recipient countries can lead to an inappropriate
transfer (Cairney et al., 2012). The ‘national context’ in-
cludes the political environment as well as the institutional
context (i.e., administrative capacity, existing institutions,
etc.) that can become “facilitators” or “constraints” in the
process of policy transfer (Common, 1998; Karini, 2013).
When policy transfer is attempted in the form of aid by
donors or aid organizations, it is crucial to adequately ex-
amine the “specific institutional, bureaucratic, political,
cultural, and economic conditions” of the recipient for a
successful policy transfer (Karini, 2013, p. 2).

It is also important to understand the policy formulation
and decision processes of the recipient countries for which
the delivery of policy advice could actually be “transferred”
and internalized. If KSP can be understood as a policy
transfer, the output of KSP (i.e. the consulting process and
the policy advisory report) has to influence the policy mak-

ing process of the partner countries. Osman (2002) has
pointed out that public policies in developing countries are
peculiar in their characteristics due to the unstable political
environment. Besides the country-specific context such as
history, culture, and resources, developing countries share
common features such as lack of pluralism, elites enjoying
autonomous preferences, highly centralized decision mak-
ing, and donor agencies as another dominant policy actor
due to the scarcity of financial resources (Hai, 2008; Os-
man, 2002). The existing literature and case studies indi-
cate that political and institutional context most crucially
influence the actual uptake (or not) of research or policy
advice (Court & Cotterrell, 2004; Young, 2004). Such an ar-
gument corresponds with Dolowitz and Marsh (2012)'s dis-
cussion of the relationship between governance and pol-
icy transfer. They suggested that comparing the process of
policy transfer in different governance types(i.e., hierarchy,
market, and networks) that involve different actors in dif-
ferent stages of policy transfer could be an interesting topic
to be explored.

3) Project-Specific Characteristics affecting Policy
Transfer

Attention should also be paid to how project-specific
characteristics can affect the result of policy transfer. Pro-
ject-specific characteristics can be separated into i) man-
agement characteristics of the project and ii) character-
istics of the content of the project (i.e., policy being
transferred). It can be intuitively assumed that the manage-
ment or administrative characters of each project (i.e., the
implementation agency, continuity of the project, etc.) can
technically influence the result of policy transfer. For the
content of the project, which is a specific “policy” or “in-
stitution”, public policy theories can provide useful insights
to understand how the characteristics of a policy affect the
policy transfer.

Theories of public policy formulation, and previous em-
pirical studies of public policy identify influential factors
that influence policy formation process such as the level of
public interest, the expected level of conflict, the expected
size of budget, and the need of legislation enactment. It has
been argued that heightened public interest in specific is-
sues results in a high level of support for adopting the pol-
icy being transferred (Swainson & Loe, 2011). Accordingly,
if the interest of the general public in the policy is high
(Chang, 2013), participation of non-regular participants in
the policy formation process is encouraged, making the
process more complicated and difficult to reach a consen-
sus on (Gomley, 1986). Burstein’s (2003) meta-analysis of
30 studies revealed how the salience of policy magnified the
relationship between public opinion and policy formation.
The expected level of conflict induces similar effect on the
policy formation process. The scope of impact of the pol-
icy recommendation, either targeted at a particular sector/
group or the general public, could lead to varying degrees
of conflict (Heritier, 1999). Moreover, the type of policy also
plays an important determinant in predicting the level of
conflict, as it differs depending on whether it serves a facil-
itating function or a corrective one (Lopez-Martinez, 2005)
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or outsourced project, New or continued project

Project
Factors

Figure 1. Research Framework

or whether it requires redistribution of resources (Wilson,
2013).

In discussing the re/distribution of resources, the budget
size needs a consideration as it can cause distortion in
other economic sectors (Timmer, 2004). According to the
incrementalism theory by C. Lindblom (1959), policy deci-
sions happen sequentially and incrementally, thus it is eas-
ier to adopt policies with a small change in budget than
those requiring a radical budget change. The systematic
change required due to the policy adoption also needs to
be addressed, namely the enactment of law. Law and policy
are closely related, where law functions as the purpose,
means, product, or assumption of policy (Lim, 2014). Law
also guarantees effectiveness of policy as well as limitation
to it (Strempel, 1987). If a policy recommendation requires
enactment of law, it may delay or impede the actual policy
adoption as it requires additional consensus-making and
the process of legislation.

3. Estimation Approach
1) Research Framework

Instead of drawing an individual hypothesis to test, we
have developed a framework to explore the effects of di-
verse contextual factors that are assumed to have a re-
lationship with policy transfer outcome. The framework
is illustrated in Figure 1. We categorized the factors into
three groups: country-specific factors; project-specific fac-
tors and policy-specific factors. The individual variables
composing each group are drawn from previous literature
reviewed in the second section.

Among the country-specific factors, we paid close atten-
tion to the level of democracy, while the rest of the country-
level variables are controlled. As explained in the data sec-
tion, the democracy index is comprised of components that
address the political and institutional environment and ca-
pacity (EIU). Although the effect of political environment
as well as the institutional context are regarded essential
for policy transfer outcome (Common, 1998; Karini, 2013),
previous studies have not provided enough empirical evi-
dence regarding this matter.

Previously, the studies that evaluated policy transfer in
an international development context have been limited
to theoretical discussion (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000; Hwang
& Song, 2019) or individual case studies employing qual-
itative analysis (Cornell, 2013; S. Knack, 2001; Sam et al.,
2017;]. Zhang et al., 2021). We aimed to contribute to these
previous studies by generating empirical evidence regard-
ing the effect of various contextual factors on successful
policy transfer.

2) Analysis Model and Methodology: Bivariate
Censored Probit Model

We found that simply applying a conventional Logit or
Probit model can generate a problem. Unobserved charac-
teristics that influence the probability of following up on
KSP outcome may be correlated with unobserved character-
istics that influence the probability of actual adoption/im-
plementation of KSP output. At the same time, the success-
ful adoption of a policy/institution recommended by KSP
can only be observed in the case where the final outcome
is followed up. There are two reasons why a conventional
Logit or Probit will fail to produce an efficient and consis-
tent estimator: i) it does not solve the potential correla-
tion with the error term in the policy adoption probability
equation; and ii) it estimates a probability of success of KSP,
which is conditional on the probability of “follow-up”. The
standard Heckman’s two-stage procedure is not applicable
for this study as our model has a binary dependent variable
(Boyes et al., 1989). An alternative methodology is the Bi-
variate Censored Probit model, which resolves both the se-
lection problem and the correlation between error terms by
allowing three different types of probabilities in the model.

The estimation equations for the probability of follow-
up and the probability of KSP success can be specified as
the following bivariate probit models:

F*=p1X1+&

F=1if F* >0, 0 otherwise

(F* = continuous latent index that measures the proba-
bility of being followed up)

(F = bivariate variable for being followed up)

S* = B2 X+ e

S(KSP Success) = 1 if S* >0, 0 otherwise

(S*= continuous latent index that measures the probabil-
ity of success of KSP)

(S = bivariate variable for the success of KSP)

E(e1)=E(e2) =0

Var (1) = Var (e2) = 1,

Cov (e1,82) = p

(S, Xj)observed only whenF =1
There are three cases in which ‘Follow-Up’ and ‘KSP Suc-
cess’ are observable: (1) Follow Up = 0 (i.e., the outcome is
not followed up); (2) Follow Up = 1 and KSP Success =1 (i.e.,
the outcome if followed up and KSP output is adopted as a
policy/institution); (3) Follow Up = 1 and KSP Success = 0
(i.e., followed-up and KSP is failed to be adopted as a pol-
icy/institution). Unconditional probabilities for each of the
three cases can be estimated as follows (Greene, 2012, pp.
786-787):
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Table 1. Vectors of Independent Variable and Controls

Z, (1) Constant term;
Country Factor Z, (2)-1: Democracy Index (Continuous; Model (1))
(2)-2: Democracy Index (Categorical; Model (2))
Project Specific Variables Zss (3) Project Management Authority
. (Dummies) (Direct Management of KDI = 1)
Independent Variables (4) Continued Project (Continued = 1)
(5) Priority Partner Countries (Priority = 1)
Policy Specific Zsg (6) The Expected Level of Public Interest (Salience);
Variables (7) The Expected Level of Conflict
(Categorical variables) (8) The Expected Volume of Budget
(9) Need of Enactment of Legislation
Control Country-Level Z10-14 (10) GDP; (11) GDP per capita;
Variables Controls (12) ODA; (13) ODA per capita; (14) CPI;

Pr(FollowUp =0) =1— @ (8:X1),
Pr(Success = 0, Followup = 1) = &5 [—B2X32, f2X2, —p],
Pr(Success = 1, Followup = 1) = &5 82X, B3 X3, ]
, where the marginal probability for Follow Up is just
®(B1X1), whereas the conditional probability is
®a(-+-)/2(BrX1).
Finally, the specified bivariate probit model for the suc-
cess of KSP is the following:
Prob[FollowUp = 1, KSP Success =1 | Xp, Xg]
= &y (XpBr, X85, p)-
As explained, the dependent variables in the model are
F = Whether the outcome of KSP is followed up
S = Adoption of KSP recommendation as a policy or in-
stitution
X, Xg are composed with the vectors(z) of independent
variables listed in Table 1.

3) Data
(1) Dependent Variable

The data was collected in 2015 during a separate re-
search conducted by the authors with the Korean Develop-
ment Institute (KDI). Most evaluation reports of KPS are
not publicly available. For some evaluation reports that are
publicly shared, there is a limitation in data as the outcome
is often measured in output level (the delivery of report to
partner countries). Due to the lack of access to the KSP in-
formation as well as the limited publicly shared informa-
tion, we could not collect the outcome data of KSP after
2015. The dependent variable of this study is the success
of KSPs, which is identified as the actual adoption of KSPs
as a local policy or institution. Traditionally, the success of
KSP has been evaluated based on the timely delivery of pol-
icy advice or consulting output (i.e., a report, workshop, or
seminar), while the ultimate outcome of KSP, whether the
KSP is actually adopted as a policy by the partner country
or not, has never been evaluated. Following Dolowitz and

Marsh (2000), defining the success of policy transfer as the
extent to which a policy was adapted properly, we identified
the actual adoption of the KSP as a local policy or institu-
tion as the dependent variable: “success of KSP.”

As this study attempts to evaluate the policy outcomes
of KSPs from 2004~2012, we encountered a challenge in
following up the policy outcome KSPs, which exposed the
data to the possibility of censoring. The policy outcomes
of KSPs are followed up both directly and indirectly: some
of the projects are followed up by the KDI staff by contact-
ing the partner country, and some are followed up by going
through the press releases regarding the project outcome.
Some projects were unable to be followed up if the counter-
part staff/official/team was changed or if there was no rel-
evant information available. The projects that are followed
up but have not achieved the policy outcome are coded as
0, while the projects that are not followed up are also coded
as 0. As the value 0 can have different meanings, the data
inevitably has a potential censoring problem, and we have
developed a model that embraces this problem.

The descriptive statistics of ‘Follow-up’ demonstrate
57.8% of the total sample (196 out of 339). Among the fol-
lowed-up KSPs, the success rate was 35.7% (70/196)

(2) Independent Variables of Interest: Degree of
Democracy

We used the Democracy Index published by the Econ-
omist Intelligence Unit(EIU) to measure the political en-
vironment. The index ranges from 0 (Authoritarian) to 10
(Full Democracy) as a continuous variable, where it can
also be categorized into 4 levels: Full democracies (score
8.01 to 10), Flawed Democracies (6.01 to 8), Hybrid Regimes
(4.01 to 6), and Authoritarian Regimes (0 to 4).5 In our
estimation, continuous democracy variable is employed in
Model (1) and (2), while categorical variables are employed
in Model (3) and (4). The descriptive analysis of the democ-
racy index is provided in Table 2. As illustrated, the partner

5 Detailed information regarding scoring logic and questionnaires can be found at the EIU democracy website index.

(https://www.eiu.com/n/campaigns/democracy-index-2020/)
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Democracy Index

Sample # Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Democracy Index (Continuous(Z1)) 339 4704 1.843 1.72 7.79
Value Definition Sample # (%)
Democracy Index (Categorical) 1 Authoritarian 139 (40.7%)
2 Hybrid Regime 79 (23.3%)
3 Flawed Democracies 122 (35.9%)
4 Full Democracies 0(0%)

countries for KSPs are mostly developing countries, and
there was no country with full democracy.

(3) Country-level Control Variables

Other country-level variables are included in the model
to control their influence, following similar quantitative
analysis using macro-level variables (Benmamoun & Lehn-
ert, 2013) as well as literature on international develop-
ment (e.g., Burnside & Dollar, 2000; Easterly et al., 2004;
Svensson, 2000). Since the level of corruption might affect
the policy making process, the Corruption Perception Index
(CPI) is considered in the analysis. As the economic status
of the recipient country is highly associated with its re-
sponsiveness to international assistance, GDP and GDP per
capita are included in the model. We included both GDP
and GDP per capita as GDP assesses the size of country’s
economy while GDP per capita controls for distribution and
allocations (Dissanayake & Tahmasebi, 2021). As demand
for the KSP program as well as the response to KSP results
could be varied depending upon the level of ODA or pol-
icy fulfilled by other donors, the level of ODA is also con-
trolled to capture ODA competitiveness, using total ODA
volume and ODA per capita. ODA implies total inflow into
the country while per capita controls for possible bias rising
from country size and aid fragmentation (E. M. Kim & Oh,
2012).

(4) Project-level Policy Factors

Besides the country’s characteristics, the research in-
cluded four factors as policy characteristics that would po-
tentially influence policy transfer based on the literature
review: (1) expected level of public interest, (2) expected
level of conflict, (3) expected volume of budget, and (4)
need of enactment of legislation. Each factor is measured
based on the heuristics by the researchers based on the in-
formation provided by each KSP final report.

To measure the public interest, Gormley’s (1986) concept
of “salience”, the factor that motivates non-traditional

players to participate in policy making, is utilized. Applying
the heuristics reflecting Gormley’s theory, the predicted
level of public interest of the KSP policy recommendation
is identified in the three-level scale: ‘3-high(interested),
‘2-intermediate(slightly interested), and ‘1-low(indiffer-
ent).’6

Based on Lopez-Martinez (2005) and Wilson (2013), a
four-level decision tree (heuristics) was constructed for the
level of conflict. With each decision node representing dis-
tinct levels of conflict-level choices, the heuristics lead to
a three-level scale of conflict: “3-high conflict”, “2-inter-
mediate conflict”, and “1-low conflict”. The following four
standards are included in the heuristics for the measure-
ment: “presence of policy advice”, “the scope of advice sup-
plied at macro-level or sector-specific”, “the extent of con-
flict based on the functional role of KSP policy advice”, and
“a need for resource allocation”.

The heuristics to measure the expected level of budget
are constructed based on the review of KSP final reports.
We classified each project as a three-level scale of “3-high
(large scale infrastructure projects/policies)”, “2-interme-
diate (small scale infrastructure projects/policies)”, and
“1-low (support to research and/or model development)”.
Lastly, the need of legislation enactment is determined ac-
cording to the policy recommendation stated in each KSP
final report.

(5) Project-level Management Variables

As mentioned, certain characteristics or features of KSP
projects can also influence the outcome of the project,
therefore project-specific variables are controlled in the
analysis. Firstly, whether the project is directly managed or
outsourced is included as a control. Another project-spe-
cific variable considered is the continuity of the project, as
some KSPs are carried out consecutively one after another
with the same counterpart. Lastly, whether or not the re-
cipient countries are assigned as priority partners according
to the 5-year ‘Strategic Plan of International Development
Cooperation’ of Korea is included as a control.”’

6 Specific heuristics are provided in the Appendix.

7 Specific heuristics are provided in the Appendix.

8 Countries with priority status are prioritized when allocating ODA budgets, and they are more likely to receive comprehensive consulting
on economic policies, and are subject to additional visits to Korea to participate in the policy demand survey seminar.
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4. Results and Discussion

1) The Effects of Country-Specific Contextual
Factors

(1) Effect of Democracy

The degree of democracy, which represents the political
environment of the KSP recipient, turns out to have a ver-
satile effect on the probability of KSP adoption while ex-
erting a negative effect on the follow-up activity. When in-
cluded as a continuous variable, the effect of democracy
score on FollowUp is negative and statistically significant,
but the effect on KSP adoption is not statistically signifi-
cant (Model (1)) when other country-specific and project-
level variables are controlled. The model with a categorical
democracy variable provides an explanation for this sta-
tistical weakness, as the possibility of follow-up the KSP
outcome decreases statistically significantly in the ‘Hybrid
Regime’ compared to the ‘Authoritarian’ regime (Model
(2)),10 which is the reference group . The possibility of KSP
success statistically significantly decreases in the ‘flawed
democracy’ (democracy score 4.1-6) compared to the ‘Au-
thoritarian.” This result implies that an ‘Authoritarian
regime’ has a relative advantage in following up the KSP re-
sults as well as in the probability of actual adoption of KSP.

Modernization theory provides a useful interpretation of
this result related to the effect of the political environment
on the adoption of KSP, which can be regarded as a de-
velopmental policy transfer. According to the moderniza-
tion theory, economic development and the probability of
democracy have an “S-shaped” nonlinear relationship, as
illustrated in Figure 2. Explaining the positive relationship
between democracy and economic development, the theory
also implies how economic development can happen under
the limited level of democracy (Geddes, 1999), such as in
the case where an authoritarian or hybrid regime pursues
centrally driven top-down development. It is indeed argued
that strong leadership that promotes property rights is the
most suitable for rapid economic development because the
leaders will take the initiative to amend what belongs to
them (Charron & Lapuente, 2011; Olson, 1993). Likewise, a
single-party government can be more responsive to citizens
because it has shortened the mechanism for directing the
voices of citizens straight to the party, thus shortening the
process of reaching consensus (Charron & Lapuente, 2011;
Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). In terms of developing countries,
where the administrative function is not sufficiently de-
veloped to manage diverse stakeholders and perspectives
fairly and justly, the democratic political decision-making
process can be inefficient to promote development.

There are a number of studies implicating the feasibility
of a developmental policy transfer under the less democra-
tic policy decision-making process (of the recipient coun-
try) represented by a centrally controlled decision-making

High

Probability
of
democracy

Low

Low High
Economic development

Figure 2. Modernization Theory

Note. From Geddes, B. 1999. What do we know about democratization after twenty
years?. Annual review of political science, 2(1): 115-144.

process. Zhang and Yu (2021) describes how the policy
transfer with the China-Europe Public Administra-
tion(CEPA) program was possible because the Chinese
counterparts were composed of the Chinese bureaucratic
elite, who were interested in administrative reform and
had enough influential power in the policy decision-making
process (Y. Zhang & Yu, 2021). In their case study of a
policy transfer program carried out in Nigeria, Sam et al.
(2017) also highlights that the strong political will of major
political actors or a group is crucial for successful policy
transfer, while the existence of conflicting political goals or
ideals between politicians and citizens can constrain suc-
cessful policy transfer. Foli et al. (2018) explicates how in-
strument constituencies, the collective policy actors who
are bound by an interest in a particular policy instrument or
solution, dominate the decision-making process of policy
adoption in developing countries. They found that instru-
ment constituencies promote particular policy instruments
while legitimizing their jurisdictions. Similarly, Bhamidi-
pati et al. (2019) addressed how actor constellations with
political influence, regarding the renewable energy policy
transfer program, could accelerate the policy transfer
within the specific political and institutional context in
Uganda.

(2) Country-Level Control Variables

Some of the country-level control variables exhibited
statistically significant effects on both the follow-up and
the final outcome of KSP. The level of GDP per capita and
ODA per capita had a negative effect on the possibility of
follow-up and actual adoption of policy. GDP per capita
may represent the economic condition of the country, while

9 The descriptive statistics of the independent variables are available in Appendix.

10 There was no country that was a “full democracy” in the dataset.
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the ODA per capital indirectly reflects the effect of other
donors and ODA (Acharya et al., 2006; Kimura et al., 2012).
It can be interpreted that countries with more develop-
mental needs (with a low level of economy) and less donor
competition11 (and therefore less possibility of overlapped
policy advice) can lead to better follow-up and a better out-
come of KSP. The possibility of better aid effectiveness with
less donor competition has been empirically supported
from previous literature (Acharya et al., 2006; Kimura et al.,
2012), which is once again proved from the analysis.

2) Effect of Policy-Specific Variables

The analyses convey the decreased possibility of follow-
up when the expected level of public interest gets higher,
and the negative effect of expected policy budget size on
the final adoption of KSP when other contextual factors
are controlled. The difficulty of the adoption of an “expen-
sive” policy or institution demonstrated in the analyses can
be intuitively comprehended, verifying the previous discus-
sion made by C. Lindblom’s incrementalism theory. Also
aligned is the theory of gradual institutional change by Ma-
honey and Thelen (2010) where institutional change hap-
pens in small and gradual ‘layers’, making amendments and
additions to old institutions rather than abrupt and sub-
stantial change.

The negative impact of high public interest on the fol-
low-up of KSP can be interpreted in two ways. One expla-
nation is the possible delay in policy discussion and formu-
lation suspending the follow-up due to the further needs
to improve the policy or to coordinate different opinion
regarding the policy drawn from the heightened attention
from the public (Birkland, 2001; Kingdon, 1995). The public
can also easily become interested in highly complex poli-
cies, in which case, high salience does not necessarily lead
to an intervention or policy without clear expression of the
public for a certain policy area (Spence, 1997). Another pos-
sible explanation is that the policy process is intentionally
undisclosed by the policymakers and administrative stake-
holders, especially when the policy has public salience. Ac-
cording to Gormley’s Salience-Complexity Model of Reg-
ulatory System (1986), the location for policy discussion
and decision for publicly salient policies are either ‘Hearing
Room’ or ‘Operating Room,” where only selective stake-
holders (i.e. elected officials, upper level bureaucrats and,
technical experts and professionals) participate. Making a
national decision with high public salience involves tech-
nical difficulties and high level of responsibility, and thus
policy making authorities can be reluctant to share the dis-
cretion (Neshkova, 2014). For KSPs that involve potential
salience, it is possible that the recipient decision-making
process is concealed and it’s difficult to follow up.

3) Effects of Project-Specific Variables

At the same time, projects that are directly managed by
KDI (not outsourced) tend to have a lower possibility of
being followed up, but have a higher possibility of actual
adoption of the advised policy or institution. Perhaps the
projects directly monitored and managed have less need to
be followed up on as the possibility of actual policy adop-
tion could have been anticipated during the process of KSP.
With the same logic, the outsourced KSPs might become
the target to be followed up on as the process of KSP is not
directly monitored and the final outcome of KSP is more
difficult to conjecture. Moreover, the outsourced projects
often involve external experts with a management that bet-
ter understand and track information that is not redun-
dant with the organization’s existing management knowl-
edge (Espedal, 2005). From this perspective, the possibility
of being followed up on KSPs that are internally managed
might be lower than the outsourced KSP.

For the continued KSPs and KSPs conducted in priori-
tized partners, the results exhibit the higher possibility for
the follow-up. It can be understood that the close relation-
ship built with the partner country could make tracking
the result more feasible. It was demonstrated from individ-
ual cases where continued KSPs had taken place in prior-
ity countries. For instance, the Partnership for Skills in Ap-
plied Sciences, Engineering and Technology (PASET) was
launched in 2019 and 2020, continuing from the success-
ful completion of the KSP from 2016 to 2018 in Rwanda
and Ethiopial.12 Setting up the coordination and collabora-
tion mechanisms through regular meetings and workshops
based on the previous relationship already established, the
South Korean government was able to have easier access to
follow-up the project results (Korea Development Institute,
2020).

Projects in priority countries, however, do not seem to
guarantee the final adoption of KSP. One of the reasons can
be found in the possible political instability and low insti-
tutional quality to internalize the policy recommended. Po-
litical stability and institutional quality are likely to play
a vital role in achieving the intended objectives of foreign
aid (Hongli & Vitenu-Sackey, 2020; Islam, 2005). We aimed
to control the political environment and economic condi-
tions in the model, but they are not enough to control the
country-level instability, whereas the institutional quality
is partially controlled through the democracy index. As pri-
mary partners tend to exhibit political instability (Sohn
et al., 2011), prioritized partner countries may struggle to
adopt KSPs under their political circumstances.

11 We follow previous literature (e.g. Acharya et al., 2006; Kimura et al., 2012; Stephen Knack & Rahman, 2007; and Gehring et al., 2017)
for the definition of donor competition (which can also be referred to as aid fragmentation).

12 The KSPs for Ethiopia and Rwanda aim to improve the capacity of human resources, focusing on technical and vocational education and
training with the theme “National HRD Strategy to Support the Economic and Social Transformation of PASET Member Countries with
Focus on Ethiopia and Rwanda.” Ethiopia and Rwanda are the priority countries selected by the Korean government.

Journal of Policy Studies 8



What Matters for the Successful Policy Transfer? Empirical Evid

Table 3. Analysis Results

ence From South Korea’s Knowledge Sharing Program(KSP)

Variables Model (1) Model (2)
Follow-up Adoption of KSP Follow-up Adoption of KSP
Follow-up 6.730 8.237***
(2,015) (0.937)
Democracy Index -0.153* -0.142
(0.0875) (0.127)
Hybrid Regimes -2.295%* 0.507
(0.487) (0.662)
Flawed Democracies -0.183 -1.064**
(0.377) (0.492)
Country GDP -0 -0 -0 0
Factors (0) (0) (0) (0)
GDP per capita -6.41e-05* -3.38e-05 -6.02e-05 -0.000146*
(3.29e-05) (7.68e-05) (3.76e-05) (8.84e-05)
ODA Total 2.52e-10* -5.51e-11 5.20e-10*** 0
(1.30e-10) (1.66e-10) (1.82e-10) (1.89e-10)
ODA per capita -0.0261*** -0.00927 -0.0336*** -0.0320*
(0.00565) (0.0117) (0.00619) (0.0168)
CPI 0.342* -0.107 0.292 0.277
(0.191) (0.332) (0.209) (0.355)
Expected Level of Public -1.117% -0.223 -1.254*** -0.370
interest =2 (0.317) (0.344) (0.353) (0.341)
Expected Level of Public -0.662** 0.369 -1.015*** 0.314
interest =3 (0.274) (0.285) (0.327) (0.282)
-0.269 -0.445 -0.0121 -0.473
Expected Volume of Budget =2 (0.393) (0.370) (0.489) (0.374)
Policy -0.410 -0.898** -0.313 -0.816*
Factors Expected Volume of Budget =3 (0.421) (0.427) (0.521) (0.430)
-0.0677 -0.0221 0.0206 -0.0182
Expected Level of Conflict =2 (0.263) (0.266) (0.298) (0.268)
-0.500 0.313 -0.451 0.302
Expected Level of Conflict =3 (0.386) (0.386) (0.435) (0.389)
-0.00980 0.401 -0.185 0.418
Enactment of Legislation (0.261) (0.264) (0.299) (0.268)
-1.112%** -0.262 -1.380*** 0.0922
Direct Management of KDI (0.311) (0.474) (0.375) (0.481)
Project Continued Project 0.456** -0.303 0.757*** -0.485*
Factors (0.226) (0.265) (0.263) (0.270)
1.069*** -0.806** 1.917*** -1.052***
Priority Partner Countries (0.266) (0.344) (0.411) (0.367)
Year Fixed Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 7.315 -5.257 8.180*** -7.637
(3,398) (2,015) (1.671) (0)
0.554 0.716
Athrho (-0.595) (0.436)
Log Likelihood -209.36542 -184.778
Wald Test
(Prob>chi2) 0.3519 0.1004
Observations 339 339 339 339

Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Year Fixt Effects are applied for all models

5. Implications and Conclusion

The KSP is a representative development cooperation
project of Korea that was initiated to meet the learning de-
mand of developing countries for the rapid economic devel-
opment experience of Korea, called the “Miracle of the Han

River.” Unlike other bilateral aid projects, KSP aims to help
the recipient country grow on its own, and the ultimate
purpose is to have the advice provided by KSP be reflected
in the recipient country’s policy decisions. There is an in-
creasing demand for KSP as well as similar policy consult-
ing and capacity-building types of ODA from partner coun-

Journal of Policy Studies 9



What Matters for the Successful Policy Transfer? Empirical Evidence From South Korea’s Knowledge Sharing Program(KSP)

tries. Against this backdrop, this study aims to contribute
to previous literature exploring the effect of various contex-
tual factors on successful policy transfer. Using more than
300 KSP data, we attempted to provide empirical evidence
on the effect of the country, policy and project level factors
on the actual adoption of KSP.

This study categorized country-specific factors, policy-
specific factors, and project management factors to study
the relevant contextual factors that influenced the process
of knowledge transfer and adoption. Among various fac-
tors, the type of governance, which is measured with the
democracy index, is discussed in-depth as the study dis-
covered how the possibility of policy adoption in a country
increases as the degree of democracy increases until the
country becomes a “Hybrid Regime”, but it decreases when
a country achieves “Flawed Democracy”. The statistical in-
significance of the effect of the aggregated democracy score
seems to be attributed to the offsetting effects exerted by
the different degrees of the democracy score. The KSPs
are largely developed based on Korea’s economic develop-
ment experience under the benevolent dictatorship of Park,
which manifested a hybrid regime type of governance. On
that note, the results from this study might imply that the
KSPs are perceived as more attractive and therefore actively
adopted by political leaders of countries that share similar
political environments to Korea back in the “70s. Besides
the type of governance, the overall economic condition, the
volume of ODA, the expected level of public interest, as well
as the budget size of the advised policy turned out to be in-
fluential factors that can affect the success of policy trans-
fer.

Besides the academic implications, this study has the
following implications for knowledge sharing or technical
assistance projects such as KSP. First, the political system
of the recipient country needs to be considered when se-
lecting a partner country for a policy transfer project. Most
of the countries that demand knowledge sharing may not
have achieved full democracy yet, but are in the process
of democratization. Therefore, the type of political envi-
ronment should be considered with more attention when
selecting partner countries, not treating democracy as a
dichotomous variable. For instance, KSP designed to
strengthen the democratization process can be suggested
to the countries that are assessed to be in the process of
democratization. It would be effective if specific policy rec-
ommendation could be provided targeting the specific el-
ement of democracy that is evaluated to be lacking, such
as government administrative function or civil society. Sec-
ond, the contents of policy advice should include plans and
alternatives that are realistically consistent with the polit-
ical system of the recipient country. More specifically, the
type and characteristics of the policy or institution to be
recommended with KSP (i.e., the expected level of public
interest, conflict, and budget) should be carefully reviewed
and customized considering the economic and political en-
vironment of the recipient. Third, extra attention is needed
for KSPs that handle salient and high-budget policies and

institutions. For highly salient policies, additional policy
alternatives or strategies to handle the public attention and
disputes should be provided together. In the meantime,
KSPs that recommend costly institution building could be
linked with additional ODA projects. Forth, as the contin-
ued projects do not guarantee the final adoption of KSPs,
the implementing agency should not be satisfied with the
“continuity” itself but endeavor to achieve the final out-
come. The same is needed for the projects in the prioritized
countries. Lastly, the evaluation of the policy transfer pro-
ject should be conducted with expanded criteria to assess
the policy reflection or adoption beyond the successful de-
livery of policy advice.

This study, however, has limitations that can be further
addressed in future studies. First of all, the estimation re-
sult is exposed to the possible omitted variable bias due
to the factors that are failed to be addressed in the model.
We have tried to address country-level political and eco-
nomic variables, as well as project-specific factors that are
related to both the “policy” being transferred and project
management. Nevertheless, the outcome of policy transfer
is known to be affected by other factors as well. For exam-
ple, quality of policy advice (e.g. Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000;
Hwang & Song, 2019), policy actors and governance sys-
tem (e.g. Cornell, 2013; Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000; Gibson et
al., 2015; Hwang & Song, 2019; S. Knack, 2001; Sam et al.,
2017), economic factors (e.g. Gibson et al., 2015; Sam et al.,
2017), institutional constituency (e.g. Bhamidipati et al.,
2019), the relationship between the policy transfer provider
and the recipient (e.g. Bazbauers, 2017; Katz & Wanders-
man, 2016), social characteristics (e.g., Kwon & Kim, 2015;
Nutley et al., 2012; Tavits, 2003) and cultural factors (e.g.,
Ellison, 2017; Lenschow et al., 2005; J. Zhang et al., 2021)
are the main factors that have been identified and studied
in previous studies. Most of the studies above are qualita-
tively carried out for a single case, so some of the factors
are not feasible to be quantitatively transformed or applied
to the analysis of multiple cases, such as this study. More-
over, in the process of developing a quantitative variable for
“policy factors” and “project factors”, there is a possibility
of exposure to evaluator’s bias. We employed the heuris-
tics that are established based on previous literature to as-
sess the policy and project factors in order to minimize the
evaluator’s bias. However, the assessment was based on the
project documents (including midterm and final evaluation
reports) that are also exposed to evaluator’s bias.

Acknowledging these limitations, the results of this
study call for further investigation into the contextual fac-
tors related to policy transfer. Similar factor analysis with
diverse categorization of policies (i.e. promotive or regula-
tive policy, policy by sector, etc.) or categorization of coun-
tries (i.e. by economic-level or governance-level) may lead
to additional meaningful insights.
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