Aid and institutions:

Local effects of World Bank aid on perceived institutional quality in Africa
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Section A: Appendix tables and figures discussed in the text

Table A1: Variable descriptions for key variables

Dependent variable (survey data from Afrobarometer, 2020; geocoded by BenYishay et al., 2017.)
Inst_index: The first principal component of the responses to questions on whether the respondents agree or disagree that a) courts, b) the police and c) the tax authority has the right to make decisions that people always have to abide by (with response categories ranging from 1 for strongly disagree to 5 for strongly agree).

Key explanatory variables: Proximity to World Bank project sites (aid project data from AidData, 2017)
Ongoing: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent lives within XX (10 in benchmark setup) km of a site where a World Bank aid project is being implemented at the time of the interview (projects start year <= interview year & project end year >= interview year), zero otherwise.
Completed: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent lives within XX km of a completed World Bank project (project end year < interview year), zero otherwise. Note that Ongoing and Completed are not mutually exclusive; respondents could have both ongoing and completed projects within the cut-off distance.
Future: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent lives within XX km of a World Bank project site where the implementation of the project had not yet started at the time of the interview (project start year > interview year) and do not have any ongoing or completed project within this same distance, zero otherwise.

Benchmark set of individual control variables
Female: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent is female; zero otherwise.
Urban: Dummy variable equal to one if the respondent lives in an urban area; zero otherwise.
Age: Age in years 
Age squared: Age in years squared (/100)

Other controls
Pres_ethnic: Dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent belongs to the same ethnic group as the country president at the time of the survey. Based on self-reported group affiliation using the question: “What is your ethnic community, cultural group or tribe?”, coupled with externally compiled data on the ethnic background of the president at the time of the survey.  For the ethnic groups of president, we consult at least two sources for each country, drawing most heavily on the compilation in Dreher et al (2019), when necessary updated with more recent data from other sources (e.g. encyclopedia britannica, wikipedia, aljazeera, washington post, africareview.com etc. ).
Election year: Dummy variable equal to one if it was a national election in the aid receiving country at the time of the survey, zero otherwise.
Ongoing_China/ Completed_China/ Future_China: Same as Ongoing/Completed/Future above, but for Chinese aid.  Data obtained from AidData’s Geocoded Global Chinese Official Finance Version 1.1.1 dataset (Bluhm et al. 2018)

Year and spatial fixed effects
Year dummies: Dummies for interview year (2002, 2003, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015)
Country dummies: Dummies for the 12 countries in the baseline sample 
Country-by-year dummies: 61 country-by-year dummies
Region-by-year dummies: 708 region-by-year dummies 

	Table A2: Summary statistics for key variables, overall World Bank aid

	Variable
	Obs
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min
	Max

	Inst_index
	73,640
	-2.54E-09
	1
	-2.949
	1.317

	Ongoing
	73,640
	0.295
	0.456
	0
	1

	Completed
	73,640
	0.204
	0.403
	0
	1

	Future
	73,640
	0.065
	0.247
	0
	1

	Ever treated
	73,640
	0.412
	0.492
	0
	1

	Age
	73,640
	35.874
	14.032
	18
	100

	Age squared (/100)
	73,640
	14.838
	12.303
	3.240
	100

	Female
	73,640
	0.488
	0.500
	0
	1

	Urban
	73,640
	0.332
	0.471
	0
	1

	Pres_ethnic
	53,750
	0.142
	0.349
	0
	1

	Election year
	73,640
	0.147
	0.354
	0
	1




	Table A3: Summary statistics for key variables, Institutional aid sample

	Variable
	Obs
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	Min
	Max

	Inst_index
	29,097
	1.15E-08
	1
	-3.184
	1.278

	Ongoing
	29,097
	0.103
	0.304
	0
	1

	Completed
	29,097
	0.091
	0.288
	0
	1

	Future
	29,097
	0.050
	0.218
	0
	1

	Ever treated
	29,097
	0.199
	0.399
	0
	1

	Age
	29,097
	36.337
	14.019
	18
	100

	Age squared (/100)
	29,097
	15.169
	12.421
	3.240
	100

	Female
	29,097
	0.492
	0.500
	0
	1

	Urban
	29,097
	0.327
	0.469
	0
	1

	Pres_ethnic
	23,214
	0.170
	0.375
	0
	1

	Election year
	29,097
	0.230
	0.421
	0
	1




	Table A4: Project sites by country, overall aid

	COUNTRY
	Freq.
	Percent

	Benin
	114
	4.26

	Burkina Faso
	106
	3.96

	Cabo Verde
	37
	1.38

	Kenya
	478
	17.85

	Lesotho
	48
	1.79

	Madagascar
	212
	7.92

	Malawi
	146
	5.45

	Mali
	218
	8.14

	Mozambique
	243
	9.07

	Nigeria
	473
	17.66

	Tanzania
	274
	10.23

	Uganda
	329
	12.29

	Total
	2,678
	100.00









	Table A5: Project sites by country, institutional aid.

	COUNTRY
	Freq.
	Percent

	Ghana
	29
	29.29

	Kenya
	48
	48.48

	Madagascar
	11
	11.11

	Uganda
	11
	11.11

	Total
	99
	100.00




	Table A6: Observations in the different treatment categories for overall aid (using a 10 and 25 km cut-off), by country

	Country
	No. of obs.
	Ongoing10
	Completed10
	Future10
	Ongoing25
	Completed25
	Future25

	Benin
	4506
	1726
	1382
	319
	2965
	2524
	427

	Burkina Faso
	3189
	489
	489
	13
	1391
	906
	158

	Cape Verde
	3000
	1421
	905
	325
	2048
	1293
	359

	Kenya
	5660
	1977
	2333
	281
	3744
	4227
	242

	Lesotho
	2807
	924
	664
	214
	1771
	1300
	248

	Madagascar
	4389
	1192
	1211
	41
	2026
	2041
	114

	Malawi
	7596
	2440
	1251
	580
	5489
	4925
	403

	Mali
	5683
	1154
	966
	399
	2289
	1486
	1043

	Mozambique
	6671
	1697
	1412
	101
	2618
	2111
	282

	Nigeria
	11233
	2802
	694
	1332
	5061
	1416
	2216

	Tanzania
	7520
	1759
	1445
	262
	3404
	2439
	476

	Uganda
	11386
	4165
	2294
	937
	8672
	4882
	1060

	Total
	73640
	21746
	15046
	4804
	41478
	29550
	7028





	Table A7: Observations in the different treatment categories for overall aid, by country and interview year (using a 10 and 25 km cut-off)

	Country
	Interview year
	No. of obs.
	Ongoing10
	Completed10
	Future10
	Ongoing25
	Completed25
	Future25

	Benin
	2005
	1037
	363
	242
	142
	595
	540
	174

	
	2008
	1129
	337
	319
	121
	672
	584
	190

	
	2011
	1155
	542
	417
	56
	872
	604
	63

	
	2014
	1185
	484
	404
	0
	826
	796
	0

	Burkina Faso
	2008
	934
	109
	69
	6
	347
	152
	109

	
	2012
	1083
	205
	183
	7
	527
	282
	49

	
	2015
	1172
	175
	237
	0
	517
	472
	0

	Cape Verde
	2002
	838
	140
	16
	325
	295
	32
	359

	
	2005
	564
	350
	66
	0
	397
	73
	0

	
	2008
	571
	285
	250
	0
	470
	340
	0

	
	2011
	596
	514
	345
	0
	560
	471
	0

	
	2014
	431
	132
	228
	0
	326
	377
	0

	Kenya
	2003
	1410
	256
	395
	161
	757
	1030
	64

	
	2005
	735
	339
	379
	39
	528
	529
	46

	
	2008
	566
	153
	232
	36
	320
	437
	50

	
	2011
	1286
	502
	592
	45
	859
	968
	82

	
	2014
	1663
	727
	735
	0
	1280
	1263
	0

	Lesotho
	2003
	396
	67
	0
	158
	162
	0
	200

	
	2005
	571
	143
	97
	23
	360
	133
	40

	
	2008
	406
	141
	43
	33
	275
	148
	8

	
	2012
	707
	266
	222
	0
	485
	436
	0

	
	2014
	727
	307
	302
	0
	489
	583
	0

	Madagascar
	2005
	1110
	373
	318
	32
	592
	407
	97

	
	2008
	1071
	407
	372
	1
	624
	544
	1

	
	2013
	1021
	180
	241
	8
	386
	483
	16

	
	2014
	1003
	152
	200
	0
	328
	510
	0

	
	2015
	184
	80
	80
	0
	96
	97
	0

	Malawi
	2003
	1025
	260
	77
	221
	760
	292
	169

	
	2005
	984
	210
	67
	244
	717
	350
	187

	
	2008
	1041
	295
	212
	115
	702
	801
	47

	
	2012
	2258
	626
	487
	0
	1524
	1525
	0

	
	2014
	2288
	1049
	408
	0
	1786
	1957
	0

	Mali
	2002
	1146
	172
	0
	160
	353
	0
	359

	
	2005
	1070
	180
	187
	98
	281
	275
	265

	
	2008
	1100
	176
	177
	95
	309
	309
	325

	
	2012
	1152
	266
	282
	46
	603
	430
	94

	
	2013
	24
	16
	16
	0
	24
	24
	0

	
	2014
	1191
	344
	304
	0
	719
	448
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table A7: continued

	Country
	Interview year
	No. of obs.
	Ongoing10
	Completed10
	Future10
	Ongoing25
	Completed25
	Future25

	
Mozambique
	2002
	978
	327
	224
	59
	419
	280
	170

	
	2005
	897
	284
	83
	21
	363
	133
	61

	
	2008
	988
	182
	144
	21
	288
	261
	44

	
	2012
	1918
	498
	499
	0
	830
	713
	7

	
	2015
	1890
	406
	462
	0
	718
	724
	0

	Nigeria
	2003
	2254
	298
	0
	582
	510
	0
	961

	
	2005
	2204
	336
	8
	531
	484
	46
	943

	
	2008
	2187
	667
	136
	172
	1215
	252
	218

	
	2012
	2228
	730
	221
	47
	1374
	495
	94

	
	2013
	35
	10
	0
	0
	17
	3
	0

	
	2014
	2244
	755
	324
	0
	1419
	613
	0

	
	2015
	81
	6
	5
	0
	42
	7
	0

	Tanzania
	2003
	1045
	194
	34
	120
	338
	63
	266

	
	2005
	984
	207
	124
	57
	310
	286
	114

	
	2008
	1096
	233
	154
	85
	434
	290
	96

	
	2012
	2213
	588
	586
	0
	1199
	886
	0

	
	2014
	2182
	537
	547
	0
	1123
	914
	0

	Uganda
	2002
	2322
	860
	13
	380
	1766
	37
	377

	
	2005
	2231
	872
	419
	253
	1689
	696
	354

	
	2008
	2304
	864
	652
	234
	1648
	1182
	329

	
	2011
	611
	153
	101
	54
	487
	414
	0

	
	2012
	1656
	645
	494
	16
	1284
	1057
	0

	
	2015
	2262
	771
	615
	0
	1798
	1496
	0

	Total
	
	73640
	21746
	15046
	4804
	41478
	29550
	7028







	Table A8: Observations in the different treatment categories for institutional aid (using a 10 and 25 km cut-off), by country

	Country
	No. of obs.
	Ongoing10
	Completed10
	Future10
	Ongoing25
	Completed25
	Future25

	Ghana
	7662
	878
	1426
	165
	1838
	2433
	112

	Kenya
	5660
	498
	217
	923
	913
	244
	1985

	Madagascar
	4389
	579
	199
	117
	801
	318
	117

	Uganda
	11386
	1034
	818
	248
	1588
	1196
	496

	Total
	29097
	2989
	2660
	1453
	5140
	4191
	2710




	Table A9: Using alternative dependent variables in estimations on overall aid. 

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	Additive index
	IRT index
	Legitimacy courts
	Legitimacy police
	Legitimacy tax

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Any ongoing
	-0.075
	-0.025
	-0.035*
	-0.024
	-0.012

	
	(0.055)
	(0.016)
	(0.020)
	(0.018)
	(0.023)

	Any completed
	0.043
	0.021
	-0.027
	0.022
	0.044*

	
	(0.055)
	(0.017)
	(0.021)
	(0.018)
	(0.024)

	Future
	-0.197**
	-0.076***
	-0.068**
	-0.054**
	-0.077**

	
	(0.077)
	(0.028)
	(0.032)
	(0.027)
	(0.031)

	Diff completed-future
	0.241
	0.0965
	0.0412
	0.0764
	0.121

	F test completed-future=0
	7.804
	10.25
	1.601
	4.947
	12.79

	P val. F test compl.-future=0
	0.00523
	0.00137
	0.206
	0.0262
	0.000351

	Observations
	73,640
	73,640
	76,700
	77,643
	74,851

	R-squared
	0.030
	0.015
	0.030
	0.033
	0.023


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Treatment is based on a 10 km cut-off around project sites; All regressions include baseline controls and year and country fixed effects; The IRT index in column 2 is based on a generalized partial credit model (GPCM) to ordinal items, standardized to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1; Legitimacy court, Legitimacy police and Legitimacy tax are the component variables used to construct the different indices. 

	Table A10: Using alternative dependent variables in estimations focusing on institutional aid

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	VARIABLES
	Additive index
	IRT index
	Legitimacy courts
	Legitimacy police
	Legitimacy tax

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Any ongoing
	-0.083
	-0.056*
	-0.035
	-0.028
	-0.030

	
	(0.090)
	(0.034)
	(0.035)
	(0.034)
	(0.036)

	Any completed
	0.095
	0.086***
	0.011
	0.081***
	0.016

	
	(0.087)
	(0.031)
	(0.034)
	(0.031)
	(0.035)

	Future
	-0.332***
	-0.089**
	-0.139***
	-0.082**
	-0.107***

	
	(0.096)
	(0.038)
	(0.036)
	(0.042)
	(0.039)

	Diff completed-future
	0.426
	0.174
	0.150
	0.163
	0.123

	F test completed-future=0
	10.58
	12.79
	9.034
	10.09
	5.229

	P val. F test compl.-future=0
	0.00116
	0.000354
	0.00268
	0.00151
	0.0223

	Observations
	29,097
	29,097
	30,012
	30,600
	29,620

	R-squared
	0.051
	0.023
	0.035
	0.044
	0.046


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Treatment is based on a 10 km cut-off around project sites; All regressions include baseline controls and year and country fixed effects; The IRT index in column 2 is based on a generalized partial credit model (GPCM) to ordinal items, standardized to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1; Legitimacy court, Legitimacy police and Legitimacy tax are the component variables used to construct the different indices. 




	Table A11: Estimations for overall aid based on restricted samples with better coverage across all treatment categories. 

	
	(1)
	(2)

	VARIABLES
	Restricted sample with better coverage in pre-treatment group
	Within round variation

	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.028
	-0.060***

	
	(0.020)
	(0.021)

	Completed
	0.011
	-0.017

	
	(0.020)
	(0.023)

	Future
	-0.072***
	-0.081***

	
	(0.028)
	(0.028)

	Diff. completed-future
	0.0834
	0.0640

	F test: completed-future=0
	7.019
	3.314

	P value of F test
	0.00809
	0.0688

	Observations
	66,062
	34,486

	R-squared
	0.029
	0.033


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Dependent variable is inst_index. Treatment is based on a 10 km cut-off around project sites; Estimations include baseline controls and country and year FEs. The estimation in Column 1 excludes Madagascar and Burkina Faso from the benchmark sample due to few respondent living within the cut-off distance of future project sites. The estimation in Column 2 restricts the sample so that for each country, we include only survey years with more than 1% observations falling in each treatment category.

	Table A12: Sample balance

	
	Overall World Bank aid
	Institutional aid

	VARIABLES
	Age
	Female
	Urban
	Age
	Female
	Urban

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.748***
	0.004**
	0.290***
	-1.330***
	0.003
	0.401***

	
	(0.174)
	(0.002)
	(0.017)
	(0.385)
	(0.004)
	(0.036)

	Completed
	-0.976***
	0.005**
	0.268***
	-2.454***
	0.004
	0.367***

	
	(0.199)
	(0.002)
	(0.020)
	(0.391)
	(0.003)
	(0.035)

	Future
	-0.432
	0.003
	0.171***
	-1.570***
	0.002
	0.390***

	
	(0.326)
	(0.003)
	(0.033)
	(0.575)
	(0.006)
	(0.053)

	Diff. ongoing-future
	-0.315
	0.000964
	0.119
	0.241
	0.000864
	0.0116

	F test ongoing-future=0
	0.822
	0.0772
	14.38
	0.144
	0.0129
	0.0490

	P value of test ongoing-future=0
	0.365
	0.781
	0.000151
	0.705
	0.910
	0.825

	Diff. completed-future
	-0.543
	0.00203
	0.0962
	-0.884
	0.00221
	-0.0228

	F test completed-future=0
	1.987
	0.291
	5.373
	1.519
	0.105
	0.111

	P value of test completed-future=0
	0.159
	0.589
	0.0205
	0.218
	0.745
	0.739

	Observations
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	29,097
	29,097
	29,097

	R-squared
	0.043
	0.000
	0.247
	0.029
	0.000
	0.258


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; All estimations include country and year FEs



	A13: Estimations comparing those connected to future projects (overall aid) starting within 1-4 years and 5-12, and those connected to future projects starting before and from 2010 onwards

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	VARIABLES
	Dep. var. is Age
	Dep. var. is Female
	Dep. var. is Urban
	Dep. var. is Inst_index
	Dep. var. is Age
	Dep. var. is Female
	Dep. var. is Urban
	Dep. var. is Inst_index

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Future before 2010
	-0.567
	0.003
	0.039
	-0.085*
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.537)
	(0.005)
	(0.050)
	(0.044)
	
	
	
	

	Future from 2010
	0.297
	-0.001
	0.046
	-0.059*
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.340)
	(0.004)
	(0.039)
	(0.034)
	
	
	
	

	Future within 1-4 years
	
	
	
	
	-0.352
	0.003
	0.043
	-0.129***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.436)
	(0.004)
	(0.039)
	(0.035)

	Future within 5-12 years
	
	
	
	
	0.309
	-0.002
	0.042
	0.005

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.379)
	(0.005)
	(0.041)
	(0.040)

	Diff. Futurebefore2010- Futurefrom2010
	-0.864
	0.00390
	-0.00697
	-0.0261
	
	
	
	

	F test Futurebefore2010- Futurefrom2010=0
	1.958
	0.397
	0.0124
	0.224
	
	
	
	

	P val. F test Futurebefore2010- Futurefrom2010=0
	0.162
	0.529
	0.911
	0.636
	
	
	
	

	Diff. Futurewithin1_4- Futurewithin5_12
	
	
	
	
	-0.662
	0.00432
	0.00126
	-0.134

	F test Futurewithin1_4- Futurewithin5_12=0
	
	
	
	
	1.489
	0.571
	0.000682
	6.494

	P val. F test Futurewithin1_4- Futurewithin5_12=0
	
	
	
	
	0.222
	0.450
	0.979
	0.0109

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640

	R-squared
	0.042
	0.000
	0.066
	0.030
	0.042
	0.000
	0.066
	0.030


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; The regressions in Columns 1-4 compare respondents connected to future projects starting before 2010 and respondents connected to future projects starting from 2010 onwards. The regressions in Columns 5-8 compare respondents connected to future projects starting within 1-4 years of the survey date and respondents connected to future projects starting within 5-12 years of the survey date. The regressions in Columns 1-3 and 5-7, which explore sample balance in terms of covariates, control for country and survey year fixed effects; The regression in Columns 4 and 8 correspond to our benchmark setup and thus include the treatment variables (Ongoing and Completed), baseline individual controls and year and country fixed effects. 



	Table A14: Sensitivity estimations for overall World Bank aid (corresponding to the estimations in Figure 2). Dependent variable is inst_index. Treatment is based on a 10 km cut-off around project sites.

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	VARIABLES
	Benchm
	Country-year FEs
	Region-year FEs
	Geo-matching
	Exclude wave 6
	Future within 5
	Compl. within 5
	Project start year 2003-2007
	10 or less projects within cutoff
	5 or less projects within cutoff
	At most 1 project within cutoff
	Control for election year
	No turnover sample
	Coethnic with president control
	Control for Chinese aid
	Conley SEs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.027
	-0.043***
	-0.039***
	-0.025
	-0.056***
	-0.026
	-0.029
	0.025
	-0.020
	-0.026
	-0.036
	-0.030*
	-0.038**
	-0.004
	-0.028
	-0.027*

	
	(0.019)
	(0.017)
	(0.015)
	(0.019)
	(0.018)
	(0.019)
	(0.022)
	(0.043)
	(0.020)
	(0.022)
	(0.040)
	(0.018)
	(0.017)
	(0.024)
	(0.019)
	(0.015)

	Completed
	0.015
	0.032*
	0.041***
	0.015
	-0.003
	0.015
	0.003
	0.027
	0.019
	0.028
	0.055*
	0.015
	0.021
	-0.006
	0.015
	0.0148

	
	(0.020)
	(0.017)
	(0.015)
	(0.020)
	(0.019)
	(0.020)
	(0.022)
	(0.048)
	(0.020)
	(0.022)
	(0.029)
	(0.018)
	(0.018)
	(0.023)
	(0.019)
	(0.018)

	Future
	-0.070**
	-0.049**
	-0.017
	-0.066**
	-0.082***
	-0.085**
	-0.074***
	-0.197***
	-0.075***
	-0.073***
	-0.088***
	-0.066**
	-0.067***
	-0.100***
	-0.070***
	-0.070**

	
	(0.027)
	(0.023)
	(0.023)
	(0.027)
	(0.025)
	(0.033)
	(0.027)
	(0.066)
	(0.027)
	(0.028)
	(0.033)
	(0.026)
	(0.024)
	(0.038)
	(0.027)
	(0.030)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diff comp.-future
	0.0845
	0.0812
	0.0582
	0.0816
	0.0786
	0.0991
	0.0770
	0.223
	0.0939
	0.101
	0.143
	0.0808
	0.0878
	0.0946
	0.0853
	0.0845

	F test comp-future=0
	7.584
	8.095
	4.554
	7.031
	6.065
	8.824
	5.681
	11.23
	8.994
	9.866
	11.29
	7.289
	8.525
	5.267
	7.740
	5.55

	P value of 
F test
	0.00591
	0.00445
	0.0329
	0.00803
	0.0138
	0.00298
	0.0172
	0.000810
	0.00272
	0.00169
	0.000784
	0.00696
	0.00352
	0.0218
	0.00542
	0.0185

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Obs.
	73,640
	73,640
	73,640
	72,525
	55,137
	73,640
	65,375
	49,341
	67,573
	63,687
	53,682
	73,640
	61,590
	53,750
	73,640
	73640

	R-squared
	0.030
	0.050
	0.123
	0.031
	0.028
	0.030
	0.029
	0.030
	0.031
	0.029
	0.028
	0.032
	0.029
	0.027
	0.030
	0.030


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; All regressions include baseline controls and year and country fixed effects (except Columns 2-3 which include country-by-year and region-by-year fixed effects, respectively); Column 4 excludes all respondents in enumeration areas further than 100 km away from any World Bank projects site; Column 5 excludes Afrobarometer survey wave 6 (which contains no observations connected to future project sites); Column 6 restricts the pre-treatment group to respondents living close to sites where projects will start within a maximum of five years of the interview date; Column 7 restricts the treatment to projects completed at most five years prior to the survey date; Column 8 restricts the treatment and pre-treatment groups to respondents connected to projects with start years in the range of common support for the three treatment categories (2003-2007); Columns 9-11 restricting the sample to include only respondents with at most ten, five or one project/s within the cut-off distance; Column 12 includes a control for it being an election year in the aid receiving country at the time of the survey; Column 13 includes only survey waves where we, for our respective sample countries, see no party rotation between survey dates; Column 14 includes a control for the respondent belonging to the same ethnic group as the country president at the time of the survey. The coefficient on the control (not presented) is 0.06, statistically significant at the 1 percent level; Column 15 controls for having an ongoing/completed/future Chinese project within the cutoff distance. The parameters for Chinese projects (not presented) suggest no equivalent impact of Chinese aid; In the estimation in Column 16 we use the Stata module ‘acreg’ to compute Conley standard errors corrected for arbitrary cluster correlation (test statistic for completed-future=0 is based on a chi-squared distribution).


	Table A15: Sensitivity estimations for aid focusing on institutional aid (corresponding to the estimations in Figure 3). Dependent variable is inst_index

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)

	VARIABLES
	benchmark
	Country-
year FEs
	Geo-
matching
	Exclude wave 6
	Future within 5
	Completed within 5
	10 or less projects within cutoff
	5 or less projects within cutoff
	At most 1 project within cutoff
	Control for election year
	Accounting for Chinese aid
	Conley SEs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.031
	-0.039
	0.005
	-0.070*
	-0.027
	-0.034
	-0.031
	0.014
	0.021
	-0.033
	-0.030
	-0.031

	
	(0.033)
	(0.034)
	(0.034)
	(0.041)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)
	(0.033)
	(0.036)
	(0.063)
	(0.034)
	(0.033)
	(0.039)

	Completed
	0.037
	0.033
	0.044
	0.028
	0.038
	-0.021
	0.037
	0.076**
	0.067
	0.040
	0.037
	0.037

	
	(0.032)
	(0.035)
	(0.033)
	(0.040)
	(0.033)
	(0.037)
	(0.032)
	(0.035)
	(0.047)
	(0.033)
	(0.032)
	(0.040)

	Future
	-0.122***
	-0.085**
	-0.095**
	-0.095***
	-0.115***
	-0.115***
	-0.122***
	-0.123***
	-0.116**
	-0.120***
	-0.122***
	-0.122***

	
	(0.036)
	(0.034)
	(0.038)
	(0.036)
	(0.040)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.035)
	(0.045)
	(0.036)
	(0.036)
	(0.044)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diff completed-future
	0.160
	0.118
	0.139
	0.123
	0.153
	0.0941
	0.160
	0.199
	0.183
	0.160
	0.160
	0.160

	F test: Compl.-future=0
	10.68
	6.094
	7.449
	5.311
	8.561
	3.247
	10.68
	16.72
	8.061
	10.65
	10.67
	3.83

	P value of F test
	0.00110
	0.0136
	0.00641
	0.0213
	0.00346
	0.0717
	0.00110
	4.47e-05
	0.00456
	0.00112
	0.00110
	0.050

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	29,097
	29,097
	21,052
	21,729
	29,097
	28,178
	29,097
	28,392
	26,043
	29,097
	29,097
	29,097

	R-squared
	0.051
	0.056
	0.052
	0.068
	0.051
	0.053
	0.051
	0.054
	0.050
	0.051
	0.051
	0.051


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; Treatment is based on a 10 km cut-off around project sites; All regressions include baseline controls and year and country fixed effects (except Column 2 which includes country-by-year fixed effects); Column 3 excludes all respondents in enumeration areas further than 100 km away from any World Bank projects site; Column 4 excludes Afrobarometer survey wave 6 (which contains no observations connected to future project sites); Column 5 restricts the pre-treatment group to respondents living close to sites where projects will start within a maximum of five years of the interview date; Column 6 restricts the treatment to projects completed at most five years prior to the survey date; Columns 7-9 restrict the sample to include only respondents with at most ten, five or one project/s within the cut-off distance; Column 10 includes a control for it being an election year in the aid receiving country at the time of the survey; Column 11 controls for having an ongoing/completed/future Chinese project within the cutoff distance. The parameters for Chinese projects (not presented) suggest no equivalent impact of Chinese aid; In the estimation in Column 12 we use the Stata module ‘acreg’ to compute Conley standard errors corrected for arbitrary cluster correlation (test statistic for completed-future=0 is based on a chi-squared distribution).




	Table A16: Evaluating variation in treatment effect with years since project completion, sensitivity estimations

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)

	VARIABLES
	Overall aid
	Overall aid 
At most 5 projects
	Overall aid 
At most 1 project
	Overall aid Projects starting 
2003-2007
	Institutional aid
	Institutional aid At most 5 projects
	Institutional aid At most 1 project

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.032
	-0.027
	-0.036
	0.009
	-0.029
	0.021
	0.021

	
	(0.020)
	(0.022)
	(0.040)
	(0.046)
	(0.033)
	(0.035)
	(0.063)

	Completed
	-0.045
	-0.032
	-0.042
	-0.229***
	-0.133**
	-0.107*
	0.055

	
	(0.027)
	(0.034)
	(0.062)
	(0.078)
	(0.054)
	(0.060)
	(0.076)

	Completed *Years since completed
	0.010***
	0.011**
	0.017*
	0.084***
	0.034***
	0.037***
	0.003

	
	(0.004)
	(0.005)
	(0.009)
	(0.019)
	(0.009)
	(0.010)
	(0.013)

	Future
	-0.075***
	-0.075***
	-0.089***
	-0.201***
	-0.118***
	-0.116***
	-0.116**

	
	(0.027)
	(0.028)
	(0.033)
	(0.065)
	(0.036)
	(0.035)
	(0.045)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diff. Completed-Future (1 year after completion)
	0.0399
	0.0535
	0.0636
	0.0548
	0.0198
	0.0471
	0.174

	F test Completed-Future (1 year after completion)=0
	1.331
	1.847
	1.030
	0.440
	0.108
	0.547
	4.651

	P value of F test Completed-Future (1 year after completion)=0
	0.249
	0.174
	0.310
	0.507
	0.743
	0.460
	0.0311

	Observations
	73,640
	63,687
	53,682
	49,341
	29,097
	28,392
	26,043

	R-squared
	0.030
	0.029
	0.028
	0.031
	0.053
	0.055
	0.050


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; All regressions include baseline controls and year and country fixed effects





Figure A1: Estimated effects of World Bank aid when restricting the time span of the pre-treatment group. Dep. var. is inst_index
	Overall WB aid 	
[image: ] 
Notes: Estimated effect with 95% confidence intervals; As in Column 6 in Table A14, where we restrict the pre-treatment group to respondents living close to sites where projects will start within a maximum of five years of the interview date, but varying the year span. 





Appendix B: Considering alternative dependent variable focusing on institutional trust
Our dependent variable is an index focusing on citizens’ expressed willingness to abide by the courts, the police and the tax authority. For comparison, we construct an alternative index focusing on reported trust in the police and courts, also available in rounds 2-6 of the Afrobarometer.[footnoteRef:1] As expected, our institutional index is positively correlated with the institutional trust variables. The correlation coefficient is merely 0.19 though. In general, respondents are more hesitant to answer in strong negative terms when asked about the right of the concerned institutions to make people abide by their decisions than when asked about the extent to which they trust these same institutions.  The responses to the institutional trust questions are more evenly spread across all response categories, including the negative extreme, and to a greater extent correlated with both grievances (perceived discrimination towards their ethnic group) and political alliances (trust in the president and ruling party), see Table B1. Being interested in citizen perceptions of how well institutions function, rather than judgements resulting from personal grievances, privilege, or political attitudes, this is potentially problematic. Nonetheless, we run our benchmark regression using an alternative index focusing on institutional trust as dependent variable, with similar results (see Table B2). [1:  Questions on trust in the tax authority is not available in rounds 2-4. ] 


	Table B1: Correlation coefficients between institutional indicators and indicators capturing grievances and political affiliations

	
	Inst_index
	Inst_index
	Trust index police/
courts
	Trust index police/
courts

	Unfairly treated
	-0.06
	
	-0.14
	

	Trust president/ruling party
	
	0.15
	
	0.53

	Number of observations
	57172
	68822
	57905
	70723


Notes: Inst_index is our benchmark institutional index (see Table A1). Trust index police/courts is the first principal component of responses to how much the respondent trusts the police and the courts. Unfairly treated is an ordinal variable capturing how often, if ever, the respondent reports that their ethnic group is treated unfairly by the government (ranging from 0 for never to 3 for always). Trust president/ruling party is the first principal component of responses to how much the respondent trusts the president and the ruling party, respectively (each ranging from 0 for ‘Not at all’, to 3 for ‘A lot’). 








	Table B2: Using  institutional trust index (Trust index police/court) as dependent variable

	
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Overall aid


	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.079***

	
	(0.018)

	Completed
	-0.072***

	
	(0.020)

	Future
	-0.123***

	
	(0.024)

	
	

	Diff. Completed-Future
	0.0509

	F test Completed-Future=0
	2.820

	P value of F test
	0.0932

	Observations
	74,775

	R-squared
	0.171


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; The estimation includes baseline controls and country and survey year fixed effects.








Appendix C: Accounting for project quality
Another possible concern is if projects that were completed at the survey date on average are of higher quality than projects that were still ongoing at the time of the survey. Arguably, projects implemented over a long period may be of lower quality than projects that are completed swiftly. To explore if this is the case, and if it affects our results, we draw on the project quality assessments carried out by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) of the World Bank,[footnoteRef:2] released as part of the World Bank aid data. In particular, we use their ‘project outcome rating’, which measures the project’s overall performance in terms of the relevance of objectives and design, efficacy in achieving each objective, and efficiency (IEG, 2014), and construct a dichotomous variable taking the value one if the quality of the project is judged to be satisfactory. To ascertain that we account for the quality of the specific project determining treatment status, we focus on survey areas with no more than one project within the 10 km cutoff distance. Comparing end-line quality assessments of projects that were ongoing and completed at the survey date, we can note that there is indeed a difference in the expected direction; 82 percent of projects coded as completed are judged as satisfactory, for ongoing projects the equivalent share is 71 percent (the difference is statistically significant). Reassuringly, however, accounting for project quality in a restricted sample estimation (see Table C1) the results are in line with our benchmark findings. [2:  For an interesting discussion of on how projects are selected for performance assessments and what factors influence project ratings, see Kilby and Michaelowa, 2019. ] 

	Table C1: Estimations accounting for project quality

	
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Overall aid

	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.094**

	
	(0.044)

	Completed
	0.047

	
	(0.032)

	Future
	-0.167**

	
	(0.084)

	Diff. Completed-Future
	0.214

	F test Completed-Future=0
	5.667

	P value of F test 
	0.0174

	Observations
	21,225

	R-squared
	0.029


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; All regressions include baseline controls and country and survey year fixed effects. We restrict the sample to survey clusters with no more than one project within the 10 km cut-off distance.

Appendix D: Breaking down the treatment groups into sub-categories

In the benchmark setup we focus on dummies for having any ongoing or any completed project within the cut-off distance. These categories are not mutually exclusive; a respondent might well have both ongoing and completed projects in their vicinity. To get a more detailed picture of the effects of living near projects at different stages of the implementation process, Table D1 breaks down these treatment categories into three groups: those with only ongoing projects within the cut-off distance, those with both ongoing and completed projects within the cut-off distance, and those with only completed projects within the cut-off distance. In line with the benchmark results, and with idea that institutional change takes time, there is no statistically significant difference in scores on our institutional index between people living near future projects and people living near only ongoing projects. The parameters on the treatment variables capturing greater project maturity – having both ongoing and completed projects in the vicinity, or having only completed projects within the cut-off distance – are on the other hand both significantly larger than that on living near a future project. While as expected, the estimated parameter on living near only completed projects is larger than that of living near both ongoing and completed projects, the difference between the two is not statistically significant.  
	Table D1: Breaking down the treatment groups into sub-categories

	
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Overall aid

	
	

	Only ongoing
	-0.032

	
	(0.024)

	Ongoing & completed
	-0.009

	
	(0.018)

	Only completed
	0.002

	
	(0.025)

	Future
	-0.071***

	
	(0.027)

	
	

	Diff Ongoing & completed-Future
	0.0619

	F test Ongoing & completed-Future=0
	4.37

	P value of F test Ongoing & completed-Future=0
	0.0365

	Diff Only completed-Future
	0.0733

	F test Only completed-Future=0
	4.37

	P value of F test Only completed-Future=0
	0.0367

	
	

	Observations
	73,640

	R-squared
	0.030


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; The regression includes baseline controls and year and country fixed effects; We break down the treatment groups (ongoing and completed) into sub-categories specifying if the respondent lives within the cut-off distance of only ongoing projects, both ongoing and completed projects, or only completed projects

Appendix E: Project fixed effects

The Afrobarometer is not a panel, and only in some cases happens to revisit the same localities in different survey waves. The estimation in Table E1 restricts the sample to respondents in enumeration areas that the Afrobarometer happened to revisit before and after a project was initiated or completed, allowing for the inclusion of project fixed effects. The advantage of using project fixed effects is that it allows us to evaluate variation in citizens’ willingness to abide by institutions in the same location over time, before and after the World Bank implemented a project in the area (without having to compare with future project sites). This, however, means we lose a large share of our sample. Nonetheless, the estimated parameters follow the expected pattern and are statistically significant at the five percent level. 

	Table E1: Project fixed effects in restricted sample

	
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	Overall aid

	
	

	Any ongoing
	0.059*

	
	(0.031)

	Any completed
	0.089**

	
	(0.044)

	
	

	Observations
	24,760

	R-squared
	0.0625


Notes: Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; The regression includes baseline controls and country and year fixed effectsThe sample is restricted to respondents in enumeration areas that the Afrobarometer (despite not having a panel structure) happened to revisit before and after a project was initiated or completed, allowing for the inclusion of project fixed effects.


Appendix F: Coarsened exact matching
Our estimation strategy relies on the assumption that a similar selection process applies to sites where projects were ongoing, completed or not yet initiated at the time the survey. In this section, we instead use coarsened exact matching (CEM), with similar results. Comparing the results we get in our benchmark setup with results obtained when relying on an alternative identification strategy is useful, in particular considering the limited number of respondents connected to future project sites in some countries and survey waves. Not having to restrict the sample to countries with observations connected to future projects sites, we can expand the estimation sample significantly, from 12 to 26 countries. Hence, while these estimations are not directly comparable with those in the benchmark setup, they help to shed light on the external validity of results. 
	The key goal of matching is to prune observations from the data so that the remaining data have better balance between the treated and control groups (Iacus et al., 2012). While the strategy is no magic bullet in terms of causal identification – just as standard regression frameworks, it relies on controlling for observable factors – matching has the advantage that it makes the potential lack of common support, or overlap in terms of covariates, between treatment and control group explicit (Isaksson, 2017). Using matching, we thus avoid drawing conclusions based on unreasonable extrapolations.
	The basic idea of CEM, specifically, is to temporarily coarsen the data into substantively meaningful groups, then use exact matching on these coarsened data, and finally run the analysis on the original (un-coarsened) matched data (Iacus et al., 2012). The procedure has the advantage that it is transparent in the sense that the imbalance between the matched treated and control groups will not be larger than what is ex ante specified by the user, based in intuitive and substantive information.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  In particular, we match exactly on the country dummies, and on the urban and female dummies, but coarsen the age indicator into age brackets and group the interview years by survey wave, and then match exactly on this coarsened data.
] 

	Since we have not observed any positive effects of having ongoing projects in the vicinity, we focus exclusively on having completed projects within the cut-off distance. Table F1 presents the results. We can note that the estimated effect of living within 10 km of a completed project is positive and statistically significant at the five percent level.
	Hence, when using coarsened exact matching rather than our benchmark spatial-temporal estimation strategy, enabling a larger sample, the results again seem to suggest that even aid projects not necessarily targeted at institutional development bring greater confidence in local institutions. 

	Table F1: Estimating the impact of World Bank aid projects using coarsened exact matching (CEM). Dependent variable is inst_index

	
	(1)

	VARIABLES
	CEM
Overall aid

	
	

	Completed
	0.022**

	
	(0.010)

	
	

	Observations
	105,246

	R-squared
	0.001


Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; The sample includes the 26 countries with (at least 100) respondents living within 10 km of a completed World Bank project.




Appendix G: Evaluating donor heterogeneity in results
Other donors do not routinely geo-code their aid. Hence, the geo-coded aid data at hand does not allow for a systematic assessment of donor heterogeneity. What we can do, however, is explore patterns for selected donors in selected recipient countries.  Table G1 presents results of estimations focusing on US aid to Uganda and on Chinese aid to Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda. 
	To begin with, there is relatively good coverage of US aid to Uganda; after sample restrictions, we have data on 324 project sites across the country, out of which 68 can be said to target institutional development.[footnoteRef:4] Column 1 presents the results of estimations focusing on overall US aid to Uganda and Column 2 on the subset of these projects to a greater extent targeting institutional development. In line with the results for World Bank aid, people living near completed projects report a significantly greater willingness to abide by the concerned institutions than people living within the cut-off distance of a future project site. For overall US aid to Uganda, the estimated parameter differences ( are equivalent to 15 percent of a standard deviation on the institutional index. Considering institutional aid, the estimated impact is again more pronounced (28 percent of a standard deviation on the institutional index), as well as more precisely estimated.  Once again, the results do not suggest an equivalent effect of having an ongoing project in the vicinity. [4:  We use what is referred to as ‘Government and civil society’ in their sectoral classification.] 

	While the positive impact of completed US projects in Uganda are in line with our benchmark findings for World Bank aid, we cannot be sure that this result would hold in a large multi-country sample. Conversely, it should be noted that the World Bank results, which are robust in a large multi-country sample, do not hold when looking at Uganda alone. The reason for this is presumably that there are very few respondents living within the specified cut-off distances of future World Bank projects in Uganda.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For World Bank institutional aid to Uganda, these figures are indeed too low to allow for sensible estimation using the estimation strategy at hand: 0.4 percent of respondents live within 10 km of a future project site, and 1.6 percent of respondents live within 25 km of the same. ] 

	The estimation in Column 3 instead considers overall Chinese aid to Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda,[footnoteRef:6] obtained from AidData’s Geocoded Global Chinese Official Finance Version 1.1.1 dataset (Bluhm et al. 2018). Since the Chinese government does not release official, project-level financial information about its foreign aid activities, this data is based on an open-source media based data collection technique, synthesizing and standardizing information on Chinese development finance to African countries.[footnoteRef:7] The results provide no indication of a positive effect of Chinese aid on local citizens expressed willingness to abide by institutions. This is arguably not surprising, seeing that the concerned Chinese aid flows considered contain very few projects targeted at institutional development (too few to consider them separately). Notably though, unlike recent empirical evidence suggesting negative externalities of Chinese aid to Africa (see e.g. Isaksson and Kotsadam, 2018; Isaksson, 2020), there is no evidence of a negative effect either; the estimations suggest no statistically significant difference in institutional index scores between people living near future, ongoing and completed Chinese projects.  [6:  We limit the sample to the sub-sample of countries in the World Bank estimation dataset that also contain a sufficient number of observations within the cut-off distance of both future, ongoing and completed Chinese projects. Using this restricted sample in estimations focusing on World Bank aid, the results remain qualitatively the same as in the benchmark setup.  ]  [7:  Described in detail in Strange et al. (2013) and (2017).] 

	A thorough assessment of donor heterogeneity in the effects of aid on perceptions of local institutional quality would require more complete geo-coded aid data. At this stage, we can merely note that compared to the findings we get for World Bank aid, estimations for other selected donors suggest both common ground (the positive impact of completed US projects in Uganda) and the existence of donor heterogeneity in results (the lack of evidence for an impact of Chinese projects).

	Table G1: Evaluating donor heterogeneity in results

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	VARIABLES
	Overall US aid 
to Uganda: 
10 km cutoff
	Institutional US aid 
to Uganda: 
10 km cutoff
	Overall Chinese aid 
to six country sample: 
10 km cutoff

	
	
	
	

	Ongoing
	-0.097*
	-0.136*
	-0.073*

	
	(0.052)
	(0.070)
	(0.037)

	Nearly/clearly completed
	0.139**
	0.185**
	0.025

	
	(0.066)
	(0.094)
	(0.028)

	Future
	-0.014
	-0.093**
	-0.031

	
	(0.031)
	(0.040)
	(0.036)

	Diff ongoing-future
	-0.0826
	-0.0436
	-0.0426

	F test ongoing-future=0
	2.002
	0.286
	0.687

	p value of F test ongoing-future=0
	0.157
	0.593
	0.407

	Diff completed-future
	0.153
	0.278
	0.0550

	F test completed-future=0
	4.473
	7.526
	1.402

	P value of F test completed-future=0
	0.0347
	0.00617
	0.236

	Observations
	11,386
	11,386
	44,518

	R-squared
	0.029
	0.029
	0.058


Robust standard errors (clustered by survey cluster) in parentheses; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1; All regressions include baseline controls and year and region fixed effects; In the estimations focusing on US aid to Uganda (Columns 1-2), completed refers to ‘nearly completed’ projects that have ended in previous years or within the same year as the survey (due to very few projects ending in previous years). In Column 3, focusing on Chinese aid, we use the standard completed variable including only projects that have ended in years prior to the survey year. The sample in the estimation focusing on Chinese aid (Column 3) include Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Tanzania and Uganda
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