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Abstract

This paper produces the first cross-country comparable, scalable method of categorising

organisations as political or bureaucratic. I use this method to construct new data on

the politicisation of organisations designing industrial policy in 116 countries. Thus,

this paper produces the first systematic global analysis of the politicisation of industrial

development organisations. I produce the following four stylised facts. First, industrial

policymaking is predominantly political. Over 60% of the industrial policy organisations

in my data are run by politicians. Second, lower-income countries use a higher proportion

of political organisations to do their industrial policy. Third, there is great variation in the

proportion of political organisations in each policy area. Politicians run 30% of Export-

Import and Central banks. Politicians run 60% of organisations focused on primary

commodities. Fourth, the proportion of organisations run by bureaucrats is positively

and statistically significantly correlated with several measures of bureaucratic quality.

This relationship is robust to controlling for the number of industrial policy organisations

and GDP per capita.
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1 Introduction

Economic prosperity hinges on the effectiveness of government policy. The public-sector

policy space is home to a rich and diverse set of public-sector organisations. These

range from cabinets and ministries to specialised government agencies and state-owned

enterprises. Both politicians and bureaucrats head public-sector organisations. For the

purposes of this paper, bureaucrats are public administrators without political positions

or public party affiliations. Hence, understanding the relative merits of politicians and

bureaucrats as policymakers is vital to both governments looking to improve and inter-

national development institutions aiming to help them do so. Indeed, the use politicians

and bureaucrats is an important area of focus for economists and the topic of seminal

works in the social sciences at large (Chibber 2002; Evans 1995; Persson and Tabellini

1999).

The debate over the use of bureaucrats and politicians occupies a particularly dominant

role in the industrial policy literature. Industrial policies are state actions that intend to

shift the composition of economic activity, for example, towards industry or decarbonisa-

tion. The theoretical justifications for industrial policy are increasingly well-understood

and evidenced (Hanlon 2020; Juhász 2018; Lane 2021; Mitrunen 2023). While uncer-

tainty is clearing over the economics, a deep fog remains over the political economy

(Juhász et al. 2023). Yet, political economy looms particularly large in the explanations

for the successes and failures of industrial policy (Robinson 2011; Wade 1990). The use

of bureaucrats to design policy is a recurring explanation for the successes of various

industrial policy episodes (Evans 1995; Johnson 1982; Juhász et al. 2023). Nonetheless,

there is a dearth of empirical evidence (Juhász and Lane 2024). Until now, there has

been no scalable, cross-country comparable method of classing organisations as political

or bureaucratic.

This paper produces the first scalable, cross-country comparable method of classing or-

ganisations as political or bureaucratic. I call this method the ‘Bureaucrat or Politician’

or ‘BoP’ method. I use the BoP to generate new data on the use of bureaucrats and

politicians in industrial policymaking. I do so by applying the BoP to 3,438 organisation

names from internal source data provided by (Juhász et al. 2022). This means that I in-
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dividually hand clean and categorise every one of 3,438 organisations from (Juhász et al.

2022). In my stride, I do so at the rate of 30 per hour. Standardising names and screen-

ing out private and regional organisations leaves me with 871 government organisations

doing industrial policy.

I use this data to produce the following four stylised facts about the use of industrial pol-

icy across these 871 government organisations. First, industrial policy is predominantly

but by no means entirely political: just under 60% of the 871 government organisations

are run by politicians. Second, higher-income countries use a lower proportion of po-

litical organisations than lower-income countries. Just under 30% of industrial policy

organisations in high-income countries are political; nearly 50% of industrial policy or-

ganisations in middle-income countries are political. Third, the proportion of political

organisations varies greatly by policy specialism. Only 30% of Export-Import and Central

Banks are run by politicians. 60% of organisations focused on primary commodities are

run by politicians. Fourth, there is a positive statistically significant correlation between

the relationship between the proportion of bureaucratic organisations and measures of

bureaucratic quality. This relationship is robust to controlling for the number of indus-

trial policy organisations and income. These stylised facts are highly relevant in and of

themselves. They also demonstrate the insights that the BoP method allows us to gain.

This paper contributes to two key literatures. First, this paper contributes to the liter-

ature on independent government organisations. Providing the first cross-country com-

parable, scalable, entity-level measure of the use of politicians and bureaucrats enables

studies to use larger samples and data on developing countries. Small sample sizes the

ability of studies to identify causal effects. This is of great interest in a literature con-

taining many inconclusive studies (Dan 2014; Verhoest et al. 2021). The lack of data on

developing countries limits the variation in the bureaucratic autonomy of sample coun-

tries. Moreover, there are many reasons to think that the effects of using bureaucrats

and politicians differ in developing countries (Krueger 1990). In contributing to the lit-

erature on independent government organisations, this paper contributes to the broader

literature of the political economy of bureaucracy in development and economic policy

(Besley et al. 2022; Persson and Tabellini 1999).

Second, this paper contributes to the literature on the political economy of industrial
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policy. I do so by providing the first global comparative analysis of the use of bureaucrats

and politicians in industrial policy around the world. This is particularly significant

given the important role of the use of bureaucrats and politicians in the industrial policy

literature. The focus on industrial policy in analysis is particularly crucial as there are

reasons to expect that the incentives for and the effects of delegating to bureaucrats

are different for industrial policy as opposed to other kinds of economic policy. This is

because industrial policy has concentrated benefits, is prone to time inconsistency and is

particularly risky (Juhász and Lane 2024; Maloney and Nayyar 2018).

The paper proceeds as follows. First, I outline the procedure for producing data classi-

fying the organisations designing industrial policy as political or bureaucratic. Second, I

evaluate the data on the bureaucratic autonomy of the organisations designing industrial

policy. Third, I generate the four stylised facts.

2 Literature Review

Existing measures of organisational autonomy tend to fall into two categories. First, there

are detailed entity-level measures. Second, there are less detailed country-level measures.

Detailed entity-level measures do an excellent job of capturing organisational autonomy.

For example, Verhoest et al. (2012) develop a five-way classification system of public sec-

tor organisations based on expert surveys. The use of detailed expert surveys makes the

classifications highly reputable. However, this detail comes at the expense of scalability:

the effort to apply the measure to twenty-one countries was gargantuan and has not been

repeated. Moreover, although Tanzania and Pakistan are exceptions, these countries are

predominantly Western. Indeed, Verhoest et al. (2021: 14) write that the typology is

‘mostly based on western countries with certain legal-administrative systems.’ Similarly,

Gilardi (2009) also develops a highly detailed and credible measure of bureaucratic inde-

pendence at an entity level. However, lack of scalability and cross-country comparability

limited his endeavour to seventeen European countries.

There are highly reputable country-level measures too. These include the governance ef-

fectiveness indicator from the World Bank Governance Indicators. Among other things,
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this measure aims to capture the ‘political independence of the civil service’ (Kaufmann

et al. 2010: 4). Additionally, there are variables produced by the V-Dem institute that

capture concepts closely related to the political independence of the bureaucracy. These

include the extent to which access to public sector jobs is connected to political affilia-

tion (Coppedge et al. 2024). Additionally, Cingolani et al. (2015) proxy for bureaucratic

autonomy using the irregularity in the turnover of central bank governors. While their

measure is positively and significantly correlated with the measure of bureaucratic au-

tonomy by (Gilardi 2009), they note that ‘future work should seek additional objective

measures of bureaucratic autonomy that incorporate other agencies than central banks’

(Cingolani et al. 2015: 201).

The existing literature has three key limitations. First, the existing measures have pro-

duced relatively small sample sizes. Detailed entity-level measures are so detailed that

they can only feasibly be applied to a small set of countries. Country-level measures are

applicable across a larger set of countries, but only clock in one observation per country.

Many studies on increased bureaucratic autonomy find insignificant effects (Verhoest et

al. 2004; Andrews 2011). Small sample sizes are likely an explanation. Large samples are

particularly important when theoretical and qualitative evidence overwhelmingly points

to the effects of bureaucratic autonomy being highly conditional and context-dependent

(Dan 2014; Evans 1995).

Second, there is a lack of data on developing countries. There is a vast gap in data at an

entity level for developing countries. Lacking data on developing countries limits sample

size and the amount of variation in the level of bureaucratic autonomy. Hence, this lack

of data raises the minimum detectable effect.

The lack of data on developing countries is also limiting for those interested in investi-

gating the use of bureaucrats and politicians in these countries. Crucially, the theoretical

literature points to several reasons that the effects of using bureaucrats are likely to differ

in developing countries.

Indeed, one key justification for using bureaucrats rather than politicians is that bu-

reaucrats are less likely to favour special interests. In developing countries, political and

bureaucratic corruption are particularly high (Krueger 1990). Additionally, allocating re-
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sources to special interests can be important in maintaining complex political equilibria

in developing countries (Dercon 2022). If the policy reform is successful, but the political

equilibrium remains unchanged, policymakers will likely simply shift the distortions to

an alternative policy instrument (Acemoglu et al. 2008). Alternatively, if the political

equilibrium does not survive the policy reform, consequences can be catastrophic. The

IMF pressured the Ghananian prime minister Kofi Busia to devalue the exchange rate in

the midst of an economic crisis in 1971 (Acemoglu and Robinson 2013). ‘Whatever the

textbook economic logic behind the reforms, the political outcome was dire’ (Acemoglu

and Robinson 2013: 187). A military coup toppled the government two weeks later and

reversed the devaluation.

Furthermore, using bureaucrats often means developing new institutional machinery.

This is especially true in developing countries lacking bureaucratic infrastructure and tra-

ditions. Krueger (1990: 15) writes ‘administrative difficulties can be overwhelming, either

because of a shortage of personnel or because of the enormous administrative difficulties

of establishing and maintaining complex operations within the public sector.’ Many

scholars note the coordination difficulties that come with large bureaucracies (Bouckaert

et al. 2010; Dan 2014). While many developing countries lack such large bureaucracies,

they are likely to also lack the institutional infrastructure for effective coordination.

The third limitation of the literature is the lack of focus on industrial policy specifically.

Providing data on industrial policy specifically is important. First, issues of political

economy are the spectre of the industrial policy literature (Juhász et al. 2023). Second,

certain features of industrial policy suggest the positive and normative analysis of the

use of bureaucrats and politicians will be different.

Regarding normative analysis, as industrial policy supports particular sectors, its benefits

are often concentrated (Juhász and Lane 2024). Moreover, optimal industrial policy

often involves policymakers committing to a course of action over time (Juhász and Lane

2024). Consider infant industry protection. In textbook policy, the firm receives support

while its marginal cost decreases. It is crucial that firms believe that support will be

withdrawn to incentivise cost-cutting innovations rather than sweet-talking politicians

for additional subsidies (Juhász and Lane 2024). Hence, industrial policies are prone to

time inconsistency. Alesina and Tabellini (2007) and Alesina and Tabellini (2008) suggest
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that it is optimal to for politicians to delegate policies in areas prone to time inconsistency

and with concentrated benefits to bureaucrats. Hence, there is good reason to think that

the normative implications of the use of bureaucrats and politicians in industrial policy

differ to other kinds of economic policy.

Regarding positive analysis, Alesina and Tabellini (2007) suggest that politicians are less

likely to relinquish control of policies with distributional stakes. Moreover, industrial

policies are often considered particularly risky relative to other policy areas. Maloney

and Nayyar (2018) argue that we know less about the benefits of targeting specific sectors

as opposed to policies with broader benefits. Alesina and Tabellini (2005) suggest that

politicians are particularly likely to delegate risky policy areas to bureaucrats. Hence,

there are reasons to think that the incentives regarding the delegation of policies to

bureaucrats from politicians will differ in industrial policy.

In sum, there are three key limitations to the empirical literature on independent public

sector organisations: 1) small sample sizes, 2) lack of data on developing countries, and

3) lack of focus on industrial policy. Producing an entity-level, cross-country compara-

ble and scalable measure of whether organisations are run by politicians and applying

it to organisations designing industrial policy overcomes these limitations. A measure

that is entity-level, cross-country comparable and scalable allows for a larger sample

size including data on developing countries. Applying it to specifically industrial policy

organisations allows for data on industrial policy.

3 Data Production

3.1 List of organisations doing industrial policy

To categorise the organisations designing industrial policy, I need a list of organisations

designing industrial policy. Juhász et al. (2022) extract industrial policies from the Global

Trade Alert (GTA) database. The GTA database records government statements which

include ‘a credible announcement of a meaningful and unilateral change in the relative

treatment of foreign domestic and commercial interests’ (Evenett and Fritz 2022: 1). It
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records policy announcements not only by central governments but also by public sector

organisations and regional governments (Evenett and Fritz 2022). Industrial policies

intend to stimulate a particular sector of the domestic economy. Thus, industry policy

makes the relevant domestic sector relatively more attractive than foreign sectors (Juhász

et al. 2022). Hence, industrial policies ‘fall squarely under the scope of GTA surveillance’

(Juhász et al. 2022: 13).

Juhász et al. (2022) use a supervised machine learning algorithm to class policies as

industrial policies or not industrial policies. They do so for all policies between May

2009 and March 2023 for the over 175 countries covered by the GTA. Their model is

highly credible. In cross-validation, it correctly classifies 93% of policies. This algorithm

also extracts the name of the entity conducting the policy. Hence, this data provides an

estimate of the stock of organisations that designed industrial policies between May 2009

and March 2023.

Juhász et al. (2022) provided me with a list of 3,438 organisations. These organisations

span 116 ‘countries’ including the semi-autonomous areas Puerto Rico and Hong Kong,

and the supranational organisation of the European Union. This includes all the countries

covered by the GTA except for countries for which limited industrial policy is detected.

Using the 2024 World Bank income classification (World Bank Group 2024), the sample

contains seven low-income countries, twenty nine lower-middle-income countries, thirty

one upper-middle-income countries and forty eighthigh-income countries 1 As explained

earlier, this is nearly the population of countries designing industrial policy between May

2009 and March 2023.

My data covering fewer lower-income countries largely reflects that lower-income countries

do less industrial policy (Juhász et al. 2022). However, Juhász et al. (2022) do find

evidence that GTA data on lower-income countries is less reliable. Overall, the aggregated

results likely do underrepresent lower-income countries but by considerably less than one

would think without realising that lower-income countries do less industrial policy.

1There is no income group categorisation for Venezuela in the 2024 World Bank income classification
due to lacking data availability (World Bank Group 2024). Maldonado and Olivo (2022) investigate and
find that Venezuela is a lower-middle-income country by the World Bank classification rules. I class
Venezuela as a lower-middle-income country. From now on, when I state that I use the 2024 World Bank
income classification, this covers that I class Venezuela as a lower-middle income country.
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3.2 A guide to the BoP method

The list provided by Juhász et al. (2022) contains private, regional and supranational

organisations. For this paper, I focus only on government organisations. In addendum 1,

I explain how I filter out these organisations to get a list of 871 government organisations.

In brief, the BoP method classes organisations whose leaders are politicians as political

and organisations whose leaders are bureaucrats as bureaucratic. In addendum 2, I

provide rigorous definitions of ‘leader’, ‘politician’, and ‘bureaucrat.’ These rigorous

definitions cover the bizarre cases out there. Here, I provide a practical guide to applying

the BoP method to a list of government organisations that works for the vast majority

of cases.

The first step is finding the organisation’s leadership structure. There are two predom-

inant leadership structures. 1) Single leader. In this structure, the organisation has

one clear leader. Common names for this leader include governor, director general, and

comptroller. The organisation is political if this leader is a politician and autonomous if

this leader is a non-politician.

2) Corporate. This leadership structure resembles that of a private company. There is

a team focused on the day-to-day running of the organisation. Common names for this

team include the management board, the executive board and the leadership team. The

leader of this team is often known as the CEO, managing director or general manager.

There is a second team that serves a supervisory function. This team is often known as

the board, the supervisory board or the non-executive board. The leader of this team

is often called the chair of the supervisory board or simply the chair of the board. The

organisation is political if at least one of these leaders is a politician. Figure 1 summarises

this classification process.

First, one needs information on leadership structure. Drop-down menus under headings

such as ‘our people’, ‘authorities’ or ‘leadership’ indicate whether the organisation has

a single leader or corporate structure. Figure 2a shows the drop-down menu under the

heading ‘Corporate Profile’ on the website of the Citizen Entrepreneurial Development

Agency of Botswana. The options include both ‘Executive Management’ and ‘Board of
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Figure 1: Chart showing classification process

Directors’. This indicates that the organisation has a corporate structure.

If drop-down menus provide no clarity, websites generally have organisation charts. Figure

2b shows the organisation chart on the website of Belarusbank. The organisation chart is

very complicated. However, the only relevant information is that it contains a supervisory

board and a board of directors for the organisation as a whole. Hence, Belarusbank has

a corporate structure.

Figure 2: Examples of information used to identify organisational structure

Notes: Red boxes encompass evidence that the organisation has a corporate structure.

(a) Screenshot of the drop-down menu under
the heading ‘Corporate Profile’ on the web-
site of the Citizen Entrepreneurial Development
Agency of Botswana (Citizen Entrepreneurial
Development Agency 2024).

(b) Screenshot of the organisation chart on the
website of Belarusbank (Belarus Bank 2024)
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Figure 3: Examples of information used to class individuals as politicians

Notes: Red boxes encompass evidence that the individual is a politician.

(a) Screenshot of the biography of the chairman
of the Export-Import bank of China on the or-
ganisation website (The Export-Import Bank of
China 2024)

(b) Screenshot of the biography of the chairman
of the board of directors for the Saudi Data and
Artificial Intelligence Authority (Saudi Author-
ity for Data and Artificial Intelligence 2024)

I classify an individual as a politician if I find that they hold a political position or

are affiliated with a political party. Political positions include cabinet minister, national

legislature member, roles in regional governments and political party governance. I use

information from the organisation’s website, job platforms, news websites and informative

sites such as Wikipedia in that order of preference. Figure 3a shows the biography of the

chairman of the Export-Import Bank of China provided on the organisation’s website.

This biography details the chairman’s university education and his career since then. He

currently holds the position of ‘Party Secretary’ of the Export-Import bank of China.

This indicates that he holds a position in a political party. Hence, he is classed as a

politician and the Export-Import Bank of China is classed as a political organisation.

Figure 3b shows the biography of the chairman of the board of directors for the Saudi Data

and Artificial Intelligence Authority. He is Prince Muhammad bin Salam bin Abdulaziz

Al Saud, the crowned Prince of Saudi Arabia. Hence, I class him as a politician and I

class the Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority as a political organisation.

I class an individual as a bureaucrat if I can find no evidence of them being a politi-

cian in their CV, listed experience or biography. Bureaucrats typically display ‘bureau-

cratic qualities’ such as expertise, private sector and civil service experience. Evidence
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Figure 4: Examples of information used to classify individuals as bureaucrats

(a) Screenshot of the LinkedIn page of the chair of
the supervisory board of the Citizen Entrepreneurial
Development Agency of Botswana (Tsheboeng 2024)

(b) Screenshot of the biography of the president
of Bancóldex on the Bancóldex website (Bancoldex
2024)

of ‘bureaucratic qualities’ is not directly used to classify an individual as a bureaucrat.

Nonetheless, bureaucratic qualities provide supporting evidence as they indicate a plau-

sible alternative occupation to being a politician.

Figure 4a shows the LinkedIn page of the chair of the supervisory board of the Citizen

Entrepreneurial Development Agency of Botswana. This LinkedIn page just contains an

‘About’ section, it does not contain an ‘Experience’ section as most do. This ‘About’

section makes no mention of political involvement. It also indicates of typical bureaucratic

qualities: a history of work in industry (here construction) and education quasi-related

to the field (environmental practitioner). Hence, I classify Dr Alfred Tsheboeng as a

bureaucrat.

Figure 4b is the biography of the president of Bancóldex (the Colombian development

bank) provided on Bancóldex’s website. This biography page makes no mention of po-

litical involvement. It also indicates typical bureaucratic qualities: a history of work in

private and public sector financial organisations.

For most organisations, categorisation followed the pattern above and the necessary in-

formation was available. The remainder of the sample is tricky. First, I cannot find

information on a handful of individuals. In these cases, the individuals usually head
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small and highly specialised organisations. There tends to be very little information

about these individuals in general. I classify these individuals as bureaucrats on the

assumption that politicians are generally better publicised.

Additionally, one category of edge cases involves ‘civilians’ who hold cabinet positions.

Take Lloyd Austin III, the current US Secretary of Defence. Prior to his post, he served

in the military and worked in private companies. In accepting a cabinet post, the individ-

ual agrees to work with political incentives. Nonetheless, they are perhaps less politically

motivated than a career politician. Moreover, these civilian ‘experts’ face different in-

formation constraints than politicians. Overall, I judge these individuals to be closer to

politicians than bureaucrats. Hence, I classify them as politicians.

Another type of edge case is party membership in China. Chinese Communist Party

membership is publicised for all the leaders in identified organisations. Most leaders are

not merely members of the party but hold positions within the regional or national party

apparatus. However, there are some who do not hold party positions. One argument is

that the mention of party membership is not sufficient to suggest people are politically

involved. Moreover, party membership in China is more publicised than in other coun-

tries. Nevertheless, the expression of party membership is not epiphenomenal; it is a

product of the tighter connection between the civil service and the party. On this basis,

I classify these organisations as political.

4 Data Evaluation

4.1 Cross-country comparability

The Global Trade Alert (GTA) database is highly credible. However, it is unlikely to

pick up all organisations doing industrial policy. I evaluate the GTA using the report

by the Export-Import Bank of the United States (EXIM US) on global export credit

competition during 2022 (EXIM US 2023). Export credit refers to ‘a financial instrument

which allows the buyer of a cross-border good or service to defer payment of that good

or service through the creation of a debt obligation’ (EXIM US 2023: 75). The report

13



Figure 5: Proportion of known ECAs picked up by the GTA

Notes: 871 government industrial policy organisations from 116 countries after screening out
non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the GTA
(2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). List of known ECAs provided by
the US EXIM competition report (EXIM US 2023). Income group classification is from the 2024 World
Bank classification (World Bank Group 2024)

contains lists all known active export credit agencies (ECAs). An ECA is an organisation

that provides insurance and guarantees to exporters (EXIM US 2023; Kabir et al. 2024).

ECAs are often called Export-Import banks. ECAs are frequently involved in industrial

policy: by supporting exporters they are generally intentionally supporting particular

areas of the economy Kabir et al. (2024). Hence, the proportion of listed ECAs identified

by the GTA provides an indication of the extent of industrial policy organisations the

GTA identifies.

The GTA only identifies 45% of the ECAs listed by EXIM US for the countries doing

industrial policy. Figure 5 shows that the GTA is better at identifying industrial policy

organisations in higher-income countries. It is worth noting that for the low-income

countries doing industrial policy, there was only one listed ECA. As the GTA did not

identify this ECA, it is marked as picking up 0% of ECAs in low-income countries.

It is interesting that the GTA does not identify all ECAs in high-income countries. There

are high reporting standards in high-income countries. Hence, this suggests that the lack

of identified ECAs is not down to information being unavailable. It also suggests that not

14



all ECAs are engaged in industrial policy. Indeed, it seems possible to support exporters

without the intention of boosting a particular sector of the economy. For example, the aim

of export credit could be to enable national firms to compete with firms from geopolitical

rivals.

It is concerning that the GTA identifies a higher proportion of listed ECAs in higher-

income countries. It is possible that ECAs in higher-income countries are more likely to

engage in industrial policy. However, it is also likely that this reflects better reporting

standards in higher-income countries. This is particularly concerning as the proportion of

a country’s ECAs identified is strongly correlated with both the number of entities doing

industrial policy picked up by the GTA and the proportion of bureaucratic organisations.

Indeed, countries with no listed ECAs identified by the GTA have on average 12 fewer

organisations doing industrial policy and the proportion of bureaucratic organisations

doing industrial policy is lower by 0.15. Both of these relationships are significant at the

1% level.

Hence, I run a robustness check in which I drop countries for which the GTA picks up

none of its listed ECAs. This means dropping thirty-nine countries and going from a

sample of 116 to 78. I will refer to this sample as ‘ECA drop’. Using the ‘ECA drop’

sample, the regression coefficients on the average proportion of listed ECAs identified

are not significant at any conventional level for either the number of organisations doing

industrial policy or the proportion of bureaucratic organisations.

Going forward, I use another robustness check to account for the influence of data from

countries with poorer GTA coverage. There are many countries for which the GTA only

picks out one or two industrial policy organisations. One might think that this is because

reporting standards are worse in these countries or that the GTA applied less attention

to these countries. This is particularly concerning as there is a correlation between the

number of identified industrial policy organisations and the proportion of bureaucratic

organisations that is significant at the 1% level. Hence, I create a version of the sample

in which I drop the fifty countries for which the GTA only identifies one or two industrial

policy organisations. I call this the ‘drop’ version of the sample.

15



4.2 Picking up the organisation receiving rather than enacting

industrial policy

One concern is that the algorithm sometimes extracted the organisations receiving rather

than enacting the industrial policy. Consider an industrial policy involving the central

government allocating loans to green energy companies. In this case, the enacting entity

is the central government. The concern is that the algorithm lists a green energy com-

pany receiving a loan instead. Indeed, this is one theory for why the GTA has picked up

considerable numbers of private organisations. I am not concerned about the algorithm

wrongly identifying private companies to which the industrial policy applies. This is be-

cause I carefully screen out private companies. However, it is possible that the algorithm

picked out some of the public sector organisations that are not enacting but are affected

by industrial policy.

The main dataset from Juhász et al. (2022) contains the ‘announcement text’ for all the

policies done by a given organisation. When I was categorising one batch of organisa-

tions from G20 countries, I looked at a randomly selected ‘announcement text’ for each

organisation. I noticed that there were many private companies with announcement texts

referring to the German export credit agency Euler Hermes and the EU Commission.

For one batch of 817 organisation names, I noted all organisations with announcement

texts that mentioned the EU Commission or Euler Hermes. These are the organisations

with announcements texts indicating that they may be receiving rather than enacting

industrial policy. I dropped 87.4% of these organisations as they were either private,

regional or supranational entities. Hence, if all of these organisations are recipient entities,

only just over 10% slipped through into the final list of government industrial policy

organisations. It is likely that some of the entities that were government organisations

had additional policies which they enacted rather than received. Moreover, it is likely

that these announcement texts involved collaborations between these organisations and

the EU Commission/Euler Hermes. Hence, although this test is far from complete, it

indicates that this error is relatively small.
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4.3 Successfully capturing the concept of interest

My measure captures whether politicians or bureaucrats head organisations. The concept

of interest is the extent to which bureaucrats or politicians influence decision-making in

organisations. There is an intuitive connection between the identity of an organisation’s

leader and the identity of the decision-makers. However, leadership and decision-making

power do not always go hand-in-hand. Pollitt (2004) notes that politicians frequently

meddle in agencies beyond their remit. On the other hand, a political leader may be

rather hands-off in the running of an organisation, allowing bureaucrats to make the

key decisions. Indeed, I doubt that Mohammed bin Salman is keenly involved in the

day-to-day matters of the Saudi Data and Artificial Intelligence Authority.

There are other variables one can use to get a better indication of the extent to which

politicians or bureaucrats make decisions. These include 1) whether bureaucrats or politi-

cians decide on appointments and promotions, 2) the degree of budget autonomy, and

3) the degree of political oversight (Verhoest et al. 2021). Concerningly, Verhoest et al.

(2012: 18) note the range of variation in the individual characteristics of agencies: ‘the

degrees of financial, personnel and management autonomy vary per (type of) organisa-

tion. It is exactly this degree of variation between (types of) organizations that make it

impossible to develop a more precise definition.’

Nonetheless, the BoP method is highly defensible. First, regardless of the relationship to

these other elements of autonomy, my measure captures something of interest: whether

organisations are run by politicians or bureaucrats. Of course, there is variation in the

extent to which the leader has control. Nonetheless, the identity of the leader captures

something meaningful.

Second, while there is great variation amongst organisations, elements of bureaucratic

control are correlated with each other. Hence, we can take my concept as an indicator of

whether bureaucrats or politicians are the decision-makers more broadly. Indeed, charac-

teristics were sufficiently clustered for Verhoest et al. (2012) to develop a categorisation

system that allowed expert respondents to categorise 95% of entities on the basis of many

different characteristics.
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Moreover, data confirm the associations between the BoP measure and other elements of

bureaucratic control. First, consider meritocratic recruitment. I use a measure from the

Varieties of Democracy Institute (V-Dem). This measure captures ‘whether appointment

decisions in the state administration are based on skills and merit as opposed to personal

and political connections’ (Besley et al. 2022). This should be related to the BoP measure.

If more politicians are in charge of the organisations doing industrial policy, this indicates

that political and personal connections help with public sector appointments. Of course,

the correlation should not be perfect as many organisations doing industrial policy are

part of the state’s political apparatus rather than its state administration. Moreover, it is

possible that the bureaucrats serving under the political leaders of agencies are recruited

in a highly meritocratic manner. Nonetheless, I expect these concepts to be related.

Figure 6 shows the scatter plot with meritocratic recruitment on the y-axis and the

proportion of bureaucratic organisations on the x-axis. There is a clear positive rela-

tionship between meritocratic recruitment and the proportion of bureaucratic organisa-

tions. Indeed, the regression coefficient of meritocratic recruitment on the proportion

of autonomous organisations is significant at the 1% level. The coefficient retains its

significance when using the ‘ECA drop’ and ‘drop’ samples.

Another V-Dem variable I expect to be related to the proportion of bureaucratic organ-

isations is the extent to which political group influences access to public sector jobs. It

is intuitive that if political group influences access to state jobs, political group will also

influence access to public-sector leadership positions. Indeed, the regression coefficient

on the extent to which access to public sector jobs is influenced by political group is in

the expected direction and significant at the 1% level across the original, ‘ECA drop’ and

‘drop’ samples.

Nomenclature provides additional evidence that the BoP measure captures the relative

decision-making power of bureaucrats more broadly. It makes sense that patterns in

naming differ across bureaucratic and political organisations. Additionally, there are

particular words associated with political organisations and particular words associated

with non-political organisations. For example, ‘ministry’ is associated with political cab-

inet offices. Verhoest et al. (2021) note that autonomous organisations are often called

‘agencies.’
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Figure 6: Scatter plot of meritocratic recruitment and the proportion of bureaucratic
organisations

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the GTA
(2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations are classed as
bureaucratic or political using the BoP method. Meritocratic recruitment is measured using the average
value of the V-Dem variable ‘stcritrecadm’ from 2009-2023 (Coppedge et al. 2024). The plot shows a
linear line of best of fit with a 95% confidence interval

Figure 7: Graph showing the words with the largest differences in frequency between
political and bureaucratic organisation names

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the
GTA (2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations classed as
bureaucratic or political using the BoP method. Before calculating word frequencies I: 1) remove stop
words such as ‘the’, ‘of’ and ’and’ from organisation names and 2) perform basic ‘lemmatisation—’ in
which I take words with the same stem (such as minister and ministry) and count them as the same
word, in this case ‘minister.’
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As Figure 7 shows, the words ‘ministry’ and ‘agency’ are used in quite different propor-

tions in political and non-political organisations. Other featured words such as ‘bank’

also make sense. Central, development and EXIM banks generally operate specific gov-

ernment functions. Hence, one would expect them to be more bureaucratic. Words

associated with particular policy areas such as ‘finance’ and ‘economy’ also make sense.

Public finance is generally the purview of a minister. Economy most frequently appeared

in ministries of Economy which are cabinet ministries. Hence, basic patterns in the nam-

ing of organisations provide additional face-value validity to my categorisation system.

5 Stylised Facts

5.1 Industrial policy is predominantly political

The first key stylised fact is that politicians are the primary decision-makers regarding

industrial policy. Figure 8 shows that just under 60% of the 871 organisations identified

doing industrial policy are run by politicians. This is robust across both the ‘ECA drop’

and ‘drop’ versions of the sample.

Averaging over the number of organisations gives greater weight to countries with more

industrial policy organisations. Hence, I also find the proportion of bureaucratic organ-

isations in the average country. 30% of the organisations doing industrial policy in the

average country are bureaucratic. This figure is 31% for the ‘ECA drop’ and 43% for

‘drop’ sample. It makes sense that the figure is higher for the ‘drop’ sample as most

countries with only one or two entities have very few bureaucratic organisations doing

industrial policy. Hence, it is particularly striking that even with this sample, the organ-

isations in the average country are predominantly political.

This confirms that models of political influence are incredibly relevant to industrial policy.

However, on the other hand, this data shows that over 40% of organisations designing

industrial policy are run by bureaucrats. Hence, this data confirms the importance of bu-

reaucrats in designing industrial policy and suggests it is important to continue analysing

the incentives of bureaucrats designing industrial policy too.
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Figure 8: The proportion of political and bureaucratic industrial policy organisations

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the
GTA (2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations classed as
bureaucratic or political using the BoP method.

5.2 Relationship between the proportion of bureaucratic organ-

isations and income

Figure 9a shows the proportion bureaucratic organisations by income group. We can see

that around 50% of industrial policy organisations in high-income countries are run by

bureaucrats. In both upper- and lower-middle-income countries, around 30% of industrial

policy organisations are run by bureaucrats. No organisations from low-income countries

are run by bureaucrats. The figure shows that this finding is robust to using both the

‘ECA drop’ and ‘drop’ versions of the sample. The pattern and approximate proportions

of bureaucratic organisations across income groups remains the same for all three versions

of the sample. Hence, this is a strong indication that lower-income countries use a lower

proportion of bureaucratic organisations. Although, it is worth noting that increasing in

income from lower-middle to upper-middle does not make a difference.

Figure 9b is a scatter plot of the proportion of bureaucratic organisations and average

GDP per capita from 2009-2023. The regression coefficient of GDP per capita on the

proportion of bureaucratic organisations is positive and significant at the 1% level for the
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Figure 9: Relationship between proportion of bureaucratic organisations and income
group

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the GTA
(2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022).

(a) Proportion of bureaucratic organisations
for each income group for the original, ‘ECA
drop’ and ‘drop’ versions of the sample

Notes: Income group from World Bank 2024
classification (World Bank Group 2024).

(b) Scatter plot of proportion of bureaucratic
organisations against GDP per capita

Notes: Average GDP per capita from 2009-
2023 from V-Dem (Coppedge et al. 2024). Linear
line of best fit with 95% confidence interval.

original, ‘ECA drop’ and ‘drop’ versions of the sample. It retains significance at the 1%

level when controlling for the number of industrial policy organisations. Hence, there is

a strong case that the relationship between the proportion of bureaucratic organisations

and GDP per capita is not driven by differences in reporting standards.

5.3 The proportion of bureaucratic organisations by policy spe-

cialism

5.3.1 Measuring policy specialism

I record the areas of policy specialism for each organisation. To categorise an organisation

by policy specialism, I look at an organisation’s title, summaries of their functions and

mission statements. An organisation specialises in policy area X if the organisation’s

name, summary of functions or mission statement refers to this policy area. Hence, a

bank that specialises in providing loans to green companies counts as having a policy
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specialism in the environment. A bank that specialises in providing loans to small and

medium-sized enterprises and has a hidden drop-down menu for green finance does not

count as having a policy specialism in the environment.

I split the data into five broad and often overlapping categories: 1) ‘International’ includes

organisations covering foreign policy and trade. 2) ‘Public finance’ includes sovereign

wealth funds, procurement and tax collection agencies and ministries of finance. 3) ‘Do-

mestic economic growth’ takes inspiration from ministries of Economy which cover both

general economic growth and the component sectors of the economy. Hence, this cate-

gory includes ministries of the economy, organisations focused on growth and development

(such as development banks) as well as organisations specialised in infrastructure, pri-

mary commodities, enterprise and industry. It does not include organisations focused on

boosting export sectors; these fall under ‘International.’ 4) ‘Non-growth goals’ includes

organisations specialising in goals not directly related to growth. These include defence,

environment, health, labour, culture, digital and social protection. 5) ‘Central banks’

includes institutions specialised in monetary policy.

Within most categories, I include subcategories and often sub-subcategories. Details are

in addendum 3. I categorise an organisation at the finest-grained level of specialisation

applicable. I automatically categorise organisations specialised in a subcategory in the

relevant broader category. For example, I automatically categorise an EXIM bank under

‘International.’

5.3.2 Proportion of bureaucratic organisations by policy specialism

Figure 10 shows the proportion of bureaucratic organisations for each broad area of

policy specialism. Approximately 50% of organisations in ‘International’ and ‘Domes-

tic economic growth’ are run by bureaucrats. Approximately 75% of central banks are

bureaucratic. This makes sense, given the global push for central bank independence

(Acemoglu et al. 2008). Organisations specialising in public finance and non-growth

goals are predominantly political.

Figure 11 shows the proportion of bureaucratic organisations for six selected areas of
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Figure 10: Proportion of bureaucratic organisations doing industrial policy in each of
these five broad policy specialisms

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the GTA
(2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations categorised into five
broad policy specialisms. Organisations categorised as bureaucratic or political using the BoP method.

policy specialism. 70% of EXIM banks are autonomous. Around 60% of organisations

specialising in infrastructure and the environment are political. Industry and primary

commodities are generally more political.

Figure 11: Proportion of bureaucratic organisations doing industrial policy in selected
policy specialisms

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the GTA
(2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations categorised into
policy specialisms. Organisations categorised as bureaucratic or political using the BoP method.
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5.4 Association between bureaucratic quality and the propor-

tion of bureaucratic organisations

A higher proportion of bureaucratic organisations doing industrial policy is associated

with higher bureaucratic quality. The relationships with meritocratic recruitment and

the politicisation of access to state jobs indicates this. Here, I confirm this finding using

two more direct measures of bureaucratic quality.

These measures are the V-Dem variables ‘rigorous and impartial public administration’

and ‘bureaucratic corruption.’ 12a is the scatter plot of the proportion of bureaucratic

organisations and the V-Dem measure of bureaucratic corruption. Figure 12b is the

scatter plot of the proportion of bureaucratic organisations and the V-Dem measure of

rigorous and impartial administration. Both relationships are in the expected directions

and are significant at the 1% level across the original, ‘ECA drop’, and ‘drop’ samples.

Figure 12: Associations with measures of bureaucratic quality

Notes: 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after screening
out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from the
GTA (2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations classified as
bureaucratic or political using the BoP method. Linear lines of best fit are drawn with a 95% confidence
interval.

(a) Scatter plot with proportion of autonomous
organisations and bureaucratic corruption

Notes: Bureaucratic corruption is measured
using the average value of the V-Dem variable
’v2excrptcs’ from 2009-2023 (Coppedge et al. 2024)

(b) Scatter plot with the proportion of au-
tonomous organisations and rigorous and
impartial public administration

Notes: rigorous and impartial public adminis-
tration measured using the average of V-Dem
variable ’v2clrspct’ from 2009-2023 (Coppedge et al.
2024).
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For the original sample, the relationships remain statistically significant at the 1% level

when controlling for GDP per capita and the number of industrial policy organisations.

For the ‘ECAdrop’ and ‘drop’ samples with these controls the coefficient on the proportion

of bureaucratic organisations is not significant at any conventional level for rigorous and

impartial public administration. However, this is not too disheartening given the small

sample size of these samples. Additionally, for the ‘ECAdrop’ and ‘drop’ samples, the

coefficient on the proportion of autonomous organisations is significant at the 5% and

10% levels, respectively, for public sector corruption.

Overall, there is strong evidence that there is a relationship between the proportion

of bureaucratic organisations and bureaucratic quality that is not entirely driven by

differences in income or reporting standards. It is in itself interesting that countries with

a higher proportion of bureaucratic organisations have higher quality bureaucracies. This

finding also encourages further causal investigation into the effects of using bureaucrats

on policy quality

It is worth noting the variation around the lines of best fit. In Figure 12a, Luxembourg

and Chile reveal that politicisation without corruption is possible. On the other hand, in

Figure 12a, Bangladesh and Nigeria have higher corruption than the level of politicisation

would predict. In Figure 12b, Germany shows that it is possible to have a highly rigorous

impartial administration and use a relatively low proportion of bureaucratic organisations.

On the other hand, Thailand uses a high proportion of bureaucratic organisations and

scores poorly on rigorous and impartial administration.

5.5 Use of bureaucrats and politicians across the world

Figure 13 shows the distribution of the proportion of autonomous organisations across

the world. This map is rich with detail that goes beyond the stylised facts I have selected.

I highlight the following features on the map.
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Figure 13: Map of the proportion of autonomous organisations

Notes: There are 871 government organisations doing industrial policy from 116 countries after
screening out non-government organisations and standardising the organisation names extracted from
the GTA (2009-2023) using supervised machine learning (Juhász et al. 2022). Organisations classed
as bureaucratic or political using the BoP method. The shape file is from the World Bank official
boundaries (World Bank 2023) edited to separate Taiwan from China.

First, there is huge variation in the proportion of autonomous organisations. Approxi-

mately 90% of the Irish and Portuguese industrial policy organisations are run by bu-

reaucrats. There are also many countries, such as China, Iran, and Cameroon that have

no bureaucratic industrial policy organisations. It is noteworthy that the global variation

is much greater than the variation among Western high-income countries.

Second, the map shows some regional patterns in the proportion of bureaucratic organ-

isations. European countries have high proportions of bureaucratic organisations. The

proportions of bureaucratic organisations in India, Pakistan and Bangladesh are virtu-

ally identical. This indicates that historical institutional background is important in

the determination of the use of bureaucratic organisations. Although, the relationship

between historical ruler and the proportion of bureaucratic organisations is far from per-

fect. Indeed, the proportion of bureaucratic organisations in the UK and Ireland are

quite different.
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6 Conclusion

This paper has produced the first cross-country comparable, scalable measure of whether

organisations are run by politicians or bureaucrats. This is a key methodological contri-

bution. This measure enables the analysis of the use of bureaucrats and politicians with

large sample sizes including developing countries.

I have illustrated the possible insights one can gain with this measure by applying it

to organisations designing industrial policy. Future work will further investigate the

countries for which there is limited evidence of industrial policy. Nonetheless, the first

global analysis of the use of bureaucrats and politicians in designing industrial policy has

been instructive.

I have produced the following four stylised facts. First, industrial policy is predominantly

political. Second, higher-income countries generally use a greater proportion of bureau-

cratic organisations than lower-income countries. Third, the proportion of bureaucratic

organisations varies considerably over the policy specialism of organisations. Just over

30% of organisations with a specialism in primary commodities are bureaucratic. Nearly

70% of export-import banks are bureaucratic. Fourth, there are positive and statistically

significant relationships between the proportion of industrial policy organisations that

are bureaucratic and measures of bureaucratic quality.

I hope that these stylised facts inform political economy analyses of industrial policy

going forward. The incentives of bureaucrats and politicians differ. Hence, the political

economy of industrial policy should differ across income groups and policy areas. Going

forward, the BoP method opens up avenues to causal investigation of the determinants

and effects of the use of bureaucrats and politicians on a global scale.
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Addendum 
 

Addendum 1: Method of screening out private, regional and supranational organisations as well 

as organisations from a different country to the one listed and organisations with names that are 

too vague 

  

Where helpful, I provide a ‘conceptual’ definition and a ‘practical’ definition. I also provides 

notes and details on special cases which will be of value to anyone wishing to replicate this 

process. I am very happy to provide more information, tips, and a tutorial upon request.  

  

1. Regional organisation 

a. Conceptual definition 

i. An organisation under the jurisdiction of a regional or local government 

authority as opposed to the federal or national government 

b. Practical definition 

i. An organisation is classed as a regional organisation if  

1. It is referred to as under the jurisdiction of a regional or local 

government on its website, in news sources, or on descriptive sites 

such as Wikipedia  

2. (for organisations with shareholders or that are ‘owned’) if the 

majority shareholder or owner is a regional or local authority  

a. It may be the case that the organisation is owned by 

multiple separate regional authorities. If these regional or 

local authorities collectively have majority ownership or 

hold the majority of shares, then the organisation is 

regional 

c. Notes 

i. Having the name of a region in the title is not sufficient to count an 

organisation as regional. This is because there are regional development 

programs administered by national governments. 

2. Private organisation 

a. Conceptual definition 

i. An organisation controlled or owned by non-public sector actors such as 

private individuals and corporations.  

b. Practical definition  

i. An organisation is private if government organisations own 50% or less of 

shares  

1. If there are no large shareholders, only small shareholders (no 

organisation holds more than 5% of shares). I do not check each 

shareholder individually to check that they are all private 

companies. It would be very unlikely for government to own at 

least 50% of the company through tens or hundreds of small 

organisations. 

2. If the organisation is owned by a few large shareholders, I check 

each one until I can confirm that the majority must not be in 

government hands 



ii. If the company has not issued shares, then it is a private organisation if the 

government owns 50% or less  

iii. If the organisations is a cooperative (i.e. owned by its members or 

customers) then it is a private organisation 

iv. If the organisation is a subsidiary of a private company, I assume it is also 

a private company  

v. An organisation is a private company if in the organisation’s history it was 

founded as a private company and there is no mention of nationalisation  

vi. If the organisation is not a company, but is, for example, a charity, it can 

be hard to tell by whom it is controlled. Use signals of ownership as 

indicators.  

1. Signals of government ownership 

a. Government website 

b. Listed as a government agency 

c. Listed under a government department etc.  

d. The organisation has certain legal authorities 

e. It is compulsory to be a member of this organisation by law 

(e.g. banking safety organisations for banks)  

f. Organisations grant necessary government licences 

2. Note that these signals are only indicative of government 

ownership, a subjective decision has to be made 

c. Note 

i. Checking shareholder or ownership structure is the preferred method of 

categorisation. Use methods in this order of preference 

1. Shareholder/ownership status 

2. Organisation history  

3. Indicators  

d. Special cases 

i. If the majority shareholder or owner is not the government but a politician. 

In this case, count the organisation as political. See addendum 2 for a 

definition of ‘politician.’ 

ii. Changes in whether the organisation is privately or publicly owned.  

1. If there is mention of a change in ownership structure (e.g. 

privatisation), look at the date of change in ownership structure.  

2. If the company was privatised before the sample period, it is a 

private company. If the company was private during the sample 

period, give the GTA the benefit of the doubt and assume that the 

company was government- owned when the GTA picked it up.  

3. Supranational organisations  

a. Conceptual definition  

i. A supranational organisation is an organisation that consists of or that is 

controlled by a group of countries 

b. Practical definition  

i. An organisation is a supranational organisation if internet searching 

reveals that it consists of or is controlled by more than one country 

c. Note 



i. The most common supranational organisations erroneously picked up in 

this dataset are  

1. The European Union  

2. The Inter-American Development Bank 

d. Special case  

i. If the ‘country’ being categorised is the EU, then EU organisations are 

classed as government not supranational organisations as in this case one 

treats the EU as a country 

4. Wrong country  

a. Definition  

i. An organisation is from the wrong country if  

1. it falls under a national, regional or local government from a 

different country 

2. it is a subsidiary of a foreign company  

3. it has majority of foreign owners or shareholders 

5. Vague or missing 

a. Definition 

i. An organisation name is missing if the name is ‘missing’  

1. This happened for a very small number of cases  

ii. An organisation has a name that is too vague to categorise for example 

‘company’  

b. Notes  

i. Be careful to check names even if they seem vague. Sometimes 

organisations have ‘vague’ sounding names 

  

  

  

Addendum 2: The Bureaucrat or Politician (BoP) method of categorising government 

organisations as political or bureaucratic. 

  

Where helpful, I provide a ‘conceptual’ definition and a ‘practical’ definition. I also provides 

notes and details on special cases which will be of value to anyone wishing to replicate this 

process. I am very happy to provide more information, tips, and a tutorial upon request.  

  

Recalling the classification chart in Figure 1, to categorise organisations as bureaucratic or 

political one needs information on 1) the leadership structure, 2) whether the leader/s is/are 

politicians or bureaucrats. One also needs information on whether the ‘organisation’ listed is 

really an organisation in its own right or whether it is merely part of another organisation. If the 

organisation is part of another organisation, then classify it on the basis of the organisation of 

which it is a part.  

  

1. Leadership structure  

a. Categories  

i. Single Leader  

ii. Corporate 

iii. Committee 



b. Single Leader  

i. Conceptual definition  

1. An organisation has a ‘single leader’ leadership structure if it has 

one clear leader  

ii. Practical definition  

1.  An organisation has a ‘single leader’ leadership structure if 

a. The personnel or authorities page shows only one leader  

b. The organisation chart has all organisation organs as 

subordinate to one leader  

iii. Note  

1. Common titles of the leader in a single leader organisations include  

a. Governor  

b. President  

c. Comptroller 

iv. Categorising as political or bureaucratic  

1. The organisation is political if its leader is a politician and vice 

versa 

c. Corporate 

i. Conceptual definition 

1. An organisation has a ‘corporate’ leadership structure if it has both 

a supervisory and a management board 

ii. Practical definition  

1. The personnel or authorities page or menu shows there to be both a 

supervisory and a management board  

2. The organisation chart shows both a supervisory and a 

management board  

iii. Notes  

1. Common names for the supervisory board include 

a. Non-executive board  

b. Board of directors 

c. Supervisory board  

2. Common names for the management board include 

a.  Executive board  

b. Operating board 

iv. Categorising as political or bureaucratic  

1. If either the head of the management board or the head of the 

supervisory board is a politician, the organisation is political  

a. If the supervisory board has no leader, just consider the 

leader of the management board  

v. Special cases 

1. In general, it is fine for there to be politicians on the board as long 

as they do not chair the board  

a. Unless, the board is entirely politicians and the only non-

politician is the chair. In this case, class the organisation as 

political  

d. Committee 



i. Conceptual definition  

1. The organisation is run by a single committee with no leader  

ii. Categorising as political or bureaucratic  

1. Class the organisation as political if there are two or more 

politicians on the committee 

2. Politician or Bureaucrat  

a. Politician  

i. Conceptual definition  

1. An individual is a politician if they hold a political position or are 

publicly affiliated with a political party  

2. Political positions include  

a. Head of the executive branch of government  

b. Cabinet minister  

c. Member of a national legislature (either the upper or lower 

house)  

d. Member of the royal family  

e. Position within a political party such as regional governor 

or party secretary  

3. Affiliation with political party  

a. Stated as a supporter or campaigner for a political party 

ii. Practical definition  

1. They are recorded as holding a political position or having a party 

affiliation in   

a. Their biography or CV on the organisation website 

b. Their biograph or CV on another website perhaps 

belonging to another organisation or a social media site 

such as LinkedIn 

2. They are referred to as a politician, having a political career  or 

supporting a political party 

b. Bureaucrat 

i. Conceptual definition  

1. An individual who is not a politician: they hold no political 

position and are not publicly affiliated with a political party  

ii. Practical definition  

1. There is no mention of holding a political position or affiliation 

with a political party in their biography, CV or on news sites  

2. They are nowhere referred to as a politician  

3. Indicators 

a. It is helpful that in the individual’s CV or biography there 

is evidence of a plausible non-political career and typical 

bureaucratic qualities. These include  

i. Experience in the civil service, private sector or 

academia 

ii. Qualifications relating to field of specialism  

iii. Notes  



1. In general is not sufficient to not see them referred to as a 

politician on a news website or Wikipedia 

a. There must be no reference of political involvement in a 

biography as a biography lists involvement throughout their 

career 

2. Ideally, use the biography or CV on the organisation website or 

LinkedIn, if necessary use biographies or CVs on news websites  

3. Deputy minister is generally a civil service position within a 

government ministry. It can be worth checking for specific 

instances, but in general if an individual has or is a deputy 

minister, this does not conflict with them being a bureaucrat 

c. Special cases 

i. If there is no information available on the individual after extensive 

searching, class the individual as a bureaucrat  

ii. Individuals who seem like bureaucrats, but hold political positions  

1. Class as politicians  

iii. Secretariats in Argentina  

1. These used to be cabinet ministries but were recently demoted to 

secretariats. It is unclear what this means precisely. Overall, they 

seem to have had their functions limited rather than their political 

control. Hence head of secretariat in Argentina is a political 

position  

iv. People who were previously politicians  

1. This is a difficult area, these definitions come from specific cases 

2. If someone was a member of the legislature decades ago and there 

is no sign of political involvement since, class as a bureaucrat 

3. If someone has been a cabinet minister and now holds a civil 

service position.  

a. Check the party they represented when they were a cabinet 

minister  

b. If they have only held their civil service position while the 

government has been controlled by this political party or a 

successor political party, they are a politician  

c. If they have held this civil service position across both the 

party for whom they were a cabinet minister and for other 

parties, then they are a bureaucrat 

v. Government advisors  

1. Civil servants who are or have been government advisors are still 

classed as bureaucrats as long as there is not a public statement of 

political affiliation  

vi. Full information unavailable  

1. If the full biography is unavailable after extensive internet 

searching, class the individual as a bureaucrat  

3. Organisation  

a. Conceptual definition  



i. Something is considered its own organisation if it is sufficiently 

structurally disaggregated from the parent organisation  

b. Practical definition  

i. An organisation has its own  

1. Name  

2. Leadership structure  

3. Webpage  

c. Special cases 

i. An organisation can still count as its own organisation if it is a program 

directed by a ministry or it is a subsidiary of a ministry as long as it meets 

the condition above 

1. However, if it only has a page on a ministry website and there are 

no listed individuals in charge, then it is part of a ministry  

 

 

 

Addendum 3: Area of policy specialism  

 

Note all areas in which an organisation has a policy specialism. An organisation counts as having 

a specialism in an area if: 1) that area is in its title, 2) that area is part of the goals stated in its 

mission statement or stated prominently on the website homepage. An organisation can have 

multiple specialisms. For example, a Ministry of Environment and Agriculture will count as 

specialised in Environment and Agriculture. There are both broad and narrower areas of 

specialism.  

 

Categorise an organisation at the narrowest level of specialism appropriate. Hence, categorise a 

Ministry of Economy under ‘Domestic Economic Growth and Development’ but not in any of 

the subcategories.  

 

Count an organisation that is specialised in a subcategory as an organisation specialised in the 

broader category. For example, count a Ministry of Transport as specialised in Transport. Hence, 

also count a Ministry of Transport in Infrastructure and Domestic Economic Growth. In the 

following, I show which policy specialisms are shown as subcategories of others and give a 

definition for each policy specialism.  

 

1. International – all organisations concerned with relations with other countries 

a. Trade  

i. FDI home– organisations regulating and encouraging of foreign 

investment into the country 

ii. FDI away – organisations supporting domestic firms looking to invest in 

foreign countries 

iii. Tourism  

iv. EXIM – organisations providing export credit for companies exporting or 

importing 

v. Regulation – organisations regulating trade such as customs offices 

vi. Foreign exchange  



2. Public Finance  

a. Procurement – organisations dealing with procurement for government bodies 

b. Tax – organisations regulating and collecting both domestic taxes and tariffs  

c. Sovereign wealth fund 

3. Domestic economic growth and development– organisations focused on growth, 

development of the economy as a whole or the growth, development or regulation of a 

particular sector of the economy or infrastructure or enterprise 

a. Infrastructure  

i. Transport – organisations that provide or regulate transport (such as 

airlines) or transport infrastructure (such as roads)  

ii. Utilities – organisations providing and regulating utilities such as water, 

electricity and gas 

iii. Telecommunications – organisations providing and regulating 

telecommunications infrastructure (excluding broadcasts themselves 

(these come under culture)) 

b. Innovation – organisations aiming to boost innovation, noted by title specifying 

innovation or research, or focused on an area in which innovation is key such as 

technology or science 

c. Primary Commodities – organisations providing, regulating or helping producers 

of food and resources 

i. Agriculture 

ii. Resources – organisations concerned with fisheries, water, forestry, 

mining, oil and gas 

d. Enterprise – organisations aiming to stimulate competitiveness, commerce or 

providing or regulating financial services such as corporate and personal banking  

i. SMEs – organisations specialised in supporting small and medium-sized 

enterprises 

e. Industry – organisations concerned with manufacturing, these include 

development agencies promoting particularly manufacturing sectors such as 

textiles and energy 

i. Energy – organisations producing, regulating or otherwise concerned with 

energy  

1. Green – organisations producing electricity using hydropower, 

nuclear, geothermal, wind, solar or biomass 

2. Non-green – organisations producing electricity from oil or gas 

f. Services – organisations focused on promoting the service sector 

4. Non-growth goals – organisations with any goal that is not directly related to economic 

growth  

a. Labour – organisations concerned with labour or human resources 

i. Education – organisations providing, regulating or supporting education  

b. Culture – organisations regulating or promoting culture, including state 

broadcasters 

c. Social – organisations concerned with housing and social protection 

d. Digital – organisations concerned with digital technologies  

e. Health – organisations concerned with health 

f. Defence – organisations concerned with defence, including cybersecurity  



g. Environment – specialised environmental agencies, green energy producers, 

banks  

1. Green Energy – organisations producing energy using hydropower, 

nuclear, geothermal, wind, solar, biomass  

5. Central Bank – organisations specialising in monetary policy  

 

 


