



































































































































































































































































































































Diagram 5.1: Index of Legislative Oversight Tools (Bar Diagram)
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Diagram 7.1: Index of Contextual Factors (Bar Diagram)
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Diagram 9.3: Boven’s Version of Vertical Accountability
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Diagram 9.4: Boven’s Version of Horizontal accountability
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APPENDIX 3: FOCUS GROUP SCREENER

Maximum of 12 participants per group; minimum of four

Hello, my name is and | am assisting Rick Stapenhurst in conducting a
short survey on legislative oversight and corruption. To ensure that his study represents all types
of (legislators/legislative staff/journalists/civil society representatives) I'd like to ask you a few
questions:

For legislators

1. Are you currently a legislator in the Parliament of Ghana/National Assembly of Nigeria?
[Required answer : YES]

2. Are you a member of the opposition party or government party? [NEED A MIX]

3. [If Ghanaian] do you hold a ministerial position? [Required answer : NO]

For legislative staff

1. Are you currently employed by the Parliament of Ghana/National Assembly of Nigeria?
[Required answer : YES]

2. Are you a permanent member of staff? [Required answer : YES]

3. Are you a political party employee? [Required answer : NO]J

For journalists

1. Are you currently employed by a media organization that covers proceedings within the
Parliament of Ghana/National Assembly of Nigeria? [Required answer : YES]

2. Is your media organization owned fully or partially by the government? [NEED A MIX]
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4. To what degree are the questions usable at another time, in another setting?

1 2 3 4 5
No Use Little Use Undecided Much Use Great Use

5. To what degree are the questions conceptually logical?.

it 2 3 4 5
Highly Somewhat Undecided Somewhat Highly
Illogical Illogical Logical Logical

Space has been provided for your optional comments. In addition, please feel free to make
comments on the specific questions, in the margins at appropriate places
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Experts#1 & #2 Expert#2 & #3 Expert#3 & #1

Questions
1. 100% 80% 80%
2 80 100 80
9. 100 100 100
4. 80 100 80
5. 80 100 80

Average Agreement 440/5 480/5 420/5

Observed Agreement 88% 96% 84%

Experts #1 & # 2 .88

Experts #2 & # 3 .96

Experts# 1 &#3 .84

Between all experts .2“6-8/ 3=0.89
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APPENDIX 6b: CONTENT VALIDITY RESULTS, USING SCOTT’s
AGREEMENT FACTOR

Box 4.6: Content Validation

Observed Agreement Factor (Scott)

Expert#1 Expert # 2 Expert # 3
Questions
1 5 4 4
2 5 5 5
3 4 4 3
4 5 b 4
5 4 5 5
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Experts#1 & #2 Expert#2 & #3 Expert#3 & #1

Questions
1. 80% 100% 80%
2. 100 100 100
3. 100 80 80
4. 100 100 80
5. 80 100 80

Average Agreement 460/5 480/5 420/5

Observed Agreement 92% 96% 84%

Experts# 1 & # 2 .92

Experts#2 & # 3 .96

Experts#1 & #3 .84

Between all experts -2“7-2/3 = 091
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Diagram A8.2: Templates for Organizing (Archetypes) — U.K. Westminster Parliamentary and U.S. Presidential Systems
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Diagram A8.3: Time Line for Ghanaian Parliament and Nigerian National Assembly, Illustrating Critical Junctures
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