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Introduction and Methodology 
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Introduction / Notes to Readers 

• This PowerPoint report represents the topline findings of the 2011 Client Surveys of the World Bank 

Group’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG).  

• The findings detailed here are based on three surveys carried out among three different audiences: 

WBG Board members and advisors, WBG Staff, and External Stakeholders. Details of fieldwork 

dates, sample size, and methodology for each survey are included on the next slide.  

• In addition to this topline report, deliverables will also include a full set of Excel data tables for each 

survey, and an Excel file with verbatims for all open-ended questions (please note this topline report 

only includes results for the closed-ended questions). An SPSS data file will be available upon 

request. 

• The present report shows key global comparisons across the three groups but focuses more on 

results for the WBG Staff, as this was the audience on which IEG placed the most importance.  

• Please note that all figures in the charts and tables in this report are expressed in percentages, 

unless otherwise stated. Totals may not always add to 100 because of rounding. 

• “DK/NA” respondents were excluded from all calculations reported in the following report.  

• A skip was applied in Q7 and Q9, i.e., respondents who did not answer these questions were 

redirected to Q15. 
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Methodology and Response Rates 

• Fieldwork: 

Fieldwork was conducted online and simultaneously for the three audiences. It was carried out 

between November 29th and December 19th, 2011. 

• Structure of Questionnaire:  

The core questionnaire was identical for the three audiences, thus allowing for global 

comparisons. The questionnaire was divided into three sections. In the first section, respondents 

were asked general questions about their familiarity with IEG’s products, IEG’s independence, and 

IEG’s impact. Respondents were screened out if they were not at all familiar with IEG’s products.  

In the second section, respondents could select up to ten of IEG’s recent evaluation products and 

rate each of them on overall satisfaction. They were then asked to select only one product, and to 

rate it on different categories (influence, use, quality/use of recommendations). All rating questions 

were designed with a six-point scale and, most of the time, this presentation of findings shows the 

sum of percentages of positive responses (4+5+6).  

In the third and last section, respondents were asked other general questions about their access 

to IEG’s products and IEG’s outreach. 

• Response Rates:  

Board: population of 215 Executive directors (EDs), Alternate EDs, and Advisors; 42 responses. 

Response rate of 19.5 percent. One respondent screened out following the familiarity question.  

WBG Staff: population of 6,299 operational staff; 895 responses for all available HR grade levels. 

Response rate of 14.2 percent. 103 respondents screened out following the familiarity question.  

External Stakeholders: population of 17,887; 755 responses across various categories of 

stakeholders. Response rate of 4.2 percent. 130 respondents screened out following the  

familiarity question.  
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Distribution of WBG Staff by HR Grade Level 

All margins of error shown in this report are calculated using the total WBG Staff as population (6,299) and the 

overall number of WBG Staff respondents who effectively answered a particular question as sample size (i.e. 

DK/NAs are excluded from calculations).  

The overall margin of error for WBG Staff throughout the following report is comprised between ± 3.0 and ±4,7 

percent (depending on questions), using a 95 percent Confidence Level.  

 

A Chi Square test was run for each question and established that significant differences exist statistically between HR 

Grades for most of the questions, but not for all of them throughout the survey. Questions where difference is 

significant among HR Grades groups are highlighted in pink in the Excel data tables.  

 Before and After Q2 Screenout, 2011 
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External Stakeholders Self-Categorization 
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External Stakeholders 

By Region, 2011 
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Detailed Demographics  

By Sample Group, Post Q2 Screenout,* 2011 

WBG Staff— 

sample sizes per category 

 

Total: n=792 

 

World Bank: n=446 

IFC: n=337 

MIGA: n=9 

(MIGA not shown in the charts 

because of very small sample size) 

 

HQ: n=349 

FO: n=443 

 

GE: n=63 

GF: n=256 

GG: n=310 

GH: n=139 

GI: n=21 

GJ: n=3 

(GJ not represented in the charts 

because of very small sample size) 

 

External— 

sample sizes per category 

 

Total: n=625 

 

International organization: n=91 

Gov’t donor organization: n=30 

Academia/research: n=184 

NGO: n=88 

Private for profit: n=107 

Government: n=90 

News/media: n=9 

(category not represented in the 

charts because of very small sample 

size) 

Other: n=26 

 

Africa: n=128 

Western Europe: n=97 

North America: n=93 

South Asia: n=93 

East Asia / Pacific: n=69 

LatAm / Carribeans: n=65 

Eastern Europe / Central Asia: n=45 

MENA: n=35 

Board— 

sample sizes per category 

 

Total: n=41 

 

Executive directors: n=8 

 

Alternate executive directors: n=2 

 

Advisors: n=31 

 

(In the final data tables, Executives 

and Alternate executives were 

combined together in one category.) 

 

*Respondents who were screened out after the familiarity question (Q2) are not included in these detailed demographics.  
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Familiarity with IEG’s Products 
in General 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Products in General 
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Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

Q2. Which of the following options best explains why you are "not at all" familiar with IEG's evaluation products? 
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79 

55 

49 

Top 3  
(4+5+6) 

Respondents from the Board 

are the most familiar with 

IEG’s products in general 

(79%), well ahead of the 

WBG Staff respondents 

(55%), and the External 

audience (49%).  

MoE: ±3.0% 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Products in General—WBG 
Staff 

By Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2011 

Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  
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6–Extremely familiar 5–Very familiar 4–Moderately familiar 

67 

Within the WBG Staff, the higher the HR grade level, the more familiar respondents are with 

IEG’s products. Also, HQ-based respondents are much more familiar with IEG’s products than 

respondents from a field office.  

MoE: ±3.0% 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Products in General—
External 

By Category of External Stakeholders, 2011  

Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products? 
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Frequency of Usage of IEG’s 
Products in General 
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Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products—WBG Staff 

By Type of Products, WBG Staff, 2011 

Q4. How much do you use each of the following types of IEG's evaluation products? 
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26 
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27 

31 

38 

32 

27 

24 
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22 

12 

17 

17 

14 
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20 

22 

13 

12 
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Annual reports 

Corporate level evaluations 

Country level evaluations 

Sector/thematic level evaluations 

Project level evaluations 

6–A great deal 5–Frequently 4–Sometimes 3 2 1–Not at all  

72 

57 

52 

38 

37 

 
 
 

Top 3  
(4+5+6) 

Project level evaluations are the most frequently used products by WBG Staff (72%), followed 

by sector/thematic evaluations (57%), and country-level evaluations (52%).  

Sample sizes between n=705 and n=777 

MoE ranges from ±3.3% to 3.5% 
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Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products—WBG Staff 

By Type of Products, Those Highly Familiar With IEG’s Products,* 2011 

Q4. How much do you use each of the following types of IEG's evaluation products? 

*Subsamples from Q1, between n=185 and n=211 

Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

 

The frequency of usage of these products is much higher for WBG Staff respondents who are 

highly familiar with IEG’s products in general.  
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Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products—WBG Staff 

By HR Grade Level, Top 3,* 2011  

Q4. How much do you use each of the following types of IEG's evaluation products? 

  All WBG  
Staff 

MoE: ±3.3% to 

3.5% 

 

GE GF GG GH GI 

Project level evaluations  72 60 72 75 75 57 

Sector/thematic 
evaluations 

 57 45 53 55 69 71 

Country level evaluations  52 41 52 51 58 58 

Corporate level evaluations  38 32 32 37 47 71 

Annual reports  37 42 40 34 31 42 

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “not at all” and 6 means “a great deal” 

Respondents with higher HR grade levels are more likely to use sector/thematic and corporate 

level evaluations than respondents from lower HR grades.  
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IEG’s Independence  
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IEG’s Independence—Summary of Findings 

• Board members rate IEG’s overall independence very highly (95%), rating it well ahead of WBG 

Staff and External respondents on all attributes when looking at Top 3 proportions. IEG’s perceived 

independence is rated similarly by WBG Staff and External respondents.  

• Within the WBG Staff, field-office based respondents rate IEG’s overall independence more highly 

than those who are HQ-based (90% vs 80%). Respondents with lower HR grade levels tend to rate 

IEG’s overall independence more favourably than those with higher HR grades.  

• The more satisfied Staff respondents are on average with IEG’s products, the more highly they rate 

IEG’s overall independence.  

• Staff respondents who use annual reports tend to give higher ratings to IEG’s perceived overall 

independence.  
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*(5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very low” and 6 means “very high” 

†Sample sizes for the “Overall independence” chart are the averages of sample sizes of the four attributes, and are reported as  

indicator sonly.  

  

 

IEG’s Independence  

By Attribute of Independence, “Very High” and “High,”* by Sample Group, 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  

 

78 

73 

71 

60 

58 

62 

60 

62 

59 

59 

58 

55 

Avoidance of 
conflicts of 

interest 

Organizational 
independence 

Protection 
from external 

influence 

Behavioral 
independence 

Board  

External  

WBG Staff  

Overall independence  
(average frequencies of 

the four attributes)† 

16 

21 

29 

41 

40 

42 

27 

27 

24 

84 

88 

95 

WBG Staff 

(n=728) 

External 

(n=551) 

Board 

(n=40) 

6–Very high 5–High 4–Moderately high 
MoE for WBG Staff ranges from ±3.4% to 3.5% 

Board sample sizes between n=38 and n=40 

External sample sizes between n=544 and n=565 

WBG Staff sample sizes between n=715 and n=743 
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IEG’s Independence 

Overall Independence* by Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products**  

WBG Staff vs External vs Board, 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  

 

*Average of four independence attributes 

 

**Subsample: those who are highly satisfied on average with the IEG’s products they rated in Q8. Note that all sample sizes shown above are 

the averages of sample sizes of the four attributes, and are reported as indicators only.  

   

 

25 

22 

31 

42 

47 

40 

24 

23 

25 

91 

92 

96 

External (n=411) 

WBG Staff 
(n=400) 

Board (n=30) 

6–Very high 5–High 4–Moderately high 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product.  

 

MoE for all WBG Staff s: 3.4%  
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IEG’s Independence—WBG Staff 

Overall Independence,* by Levels of Familiarity and Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  

 
Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products? 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

Overall independence based on 

familiarity with IEG’s products 

15 

15 

20 

37 

43 

40 

35 

30 

18 

87 

88 

78 

Low familiarity 
(n=112) 

Medium familiarity 
(n=408) 

High familiarity 
(n=208) 

6–Very high 5–High 4–Moderately high 

Overall independence based on 

satisfaction with IEG’s rated products 

3 

10 

22 

34 

33 

47 

20 

34 

23 

57 

77 

92 

Low satisfaction 
(n=36) 

Medium 
satisfaction 

(n=227) 

High satisfaction 
(n=400) 

6–Very high 5–High 4–Moderately high 

*Average of four independence attributes 

Note that all sample sizes shown above are the averages of sample sizes of the four attributes, and are reported as indicators only.  

 

MoE for all WBG Staff: ±3.4% 
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IEG’s Independence—WBG Staff  

Overall Independence,* by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  
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39 
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84 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 
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WB 

All WBG Staff  
(n=728)† 

6–Very high 5–High  4–Somewhat high 

*Average of four independence attributes 

†This sample size is the average of sample sizes of the four attributes, and is reported as an indicator only.  

 

 

MoE: ±3.4% 
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32 
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35 
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42 

45 

45 

41 

24 

22 

22 

24 

17 

27 

88 

88 

89 

91 

94 

84 

Corporate level evaluations 
(n=78) 

Project level evaluations 
(n=304) 

Sector/thematic level 
evaluations (n=135) 

Country level evaluations 
(n=150) 

Annual reports (n=66) 

All WBG Staff (n=728) 

6–Very high 5–High 4–Moderately high 

IEG’s Independence—WBG Staff 

Overall Independence,* by Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products,** 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  

 
Q4. How much do you use each of the following types of IEG's evaluation products? 

 

*Average of four independence attributes 

**Subsample: those who use IEG’s products “a great deal” or “frequently” in Q4. 

Note that all sample sizes shown above are the averages of sample sizes of the four attributes, and are reported as indicators only.  

 

  

  

MoE: ±3.4% 
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IEG’s Independence—External 

Overall Independence,* International Organization vs NGO vs Government, 2011 

Q3. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?  

 

22 

19 

21 

21 

35 

44 

43 

40 

24 

22 

27 

27 

81 

85 

91 

88 

NGO 

International 
organization 

Government 

External 
(n=551)† 

6–Very high 5–High  4–Somewhat high 

*Average of four independence attributes 

†This sample size is the average of sample sizes of the four attributes, and is reported as an indicator only.  
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Impact of IEG 
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IEG’s Impact—Summary of Findings 

• Board members are more likely than External respondents or WBG Staff to consider IEG's impact 

on WBG's development effectiveness to be important (86%, vs 79% and 65%, respectively). In 

contrast, it is External respondents who have the highest opinion of IEG's impact on the broader 

development community (73%), ahead of Board and Staff respondents (68% and 53%, 

respectively). 

• Within WGB Staff, respondents from field offices are more likely than respondents from HQ to 

consider IEG impactful. With regard to job grades, the more highly placed respondents are less 

likely than others to consider IEG's impact on WBG’s development effectiveness as great. 

• The perceived impact of IEG is correlated to the degree of satisfaction respondents report in IEG's 

products. The more satisfied respondents also consider IEG to be more impactful. 

• Among External respondents, those with more familiarity with IEG's products in general consider 

them to be more impactful than those with little familiarity. External respondents highly familiar with 

IEG's products in general rate IEG's impact on WBG’s development effectiveness much more 

highly than Staff respondents (85% vs 57%), and the same goes for IEG’s impact on broader 

development community (80% vs 44%). 
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Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness  
and Development Community 

By Sample Group, 2011 
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86 

79 

65 

 

 

Top 3  
(4+5+6) 

 

73 

68 

53 

 

 

Impact on WBG’s 
development 
effectiveness 

Impact on broader 
development 
community  

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following?  

 

MoE for WBG Staff ranges from ±3.3% to 3.4% 
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43 
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Impact of IEG on WBG Effectiveness and 
Development Community—WBG Staff 

By HR Grade Level and by Office Location, 2011 

Impact on  
WBG’s development 
effectiveness 

Impact on  
broader development 
community  

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following?  

 

MoE for all WBG Staff ranges from ±3.3% to 3.4% 
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Impact of IEG on Development Community—
External 

By Category of External Stakeholders, by Region, 2011  

 

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following? b) Broader development community's effectiveness 
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30 
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31 

33 

33 

28 
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Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness  
and Development Community—WBG Staff 

By Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, 2011  

 

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following?  

 Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

Impact on  
WBG’s development effectiveness 

1 

6 

11 

40 

15 

32 

34 

15 

44 

80 

Low satisfaction 
(n=39) 

Medium satisfaction 
(n=237) 

High satisfaction 
(n=409) 

6–Very great 

5–Great 
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Impact on  
broader development community  

1 

4 

5 

28 

18 

23 

36 

18 

29 

68 

Low satisfaction 
(n=38) 

Medium satisfaction 
(n=227) 

High satisfaction 
(n=392) 

MoE for all WBG Staff ranges from ±3.3% to 3.4% 
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Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness  
and Development Community—WBG Staff 

By Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products,* 2011  

 

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following?  

 Q4. How much do you use each of the following types of IEG's evaluation products? 

 

Impact on  
WBG’s development effectiveness 

7 

7 

6 

7 

9 

4 

36 

35 

35 

37 

52 

28 

29 

34 

36 

37 

31 

33 

72 

76 

77 

81 

92 

65 

Corporate level 

evaluations (n=83) 

Sector/thematic level 

evaluations (n=135) 

Project level evaluations 

(n=308) 

Country level evaluations 

(n=147) 

Annual reports (n=67) 

All WBG Staff (n=758) 

6–Very great 5–Great 4–Moderate 

5 

7 

5 

6 

8 

3 

22 

21 

26 

28 

36 

18 

34 

37 

30 

34 

39 

32 

61 

65 

61 

68 

83 

53 

Project level 

evaluations (n=292) 

Sector/thematic level 

evaluations (n=128) 

Corporate level 

evaluations (n=81) 

Country level 

evaluations (n=139) 

Annual reports (n=66) 

All WBG Staff (n=729) 

Impact on  
broader development community  

*Subsample: those who use IEG’s products “a great deal” or “frequently” in Q4.  

MoE: ±3.3% MoE: ±3.4% 
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Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness  
and Development Community—External 

By Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Products, External vs WBG Staff, 2011  

 

Q6. How would you rate IEG's impact on the following?  

 Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

 

9 

11 

16 

7 

12 

17 

19 

26 

32 

30 

33 

37 

36 

35 

32 

34 

35 

31 

64 

72 

80 

71 

80 

85 

Low familiarity 
(n=101) 

Medium familiarity 
(n=314) 

High familiarity 
(n=142) 

Low familiarity 
(n=105) 

Medium familiarity 
(n=311) 

High familiarity 
(n=138) 

3 

4 

3 

2 

3 

3 

23 

29 

31 

14 

20 

18 

31 

34 

30 

28 

31 

38 

57 

67 

64 

44 

54 

59 

High familiarity  
(n=212) 

Medium familiarity  
(n=427) 

Low familiarity  
(n=119) 

High familiarity  
(n=204) 

Medium familiarity  
(n=411) 

Low familiarity  
(n=114) 

6–Very great 

5–Great 

4–Moderate 

External WBG Staff 

Impact on 
WBG’s 
development 
effectiveness 

Impact on 
broader 
development 
community  

MoE for all WBG Staff ranges from ±3.3% to 3.4% 
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Familiarity and Satisfaction with 
IEG’s Recent Products 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Evaluation Products— 
WBG Staff 

Q7. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar 

with. Select up to ten. 

Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With, Total mentions, 2011 

39 

29 

24 

22 

21 

20 

18 

14 

14 

13 

11 

9 

7 

7 

7 

6 

6 

A project-level evaluation (PPAR, ICR Review, XPSR, PER) 

Results and Performance of the World Bank Group 2011 (RAP) 

The World Bank Group’s Response to the Global Crisis (Phase II) 

Climate Change and the World Bank Group: Phase II 

Assessing IFC's Poverty Focus and Results 

World Bank Country-Level Engagement on Governance and Anticorruption 

Trust Fund Support for Development 

The Africa Action Plan: An IEG Evaluation 

Capturing Technology for Development: An Evaluation of WBG Activities 
in ICT 

Social Safety Nets—An Evaluation of World Bank Support, 2000–2010 

Writing Terms of Reference for an Evaluation: A How-To Guide 

The World Bank’s Involvement in Global and Regional Partnership 
Programs 

Assessing Long-Term Effects of Conditional Cash Transfers on Human 
Capital: Evidence from Colombia 

Do Conditional Cash Transfers Lead to Medium-Term Impacts? Evidence 
from a Female School Stipend Program in Pakistan  

World Bank Support to Education Since 2001: A Portfolio Note 

A CASCR Review 

Multi-Donor Trust Fund for the Extractive Industries Transparency 
Initiative  

Sample size: n=735 

MoE: ±3.4% 
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Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products—
WBG Staff 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

Best/Worse Rated Products, Satisfaction Means,* 2011 

*On a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied.”  

5.00 

4.95 

4.94 

4.89 

4.81 

4.68 

4.64 

4.34 

4.33 

4.31 

3.96 

3.41 

3.38 

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics (n=10) 

Writing Terms of Reference for an Evaluation: 
A How-To Guide (n=80) 

Monitoring and Evaluation in the US Government (n=33) 

Do Conditional Cash Transfers Lead to Medium-Term Impacts? 
Evidence from a Female School Stipend Program in Pakistan (n=44) 

Performance in Government in the UK (n=26) 

Assessing the Long-Term Effects of Conditional Cash Transfers on 
Human Capital: Evidence from Colombia (n=50) 

Social Safety Nets: An Evaluation of World Bank Support,  
2000–2010 (n=88) 

World Bank Country-Level Engagement on Governance and 
Anticorruption (n=137) 

The World Bank Group in West Bank and Gaza, 2001–2009 (n=27) 

Promoting Azerbaijan's Agricultural Productivity:  
1997–2010 (n=13) 

The World Bank Group’s Response to the Global Crisis (Phase II) 
(n=166) 

Timor-Leste Country Program Evaluation, 2000–2010 (n=27) 

A CASCR Review (n=42) 

4.79 (n=38) 

5.21 (n=312) 

5.05 (n=176) 

4.94 (n=98) 

4.97 (n=156) 

4.90 (n=120) 

4.95 (n=258) 

 

 

Global mean 
satisfaction 

4.65 (n=322) 

4.48 (n=48) 

4.58 (n=26) 

3.98 (n=194) 

4.17 (n=58) 

3.38 (n=42) 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Evaluation Products—
External 

Q7. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar 

with. Select up to ten. 

Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With, Total Mentions, 2011 

41 

31 

30 

27 

27 

26 

26 

25 

24 

22 

22 

21 

17 

17 

13 

12 

11 

11 

10 

9 

Writing Terms of Reference for an Evaluation: A How-To Guide 

Results and Performance of the World Bank Group 2011 (RAP) 

World Bank Country-Level Engagement on Governance and Anticorruption 

Assessing IFC's Poverty Focus and Results 

Social Safety Nets—An Evaluation of World Bank Support, 2000–2010 

Climate Change and the World Bank Group: Phase II 

The World Bank’s Involvement in Global and Regional Partnership Programs 

Monitoring and Evaluation in US Government: An Overview 

Performance in Government: Evolving System of Performance and Evaluation 
Measurement / Monitoring / Management in UK 

The Africa Action Plan: An IEG Evaluation 

Capturing Technology for Development: An Evaluation of WBG Activities in ICT 

World Bank Support to Education Since 2001: A Portfolio Note 

Earnings Growth and Employment Creation: An Assessment of WB Support in 
Three Middle-Income Countries  

World Bank Progress in Harmonization and Alignment in Low-Income Countries 

Trust Fund Support for Development 

Assessing Long-Term Effects of Conditional Cash Transfers on Human Capital: 
Evidence from Colombia 

Multi-Donor Trust Fund for the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative  

The Australian Government's Performance Framework 

Do Conditional Cash Transfers Lead to Medium-Term Impacts? Evidence from a 
Female School Stipend Program in Pakistan  

World Bank in Nepal, 2003–2008 (Country Program Evaluation) 
Sample size: n=590 
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Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products—
External 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

Best/Worse Rated Products, Satisfaction Means,* 2011 

*On a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied.”  

5.30 

5.15 

5.13 

5.08 

5.08 

5.06 

4.85 

4.84 

4.82 

4.81 

4.71 

4.67 

Writing Terms of Reference for an Evaluation (n=232) 

The Australian Government's Performance Framework (n=60) 

World Bank in Nepal, 2003–2008 (n=53) 

Monitoring and Evaluation in the US Government (n=143) 

Social Safety Nets: An Evaluation of World Bank Support, 

2000–2010 (n=149) 

Assessing the Long-Term Effects of Conditional Cash Transfers 

on Human Capital: Evidence from Colombia (n=70) 

Promoting Azerbaijan's Agricultural Productivity: 1997-2010 

(n=13) 

Timor-Leste Country Program Evaluation,  

2000–2010 (n=31) 

Climate Change and the World Bank Group:  

Phase II (n=147) 

World Bank Progress in Harmonization and Alignment in Low-

Income Countries (n=93) 

Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics (n=28) 

The World Bank Group in West Bank and Gaza,  
2001–2009 (n=21) 

5.21 (n=312) 

5.04 (n=70) 

5.13 (n=53) 

5.05 (n=176) 

4.95 (n=258) 

4.90 (n=120) 

 

4.58 (n=26) 

4.17 (n=58) 

4.67 (n=305) 

4.73 (n=142) 

4.79 (n=38) 

4.48 (n=48) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Global mean 
satisfaction 
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72 

64 

59 

44 

44 

41 

38 

38 

33 

31 

23 

18 

13 

The World Bank Group’s Response to the Global Crisis 

(Phase II)  

Results and Performance of the World Bank Group 

2011 (RAP)  

Social Safety Nets—An Evaluation of World Bank 

Support, 2000–2010  

Trust Fund Support for Development  

World Bank Progress in Harmonization and Alignment 

in Low-Income Countries  

World Bank Country-Level Engagement on Governance 
and Anticorruption  

The Africa Action Plan: An IEG Evaluation  

The World Bank’s Involvement in Global and Regional 

Partnership Programs  

World Bank Support to Education Since 2001: A 

Portfolio Note  

Assessing IFC's Poverty Focus and Results  

Capturing Technology for Development (ICT)  

MIGA's Financial Sector Guarantees in a Strategic 

Context  

Climate Change and the World Bank Group: Phase II  

4.11 (n=28) 

4.88 (n=25) 

5.33 (n=21) 

4.82 (n=17) 

4.76 (n=17) 

4.73 (n=15) 

5.00 (n=14) 

5.23 (n=13) 

5.46 (n=13) 

5.17 (n=12) 

5.44 (n=9) 

4.86 (n=7) 

4.80 (n=5) 

 

3.96 (n=166) 

4.43 (n=195) 

4.64 (n=88) 

4.49 (n=125) 

4.47 (n=32) 

4.34 (n=137) 

4.51 (n=95) 

4.37 (n=65) 

4.71 (n=42) 

4.41 (n=139) 

4.40 (n=93) 

4.44 (n=18) 

4.52 (n=153) 

 

Familiarity and Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s 
Evaluation Products—Board 

Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With (Total Mentions in %, n=39), and Satisfaction 

Means for Each of Them,* 2011 

Q7. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar 

with. Select up to ten.  

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

*On a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied.”  

 

3.98 (n=194) 

4.66 (n=383) 

4.95 (n=258) 

4.65 (n=214) 

4.73 (n=142) 

4.65 (n=322) 

4.77 (n=233) 

4.83 (n=226) 

4.95 (n=174) 

4.69 (n=299) 

4.76 (n=225) 

4.73 (n=56) 

4.67 (n=305) 

 

Board Global  WBG Staff 

Mean satisfaction 
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Familiarity with IEG’s Recent Products 

Q7. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar 

with. Select up to ten.  

  

83 

39 

16 

15 

13 

7 

92 

NA 

57 

31 

17 

16 

Sector/thematic/annual 
reports 

Project-level evaluations 

ECD working papers 

Special studies 

Country evaluations 

Global program reviews 

WBG Staff (n=735) 

External (n=590) 

Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With—Recoded by Group of Products 

WBG Staff vs External, Total Mentions, 2011 

MoE for WBG Staff: ±3.4% 
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Overall Satisfaction with Group of Products 

Overall Satisfaction,* by Group of Products, WBG Staff vs External, 2011 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

ECD working 
papers 

Special studies 

Global program 
reviews 

Sector/thematic
/annual reports 

Project-level 
evaluations 

Country 
evaluations 

20 

24 

10 

30 

5 

30 

20 

41 

20 

9 

25 

46 

45 

33 

47 

67 

47 

55 

42 

42 

52 

55 

24 

26 

21 

17 

21 

19 

20 

15 

17 

25 

16 

7 

5 

6 

4 

3 

3 

4 

2 

10 

8 

4 

2 

15 

2 

2 

1 

1 

7 

4 

1 

2 

15 

2 

2 

4 

1 

WBG Staff (n=46) 

External (n=86) 

WBG Staff (n=91) 

External (n=94) 

WBG Staff (n=101) 

External (n=175) 

WBG Staff (n=113) 

External (n=318) 

WBG Staff (n=274) 

External  

WBG Staff (n=583) 

External (n=525) 

Very satisfied Satisfied  Somewhat satisfied 

Somewhat dissatisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 

NA 

Mean 
satisfaction 

4.98 

4.50 

 

4.47 

5.20 

4.85 

5.03 

4.64 

4.98 

3.70 

4.90 

4.67 

 

*Based on the average rating of all products rated by each respondent within each group of products  
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Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Recent Products 

Overall Satisfaction,* by Sample Group, 2011 

 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

10 

21 

26 

51 

56 

55 

26 

21 

16 

9 

3 

4 

5 1 
WBG Staff 
(n=709) 

Board 
(n=39) 

External 
(n=571) 

Very satisfied Satisfied Somewhat satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied 
 

5.03 

4.95 

4.49 

 

 

Mean  
satisfaction 

*Based on the average rating of all products rated by each respondent.  

 

External respondents are satisfied with the IEG products they rated (overall satisfaction mean 

of 5.03), slightly ahead of the Board members (4.95). The overall satisfaction mean of all the 

products each respondent rated among the WBG Staff is lower—4.49.  

MoE: ±3.5% 
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Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Recent Products—
WBG Staff 

Overall Satisfaction,* by HR Grade Level and Office Location, 2011 

 

Q8. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. 

 

*Based on the average rating of all products rated by each respondent  

 

5 

13 

7 

11 

15 

12 

7 

10 

19 

38 

53 

54 

71 

58 

43 

51 

24 

25 

27 

28 

13 

22 

29 

26 

48 

76 

87 

93 

99 

92 

79 

87 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 

All WBG Staff  
(n=709) 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied Overall  
mean satisfaction 

4.49 

 

4.24 

4.71 

 

4.96 

4.65 

4.46 

4.28 

3.57 

Field-office based respondents are more satisfied overall with IEG’s products than HQ-based 

respondents (4.71 vs 4.24), while overall satisfaction means decrease as respondents’ HR 

grade level gets higher. 

MoE: ±3.5% 
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By Attribute of Satisfaction, 2011 

 

Q10. How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation product?  

Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation  
Products—WBG Staff 

WBG Staff appear very well satisfied with the ease of understanding and usefulness of the executive summary (both 

88%), very closely followed by the concise presentation of conclusions (87%), and the relevance to their work 

(86%). They are less satisfied with the process of engagement (75% for Top 3 but only 49% for Top 2). 

13 

13 

14 

15 

16 

16 

17 

28 

17 

21 

18 

36 

38 

38 

40 

40 

45 

44 

38 

49 

46 

48 

26 

24 

23 

21 

23 

20 

24 

20 

21 

21 

22 

11 

10 

11 

10 

9 

8 

6 

6 

7 

6 

7 

6 

9 

8 

8 

7 

7 

6 

4 

4 

4 

3 

9 

6 

6 

6 

4 

6 

3 

4 

2 

3 

1 

Process of engagement 

Incorporation of all available relevant information 

Depth of analysis 

Strong link between conclusions and evidence 

Transparency/clarity of the methodology 

Unbiased/objective analysis 

Timeliness 

Relevance to your work 

Concise presentation of conclusions 

Usefulness of executive summary 

Ease of understanding 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied 4–Somewhat satisfied 3 2 1–Very dissatisfied Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

88 

88 

87 

86 

85 

81 

79 

76 

75 

75 

75 

 

Sample sizes between n=600 and n=660 

MoE ranges from ±3.6% to 3.8% 
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Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products 

“Satisfied” and “Very Satisfied,”* Selected Attributes, by Sample Group, 2011 

 

Q10. How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation product? b), h), k) 

 

91 

81 

76 

82 

86 

79 

66 

67 

60 

Relevance to your work 

Usefulness of executive 
summary 

Unbiased/objective analysis 

Board  

External  

WBG Staff  

*(5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied”  

 

 

MoE ranges from ±3.6% to 3.7% 

Board sample sizes between n=35 and n=37 

External sample sizes between n=517 and n=521 

WBG Staff sample sizes between n=634 and n=660 
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Influence of IEG’s Evaluation 
Products 
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Board sample sizes between n=35 and n=37 

External sample sizes between n=494 and n=537 

WBG Staff sample sizes between n=638 and n=663 

 

 

 

 

Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products 

“A Great Deal” and “Very Much,”* by Sample Group, 2011 

 

Q11. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following? 

 

73 

60 

50 

68 

25 

62 

53 

56 

61 

49 

35 

33 

36 

42 

27 

The subject area 

Your organization's activities  
in a sector** 

Good practice in 
operational/development 

work 

Essential lessons learned 
from past operational 

experience 

Your organization’s work  
in a country**  

Board  

External  

WBG Staff  

*(5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “not at all” and 6 means “a great deal”  

 **For External, the exact wording was “The WBG’s activities in a sector” and “The WBG’s work in a country.” 

†Sample sizes for the “Overall influence” chart are the averages of sample sizes of the five attributes, and are reported as  

indicator sonly.  

The overall influence of IEG’s evaluation 

products is rated the highest by External 

respondents (90%), ahead of the Board 

members (85%). WBG Staff are lagging 

behind, as 70 percent of them think IEG 

products are influential.  

MoE for WBG Staff ranges from ±3.6% to 3.7% 

Overall influence  
(average frequencies of 

the five attributes)† 

8 

15 

17 

26 

40 

40 

36 

30 

34 

70 

85 

91 

WBG Staff 

(n=653) 

Board 

(n=36) 

External 

(n=515) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 
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Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products—WBG Staff 

By Attribute of Influence, WBG Staff, 2011 

 

Q11. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following? 

8 

6 

8 

8 

9 

8 

11 

8 

27 

21 

26 

26 

27 

30 

31 

26 

36 

38 

35 

36 

36 

35 

33 

42 

14 

17 

16 

14 

14 

12 

12 

12 

7 

9 

7 

6 

7 

8 

6 

5 

8 

9 

8 

9 

7 

7 

8 

7 

Overall influence  
(average of the seven attributes, n=655)† 

Your organization’s work  
in a country 

Your organization’s activities  
in a sector 

The subject area 

Good practice in operational/ 
development work 

Development results of projects/operations 

Essential lessons learned from  
past operational experience 

Your thinking about WBG's  
development effectiveness 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 3 2 1–Not at all Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

76 

75 

73 

72 

70 

69 

65 

 

71 

Sample sizes between n=638 and n=663 

MoE ranges from ±3.6% to 3.7% 

 

†Sample size for the “Overall influence” label is the average of sample sizes of the seven attributes, and is reported as an indicator only.  
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*Average of seven influence attributes 

†This sample size is the average of sample sizes of the seven attributes, and is reported as an indicator only.  

 

 

Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products—WBG 
Staff 

Overall Influence,* by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2011 

Q11. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following? 

  

3 

9 

7 

9 

12 

10 

6 

11 

6 

8 

7 

19 

26 

33 

35 

33 

19 

26 

27 

27 

14 

31 

39 

38 

40 

38 

34 

40 

34 

36 

24 

59 

72 

80 

87 

81 

59 

77 

67 

71 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 

IFC 

WB 

All WBG Staff  
(n=655)† 

6–A great deal 5–Very much –Some extent 

Field-office based respondents are likely to rate IEG products’ overall influence more highly 

than HQ-based respondents (81% vs 59%), while ratings of overall influence decrease as 

respondents’ HR grade level gets higher.  

MoE: ±3.6% 
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Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products 

Overall Influence,* by Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Products, WBG Staff vs External, 2011 

Q11. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following?  

  

10 

8 

6 

19 

31 

28 

27 

40 

43 

56 

79 

77 

High familiarity 
(n=195) 

Medium familiarity 
(n=371) 

Low familiarity (n=89) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 

*Average of seven influence attributes for WBG Staff, and five for External 

Note: all sample sizes in the charts above are the averages of sample sizes of the seven and five attributes, and are reported as indicators only.  

Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

25 

14 

14 

37 

42 

36 

28 

35 

39 

90 

91 

89 

 (n=133) 

(n=287) 

 (n=96) 

Overall influence—WBG Staff Overall influence—External 

MoE for all WBG Staff: ±3.6% 
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Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products—External 

International Organization vs NGO vs Government, Selected Attributes, 2011 

Q11. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following? b), f) 

  

WBG’s activities in a sector WBG’s work in a country  

11 

16 

15 

15 

33 

45 

46 

38 

41 

26 

31 

35 

85 

87 

92 

88 

International 
organization 

NGO 

Government 

All External 
(n=499) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 

8 

12 

17 

13 

29 

37 

46 

36 

45 

34 

29 

37 

82 

83 

92 

86 

International 
organization 

NGO 

Government 

All External 
(n=494) 
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Use of IEG’s Products 
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Use of IEG’s Products—Summary of Findings 

• Overall use of IEG’s products is greater among Board members (87%) than among External (72%) 

and WBG Staff respondents (63%).  

• Among WBG Staff, and following the pattern already seen for previous questions, respondents in 

field offices are more likely to use IEG products overall than HQ-based respondents (72% vs 53%), 

and the overall use is becoming less important as respondents’ HR grade level gets higher.  

• The three most frequent uses Staff respondents have for IEG’s products are to comment on / make 

inputs to the work of others (59%), to make the case for a particular course of action, and to inform 

appraisal or supervision of projects (both 58%). The two least frequent uses they make of IEG’s 

products is to modify on-going operations, and to design new lending operations (both 46%).  

• The most frequent use of IEG’s products among External respondents is to help them conduct 

research (85%). External respondents make little use of IEG's reports for journalism (just 48%). 
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Use of IEG’s Products  

Overall Use, by Sample Group, 2011  

 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following? a) Overall use 

5 

17 

14 

20 

28 

49 

38 

27 

24 

14 

11 

5 

10 

3 

5 

13 

14 

3 

WBG Staff (n=626) 

External*  

Board (n=37) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 3 2 1–Not at all 

*For External, the “overall use” measure was not asked directly and figures are based on the average frequencies of five different uses. 

Comparison with the two other sample groups should therefore be made cautiously. Sample sizes range from n=383 to n=490. 

Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

87 

72 

63 

MoE: ±3.7% 
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Use of IEG’s Evaluations—Board 

By Type of Use, 2011 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following?  

13 

12 

9 

14 

13 

11 

14 

6 

21 

27 

26 

38 

44 

49 

42 

33 

33 

40 

34 

31 

24 

23 

18 

15 

14 

6 

6 

5 

10 

6 

6 

3 

6 

8 

5 

6 

9 

9 

3 

3 

3 

Assessing projects 

Assessing sector strategies 

Assessing country strategies 

Making the case for a particular course of action 

Commenting on/making inputs to work of others 

Assessing WBG policies/procedures 

Overall use 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 3 2 1–Not at all 
Top 3 

(4+5+6) 

87 

 

86 

85 

80 

69 

66 

61 
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Use of IEG’s Evaluations—WBG Staff 

By Type of Use, 2011 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following?  

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

6 

6 

7 

5 

5 

13 

15 

14 

15 

16 

19 

17 

23 

18 

20 

29 

26 

31 

30 

33 

30 

35 

28 

36 

38 

20 

18 

21 

15 

19 

16 

16 

15 

17 

14 

11 

10 

10 

9 

9 

10 

8 

10 

8 

10 

23 

26 

20 

27 

18 

19 

18 

17 

17 

13 

 Modifying on-going operations 

 Designing new lending operations 

 Modifying policies and/or strategies 

 Designing new non-lending operations 

Designing/modifying results framework 

Providing advice to clients 

Making the case for a particular course of action 

Informing appraisal / supervision/completion of 
projects 

Commenting on / making inputs to work of others 

Overall use 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 3 2 1–Not at all 
Top 3 

(4+5+6) 

63 

 

59 

58 

58 

55 

54 

49 

49 

46 

46 

Sample sizes between n=533 and n=626 

MoE ranges from  ±3.7% to 4.1% 
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Use of IEG’s Evaluations—WBG Staff 

Overall Use, by HR Grade Level and Office Location, 2011 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following? a) Overall use  

 

6 

4 

5 

6 

2 

5 

5 

5 

20 

19 

24 

24 

26 

13 

20 

22 

26 

41 

42 

49 

41 

35 

38 

28 

50 

65 

72 

75 

72 

53 

63 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 

All WBG Staff  
(n=626) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 

MoE: ±3.7% 
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Use of IEG’s Evaluations—WBG Staff 

Overall Use, by Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Products and by Group of Products, 2011 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following? a) Overall use 

 

 

2 

5 

5 

7 

2 

5 

7 

15 

18 

25 

21 

13 

25 

16 

27 

41 

35 

55 

52 

39 

31 

44 

64 

65 

83 

67 

69 

54 

Country evaluations  
(n=41) 

Sector/thematic/annual 
reports 
(n=347) 

Project-level evaluations  
(n=185) 

ECD working papers  
(n=29) 

Low familiarity  
(n=86) 

Medium familiarity  
(n=349) 

High familiarity  
(n=191) 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 

Overall use of IEG’s 

products based on 

general familiarity  

Overall use by group  

of products 

Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

Q9. Now, thinking of all the products you are familiar with, please select one evaluation product on which you would like 

to answer a number of more detailed questions. 

MoE for all WBG Staff: ±3.7% 
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Use of IEG’s Evaluations—External 

By Type of Uses, 2011 

Q12. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following?  

8 

16 

17 

19 

24 

17 

31 

28 

32 

34 

23 

27 

31 

28 

27 

15 

11 

12 

8 

7 

5 

4 

2 

3 

3 

32 

11 

10 

11 

5 

Journalism 

Refocusing on-going strategies/programs 

Making the case for a particular  
course of action 

Education 

Research 

6–A great deal 5–Very much 4–Some extent 3 2 1–Not at all 
Top 3 

(4+5+6) 

85 

79 

76 

74 

48 
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Quality Measures and Use of 
IEG’s Recommendations 
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Quality Measures of IEG’s Recommendations 

Overall Quality, WBG Staff vs Board, 2011 

 

Q13. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the 

following criteria? a) Overall quality 

 

14 

26 

42 

47 

24 

8 

8 

5 

6 

5 

6 

8 

WBG Staff (n=657) 

Board (n=38) 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied 4–Somewhat satisfied 3 2 1–Very dissatisfied Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

81 

80 

 

Overall, Board members and WBG Staff respondents have very similar levels of satisfaction 

with the quality of IEG’s recommendations (81% vs 80%), but the difference is more visible 

when looking only at those who are “very satisfied” and “satisfied” (73% vs 56%). 

MoE: ±3.6% 
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Quality Measures of IEG’s Recommendations  

WBG Staff, 2011 

Q13. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the 

following criteria? 

9 

10 

13 

13 

14 

34 

37 

44 

45 

42 

34 

30 

24 

28 

24 

9 

10 

9 

7 

8 

7 

7 

5 

4 

6 

7 

6 

5 

2 

6 

 Cost-effectiveness  
(implementation benefits outweigh 

costs) 

Feasibility  
(reasonable/realistic for implementation) 

Coherence  
(connection to major issues/findings) 

Clarity  
(clear/straightforward language) 

Overall quality 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied 4–Somewhat satisfied 3 2 1–Very dissatisfied 
Top 3 

(4+5+6) 

80 

 

86 

81 

77 

77 

Looking at detailed measures, IEG’s recommendations are mostly praised for their clarity 

(86%), followed by their degree of coherence (81%).   

Sample sizes between n=554 and n=657 

MoE ranges from ±3.6% to 4.0% 
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Quality Measures of IEG’s Recommendations— 
WBG Staff  

Overall Quality, by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2011 

 

Q13. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the 

following criteria? a) Overall quality 

 

11 

16 

11 

14 

24 

14 

13 

16 

13 

14 

11 

27 

42 

51 

54 

49 

33 

47 

39 

42 

16 

19 

27 

25 

18 

24 

24 

22 

25 

24 

38 

62 

80 

90 

96 

87 

70 

85 

77 

80 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 

IFC 

World Bank 

All WGB Staff (n=657) 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied 4–Somewhat satisfied 

Among WBG Staff, respondents in country offices are more satisfied with IEG’s overall quality 

of recommendations than HQ-based respondents (87% vs 70%), and the same is true for 

respondents with lower HR grade levels compared with those with higher grades.  

MoE: ±3.6% 
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Quality Measures of IEG’s Recommendations— 
WBG Staff  

Overall Quality, by Group of Products, 2011 

 

Q13. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the 

following criteria? a) Overall quality 

 

10 

12 

18 

18 

13 

43 

42 

61 

25 

25 

22 

21 

48 

80 

82 

100 

Country evaluations 
(n=40) 

Sector/thematic/annual reports 
(n=372) 

Project-level evaluations 
(n=193) 

ECD working papers 
(n=28) 

6–Very satisfied 5–Satisfied 4–Somewhat satisified 

Q9. Now, thinking of all the products you are familiar with, please select one evaluation product on which you would like 

to answer a number of more detailed questions. 

MoE for all WBG Staff: ±3.6% 
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Access to IEG’s Products / 
Ratings of IEG’s Outreach 
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Access to IEG’s Products / Ratings of IEG’s 
Outreach—Summary of Findings 

• The most common channels used to access IEG’s products by WBG Staff respondents are email 

announcements (63%), followed by consultations during evaluations (37%). Email announcements 

are also the main access channel used by External respondents (71%), but IEG’s website is 

another major channel for them, at 60 percent—much more frequently used than among the other 

two audiences. Board members’ preferred access is through hard copies of the products (95%).  

• IEG’s overall outreach and dissemination efforts are rated most highly by Board members 

respondents (94%), closely by External respondents (93%). WBG Staff ratings are lagging, with 74 

percent offering positive ratings, and just over a third (34%) who rate IEG’s overall outreach as 

“effective” or “very effective.” 

• Among Staff respondents, field office-based staff rate IEG’s overall outreach and dissemination 

efforts more highly than their HQ-based counterparts (78% vs 69%). The two most positively rated 

types of outreach by Staff respondents are email newsletters/announcements (78%) and IEG’s 

website itself (76%). Ratings are less favourable when it comes to presence in the press (60%), or 

visibility in modern types of communication such as videos/podcasts or social media, rated as 

effective by just 52 and 39 percent, respectively.  
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Access to IEG’s Products in General 

Total Mentions, by Sample Group, 2011 

Q15. Now thinking of all the IEG evaluation products you are familiar with, please describe how you access these 

products? 

63 

37 

35 

29 

18 

3 

2 

NA 

35 

5 

23 

95 

33 

NA 

3 

3 

71 

12 

60 

12 

10 

15 

5 

3 

I receive e-mail announcements 

I was consulted during an evaluation 

I go directly the IEG website 

 I receive hard copies of evaluation products 

I participate in IEG events and presentations 

Through social media/networks (e.g., facebook, 
Twitter, communities) 

Through videos/interviews/podcast 

I contact the IEG Helpdesk 

WBG Staff (n=761) 

Board (n=40) 

External (n=611) 

MoE for WBG Staff: ±3.3% 
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Access to IEG’s Products in General—WBG Staff 

Total Mentions, by HR Grade Level and by Office Location, 2011 

Q15. Now thinking of all the IEG evaluation products you are familiar with, please describe how you access these 

products? 

  
All WBG Staff 

(n=761) 
MoE: ±3.3% 

  

GE GF GG GH GI HQ FO 

Email announcements  63 68 58 64 62 90 62 64 

During evaluation 
consultation 

 37 18 28 38 57 57 42 33 

IEG website  35 39 37 35 30 29 39 31 

Hard copies of evaluation 
products  

 29 19 18 29 48 57 34 25 

IEG events/presentations  18 8 15 20 23 24 29 9 

Social media/network  3 3 4 2 3 5 2 3 

Videos/interviews/podcasts  2 2 2 3 0 5 2 2 
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Access to IEG’s Products in General—WBG Staff 

Total Mentions, By Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Products, 2011 

Q15. Now thinking of all the IEG evaluation products you are familiar with, please describe how you access these 

products? 

 Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

 

67 

56 

43 

37 

30 

3 

1 

62 

32 

25 

35 

15 

3 

3 

58 

21 

17 

29 

9 

3 

1 

I receive e-mail announcements 

 I was consulted during an evaluation 

I receive hard copies of evaluation products 

I go directly the IEG website 

 I participate in IEG events/presentations 

Through social media/networks (e.g. facebook, 
Twitter, communities) 

Through videos/interviews/podcast 

High familiarity 
(n=211) 

Medium familiarity 
(n=433) 

Low familiarity 
(n=117) 

MoE for all WBG Staff: ±3.3% 
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IEG’s Outreach 

Overall Outreach, by Sample Group, 2011  

Q16. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas? i) Overall  

3 

21 

6 

31 

49 

58 

40 

23 

30 

14 

5 

6 

9 

2 

3 

1 

WBG Staff (n=612) 

External (n=457) 

Board (n=33) 

6–Very effective 5–Effective 4–Somewhat effective 3 2 1–Very ineffective Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

94 

93 

74 

MoE: ±3.8% 
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IEG’s Outreach—WBG Staff 

By Type of Outreach, WBG Staff, 2011 

Q16. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas?  

3 

3 

2 

4 

6 

5 

9 

11 

3 

16 

19 

22 

30 

32 

33 

40 

39 

31 

34 

34 

36 

36 

32 

34 

28 

30 

40 

20 

23 

20 

16 

16 

16 

13 

11 

14 

17 

15 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

9 

10 

7 

8 

4 

5 

4 

3 

3 

3 

Social media/networks (Facebook, Twitter, 
communities) 

Videos/interviews/podcast 

Press 

Launch events 

Evaluation Week 

Workshops/conferences 

Website 

Email newsletters/announcements 

Overall 

6–Very effective 5–Effective 4–Somewhat effective 3 2 1–Very ineffective Top 3 
(4+5+6) 

74 

 

80 

77 

72 

70 

70 

60 

56 

53 

Sample sizes between n=412 and n=636 

MoE ranges from ±3.7% to 4.7% 
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IEG’s Outreach—WBG Staff 

Overall Outreach, by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2011  

Q16i. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas? i) Overall  

 

2 

3 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

2 

3 

33 

28 

33 

29 

40 

32 

30 

31 

31 

31 

22 

35 

39 

47 

33 

42 

37 

40 

41 

40 

55 

65 

75 

80 

77 

78 

69 

75 

74 

74 

GI 

GH 

GG 

GF 

GE 

FO 

HQ 

IFC 

World Bank 

All WGB Staff (n=612) 

6–Very effective 5–Effective 4–Somewhat effective 

MoE: ±3.8% 
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IEG’s Outreach—WBG Staff 

By Type of Outreach, Those Highly Familiar with IEG’s Products,* 2011 

Q16. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas?   

 

 
Q1. How familiar are you with IEG’s evaluation products?  

 

*Subsamples from Q1, between n=103 and n=176 

  

 

 

2 

1 

2 

3 

5 

7 

8 

10 

4 

12 

15 

17 

34 

30 

34 

38 

36 

31 

25 

36 

41 

33 

35 

32 

30 

32 

39 

39 

52 

60 

70 

70 

73 

76 

78 

74 

 Social media/networks  
(Facebook, Twitter, communities) 

Videos/interviews/podcasts 

Press 

Workshops/conferences 

Launch events 

Evaluation week 

Website  

Email newsletters/announcements 

Overall 

6–Very effective 5–Effective 4–Somewhat effective 

MoE for all WBG Staff ranges from±3.7% to 4.7% 
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