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«  This PowerPoint report represents the topline findings of the 2012 Client Surveys of the World Bank
Group’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). This is the second consecutive year that GlobeScan
carries out the annual survey for 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 slides.

* In addition to this topline report, deliverables will also include a full set of Excel data tables for each
survey, and Excel files with verbatims for all open-ended questions (please note this topline report
only includes results for the closed-ended questions). A Stata and/or 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.

*  Most 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).
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. Fieldwork:

Fieldwork was conducted online and simultaneously for the three audiences. It was carried out between
November 23 and December 22", 2012.

« Structure of Questionnaire:

As in 2011, the core questionnaire was 95% identical for the three audiences, thus allowing for global
comparisons.

Sections: The questionnaire was divided into two main sections. The first section (Part One in the present
report) focused on general perceptions and attitudes towards IEG as an organization, and respondents
were asked general questions about their familiarity with IEG’s role, impact, and independence.

The second section (Part Il in the present report) was dedicated to gathering feedback on IEG’s evaluation
products. After measuring their familiarity with the products and the readership of certain categories of
products, respondents were asked to rate their overall satisfaction with a list of the most recent evaluation
products released by IEG, before choosing only one and rating it on different categories (influence, use,
guality/use of recommendations).

The last couple of questions of this section were more general again and asked about access to products
and IEG’s effectiveness in reaching stakeholders.

Screen outs: In an attempt to streamline this year’s questionnaire and better separate respondents by level
of familiarity with the organization and/or its evaluation products, more screen-outs and skip logic patterns
were added in this year’s survey instrument compared to 2011.

Respondents not familiar with IEG’s role were screened out after the first question in Section One.
A second screen-out was applied at the end of the Section One for respondents familiar with IEG’s role
¢ Putwhose awareness of IEG’s evaluation products was limited or nil. w
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« Structure of Questionnaire: (cont’d)

Screen outs (cont’d): In Section Two, a skip logic was inserted so that only respondents who said they read
the products answer the detailed ratings of the product section. These respondents were brought back to
answer the last part of Section Two.

While the second screen-out in Section One and the extra skip logic in Section Two had the effect of
reducing the sample size base by question, this enabled more granularity on the results by effectively
separating respondents who just know about IEG as an organization from those who are assiduous in
reading IEG’s materials.

In comparison to 2011, no distinction was made between familiarity with IEG’s role and familiarity with IEG’s
actual evaluation products, and only one screen out was applied at the beginning of the survey to eliminate
those who claimed no familiarity at all with IEG’s products in general. Another difference with this year’s
survey was that no skip logic was added before the product section to distinguish basic familiarity with the
product and claim of having actually read it.

* Note about Tracking:

While the overall questionnaire has a lot of similarities with last year’s survey, the modified structure of the
survey instrument (more screen-outs and skip logic patterns) led to significant sample size variations with
last year for several tracking questions. The difference in the overall response rates compared to 2011 (total
sample by audience is smaller for each surveyed group), as well as tweaks in some of the question
wordings, may also affect tracking.

Tracking charts to observe movement since 2011 have been included where applicable, but
footnotes are there to remind readers when comparisons with last year should be interpreted cautiously.
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Response Rates

* Response Rates:

Board: population of 197 Executive Directors (EDs), Alternate EDs, and Advisors split across 25
Department Division offices; 27 responses from 15 different Board offices. Response rate of 13.7
percent. No respondent terminated after first screen out, three respondents terminated after the second

one.
WBG Staff: population of 6,683 operational staff; 755 responses for all available HR grade levels.
Response rate of 11.3 percent. 52 respondents terminated after first screen out, 212 terminated after
the second one.

External Stakeholders: population of 14,078; 456 responses across various categories of stakeholders.
Response rate of 3.2 percent. 36 respondents terminated after first screen out, 68 terminated after the
second one.

\
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Before and After Screen Outs, 2012

10

m Total population (n=6,683)

m Survey sample pre-screen out (n=755)
Survey sample post-screen out #1 (n=703)
Survey sample post-screen out #2 (n=491)
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All margins of error shown in this report are calculated using the total WBG Staff as population (6,683)
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 between £3.4 and 6.8
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. @
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Before and After Screen Outs, 2012

B Total population (n=6,683) m Survey sample pre-screen out (n=755)
= Survey sample post-screen out #1 (n=703) Survey sample post-screen out #2 (n=491)
80
73.8 7>

56.7 56

Note: MIGA / Other are not shown on the following charts because of the very small sample size of these categories. The GLOBE
11 same happens for the HR grade level GJ and GK.
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Various Demographics, 2012

HR breakdown

WB

IFC

FO

HQ

GE
GF

GG

GH 6 B Sreen out #1
(n=52)

GI 1 Sreen out #2
(n=212)
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Experience <

m 10+ years m5-10 years = 1-4 years ® Less than a year

Screen out #1

Screen out #2

mYes " No m DK/NA
Screen out #1

Evaluated |

IE
by IEG Screen out #2
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Before Screen Outs, by Category and by Region, n=456, 2012

Eastern
Europe /
Gov't donor  Media/other Central Asia
organization 2 7
> ME8NA Africa
18
Int'l
organization Academia LatAm /
14 30 Caribbean
10
Western
Europe
East Asia / 17
Pacific
Government 10
14
NGO Private for North South Asia
14 profit America 17
19 14

Note: Media/other are not shown on the following charts because of the very small sample size of these categories.

13 dd6t. How would you categorize your organization? GLOBE
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By Category of Stakeholders, Region, and Experience Level, 2012

Stakeholder ® Private for profit ®mNGO ®mGovernment ®Int'lorg. ™ Academia Gov't donor org. Other
group

Screen out #1

(n=36) 14 6
Screen out #2
(n=68) 4 2
Region m South Asia = West. Europe ®mNA m Africa = LatAm / Caribbean m East Asia / Pacific © MENA m East. Eur. / Cent. Asia

Screen out #2 10 16 21 n 7 -

m 10+ years m 5-10 years m1-4 years

Screen out #1

Experience =
Screen out #2

- GLOBE
14
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PART 1:
GENERAL PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES
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1. Familiarity with IEG’s Role
In General




Familiarity with IEG’s Role within WBG IEG
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By Sample Group, 2012

m Very familiar, frequently read reports ® Familiar, occasionally read reports

w Know about IEG’s role but have not read reports m Not familiar at all

Board offices
(n=15)

External (n=456)

WBG Staff (n=755)
MoE: £3.4%

Familiarity with the role of IEG within the World Bank Group through the reading of the organization’s
reports is higher among External stakeholders than among the WBG Staff.

Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s role in the World Bank Group? GLOBE
17




Familiarity with IEG’s Role—WBG Staff IEG
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By Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2012

m Very familiar, frequently read reports ® Familiar, occasionally read reports
w Know about IEG’s role but have not read reports  m Not familiar at all

All WBG Staff (n=755)

MoE: £3.4%

WB (n=557)

IFC (n=184)

HQ (n=327) | 17 5

FO (n=428)
GE (n=93) 24

GF (n=228) 48 40 8

GG (n=291) 12 62

GH (n=119) 29 61
GI (n=18) 61 39

Within the WBG Staff, familiarity with the role of IEG is higher among World Bank than among IFC respondents. The
difference between field office-based respondents and those HQ-based is also striking, with the latter being much
more familiar than those working in field. Familiarity also tends to increase as respondents’ HR grade level gets
higher, and more generally, with the level of experience of respondents, whether they’ve been a task team leader, and
if they have been previously evaluated by IEG.

Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s role in the World Bank Group? GLOBE
18




Familiarity with IEG’s Role—External IEG
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By Category of External Stakeholders, 2012

m Very familiar, frequently read reports ® Familiar, occasionally read reports
= Know about IEG's role but have not read reports m Not familiar at all

All External (n=456) 25 52 15 8

Private for profit (n=88) 33 43
Int'l organization (n=65) 32 54
Gov't donor organization (n=24) 29 50
Academia/research (n=138) 21 62
Government (n=66) 20 50
NGO (n=66) 20 44

Western Europe (n=77) 30 53
Africa (n=81) 30 48

LatAm / Caribbean (n=46) 28 50

MENA (n=38) 26 53
South Asia (n=76) 24 46

East Asia / Pacific (n=44) 20 61
North America (n=63) 19 56
East. Eur. / Cent. Asia (n=31) 16 58

Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s role in the World Bank Group?
19
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2. Relevance of IEG’s Work
to World Bank’s Overall Mission




Relevance of IEG’s Work to WBG’s Overall Mission lEG
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By Sample Group, 2012

B 6-A great deal m 5-Very much = 4-Some extent 3 m2 m 1-Not at all (4T.|? ,';’fe)
Board offices (n=15) 96
External (n=402) 95
WBG Staff (n=661) 87

MoOE: £3.6%

External stakeholders are more likely than the WBG Staff to think that IEG’s work is relevant to the
World Bank Group’s overall mission. Almost four in five (78%) say the organization’s work is at least
‘very much’ relevant, compared with three in five (60%) among the WBG Staff.

Q4. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission? GLOBE
21




Relevance of IEG’s Work—WBG Staff IEG
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By Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2012

B 6-A great deal m 5-Very much = 4-Some extent

All WGB Staff (n=661)
MoE: £3.6%

WB (n=499)
IFC (n=148)

FO (n=367)

GE (n=64)
GF (n=197)
GG (n=265)
GH (n=112)

GI (n=18)

The higher the HR grade level, the less respondents think IEG’s work is relevant to the World Bank Group’s
overall mission. Task team leaders, and those who have been evaluated by IEG, are also less likely to rate IEG’s
work as relevant compared to those who have never been task team leaders or evaluated by IEG on a project.
However, respondents who are in field find more relevance in IEG’s work than HQ-based respondents.

Q4. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission? GLOBE
22




Relevance of IEG’s Work—EXxternal

By Category of External Stakeholders, 2012

m6-A great deal = 5-Very much = 4-Some extent

All External (n=402) 95
Int'l organization (n=59) 100
Gov't donor organization

(n=21) 100

Government (n=58) 98

Private for profit (n=75) 98
NGO (n=54) 92
Academia (n=126) 91

IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Respondents from the not-for-profit sector are less likely than the other groups to think that IEG’s work is relevant to the
World Bank Group’s overall mission, particularly when we look at the proportion of those who say that organization’s

work is at least “very” relevant (68%).

Among External stakeholders in general, there is a correlation between the level of familiarity with IEG’s role within the
World Bank Group and ratings on the relevance of the organization’s work—the more familiar, the higher the ratings on
relevance. Also, those who see IEG’s present emphasis as more focused towards accountability are more likely to
consider its work at least “very” relevant than those perceive it to be oriented towards learning (83% vs 66%).

23 Q4. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission?

GLOBE
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3. IEG’s Work Emphasis:
Learning vs Accountability




IEG’s Work Emphasis: Learning vs Accountability IEG
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By Sample Group, 2012
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(n=594)

MoE: £=3.8%

Board offices

(n=15)

5.76 6.00
|
(n=390)

5.45 5.93

The WBG Staff are more likely to think that the present emphasis of IEG’s work is towards accountability and would like it
to be more balanced towards learning. This is the opposite of what we see among External stakeholders, who think the
present emphasis is quite balanced but whose expectations lean more towards accountability. The gap between
perceptions and expectations is also much wider among WBG Staff than it is for the two other groups.

Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are
shown as indicators only.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please
use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is M
25 exclusively towards accountability.”

Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?




Learning vs Accountability—WBG Staff

IEG
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By Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, 2012

All WBG Staff

(n=594)
MoE: £3.8%

[ WB (n=450)

IFC (n=131)

[ Ho (n=265)

| FO (n=329)

GE (n=57)

GF (n=170)

GG (n=239)

GH (n=107)

GI* (n=17)

Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are
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shown as indicators only.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a

26 scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively
towards accountability.” Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?

The higher the HR grade,
the wider the gap between
perceptions and
expectations of IEG’s
emphasis. This is in line
with the results based on
the general level of
experience of
respondents—those most
experienced in the
development sector wish
the emphasis was more
focused towards learning.

Noteworthy differences also
exist between WB and IFC
staff, and between HQ and
field office-based
respondents.

*Caution: very small sample size

GLOBE




Learning vs Accountability—WBG Staff IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP
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By Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Role and Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, 2012

N S
‘(\'3‘%& =
o o
e‘e \06 (\\
“«\o“\6 ?‘e’%e\
1 S @fb 10
AIWBG Saff DRSS | | e
(n=594) : : ccounta \%
MoE: +=3.8%
(n=93) 5.02 7.33
(n=358) 5.37 6.42
L(n=143) 5.83 6.56

High satisfaction

s | |
B

548 6.16

Medium | | T

satisfaction

(n=113) 5.14 7.00

Low satistaction* [N Y| D .o ey smal sample sze
(n=18) 411 7.39

. _ ) Please refer to the note
Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are  gection of this slide for

shown as indicators only. descriptive analysis.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively

towards accountability.” Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
27 Ql.To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s role in the World Bank Group? Sank

O9t. For each of the reports listed below. please tell us how satisfied vou were overall with the product.




Learning vs Accountability—WBG Staff IEG
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v |
Task team | (n=321) 5.12 6.77
leader m
vo I || -
i (n=273) 5.80 6.53
ves | —
Evaluated | (n=242) 5.01 7.02
by IEG ]
v I || -
| (n=241) 558  6.35

Among those who have experience of managing projects and who have seen their projects evaluated by IEG, the gap between
perceptions and expectations is important. These respondents think IEG’s emphasis is too much on accountability and should be
significantly rebalanced towards learning.

Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are
shown as indicators only.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively

towards accountability.” Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
28 dd3. Have you been a task team leader (TTL) for a project within the last three years? aLost

dd4. In the last three vears, have any of your projects/programs/activities been evaluated by IEG?




Learning vs Accountability—External IEG
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By Category of External Stakeholders, 2012

o° oo
N\ £
\e«\Q e((\Q@g'b\
N \\e,\e’&oe
SO
1 3 o 10
All External . - . : . . . . -
(n=384) : Accountability
Gov’t donor
organization* | | [ -0 s sampe size
(n=21) 559 5.71
rccdemia I ||
(n=122) 5.65 5.85
Government I I
o=y B
5.44 6.27
Priveicforprofi. [ | |
(n=72) 5.36 5.96
intlorganization | | | B
(n=55) 524 559
vcor=i) [ | | owm
5.19 5.94

Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are
shown as indicators only.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively GLOBE
29 towards accountability.”

Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
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30

All External
(n=390)

High satisfaction
(n=178)

Medium
satisfaction (n=50)

1

4.67

2

() (2
@® QAT O

573 594

6.04

=

0

Accountability

Among External stakeholders, those who are highly satisfied overall with recent IEG evaluation products they
have read think that IEG’s emphasis between learning and accountability leans more towards accountability
but do not perceive any major imbalance. Those who are moderately satisfied tend to say that the emphasis is
too strongly oriented towards learning at the expense of accountability.

Note: the sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions and are
shown as indicators only.

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a

scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively

towards accountability.” Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?

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

GLOBE
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4. Impact of IEG’s Work




Impact of IEG’s Work on Effectiveness of WBG’s |EG
Activities and of Development Community
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By Sample Group, 2012

W 6-Great impact ®5-Good impact = 4-Moderate extent © 3 =2 m1-Noimpact Top 3*

(4+5+6)
Board offices (n=14) 80 V
Effectiveness of
WBG's activities External (n=367) 79 <—>
WBG Staff (n=653) 55 ,-10
| MoE: £3.6%
External (n=372) 69 <>
Effectiveness of -
broader - Boa(rnd=c1)l;ﬁ)ces 52 |,-16
development
community
WBG Staff (n=609) 47 V
_MOoE: +=3.8%

External stakeholders are more likely than the WGB Staff to think that IEG’s work has a significant impact on both the
effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities and the broader development community. Among the WBG Staff, the
proportions that think this way have declined a bit since 2011.

*Arrows indicate movement in “Top 3” figures since 2011. Note that there was a slight change in the question wording in 2012 compared to 2011.

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work has impact on the following? GLOBE
32 a The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities

b. The broader development community's effectiveness




Impact of IEG’s Work—WBG Staff IEG .
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By Office Location and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,* 2011-2012**

Effectiveness of WBG’s activities Effectiveness of broader development community
I 55 Y
All WBG Staff 65 All WBG Staff 53
I [
HQ 55 HQ 43
N 65 - EE
FO 71 FO 60
63 m2012
cc o T ¢:
83
60 2011 73
I I 50
GF 66 GF 57
I <0 I 52
GG 61 GG 47
o o
1 Bl
GIt 29 GIt 26

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “no impact ” and 6 means “great impact”
**Note that there was a slight change in the question wording in 2012 compared to 2011, as well as sample size variations.
tCaution: very small sample size

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work has impact on the following? GLOBERYINY
a. The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities —
33 P mans]

b. The broader development community's effectiveness




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

IEG |
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By Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, Top Three Boxes,* 2011-2012

Impact on
WBG's development effectiveness

1w ot I >°

MOE: +3.6% 64

I

High satisfaction
80

38

Medium satisfaction
44

Impact on
broader development community

47
i wes s IR

MOE: +3.8% 53

m2012

69

2011 High satisfaction
68

B -

Medium satisfaction
29

Like in 2011, overall satisfaction with IEG’s evaluation products and perceptions of the organization’s impact are

strongly correlated.

*(4+5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “no impact” and 6 means “great impact”
Note: Slight change in the question wording for Q5t in 2012 compared to 2011, as well as sample size variations between the two waves.

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work has impact on the following?

a. The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities
34 b. The broader development community's effectiveness

G LOBERYe¥.N,
x
]

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



Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness |EG
and Development Community—WBG Staff ISR

By Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Role vs Project Management Experience / Evaluation Profile, 2012

WORLD BANK | IFC

Impact on Impact on
WBG's development effectiveness broader development community
m 6-Great impact ®m 5-Good impact 4-Moderate impact m 6—Great impact ® 5-Good impact = 4-Moderate impact
All WBG Staff (n=653) 55 All WBG Staff (n=609) 47
MoOE: +3.6% MoE: *+=3.8%
High familiarity (n=99) 55 High familiarity (n=93) 44
Medium familiarity (n=381) [8 50 Medium familiarity (n=356) 43

Low familiarity (n=173)

Low familiarity (n=160)

Task team | Yes (n=343) ﬁ 48 Yes (n=324) WL 41
leader No (n=310) 63 No (n=285) [FRIF2 55

Evaluated | Yes (n=265) 43 Yes (n=248) 34
by IEG .
y No (n=262) 61 No (n=244) 54
Respondents that claim low familiarity with IEG’s role within the World Bank Group are more likely to think that the

organization is impactful than those with high familiarity. This finding is consistent with other results that show that those who
have had direct interaction with IEG or had experience of managing projects are less likely to assess IEG’s impact positively.

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work has impact on the following?
a. The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities
b. The broader development community's effectiveness

Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s role in the World Bank Group? GLOBE
35 dd3. Have you been a task team leader (TTL) for a project within the last three years?

dd4 In the last three vears have anv of vour nroiects/nroarams/activities been evaluated bv IEG?




Impact of IEG on WBG’s Effectiveness |EG
and Development Community—External

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

By Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products and Perception of IEG’s Emphasis, 2012

Impact on Impact on
WBG's development effectiveness broader development community
m 6—Great impact ®m 5-Good impact = 4-Moderate impact B 6—-Great impact ®m 5-Good impact = 4-Moderate impact
All External (n=367) 79 All External (n=372) 69
High satisfaction (n=168) 88 High satisfaction (n=173) 81
Medium satisfaction (n=46) & 7[5 Medium satisfaction (n=46)
Emphasis towards learning 64 Emphasis towards learning
(n=40) (n=40)
Emphasis towards accountability 85 Emphasis towards accountability 80
(n=48) (n=49)

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work has impact on the following?
a. The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities
b. The broader development community's effectiveness

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively
36 towards accountability.” Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?

O9t. For each of the reports listed below. please tell us how satisfied vou were overall with the product.
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5. Ratings for IEG’s Independence




IEG’s Independence IECI

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

By Attribute of Independence, by Sample Group, 2012

m6-Very high m5-High ®=4-Somewhat high 3 m2 ml1-Verylow Top 3

) (4+5+6)
Board offices (n=15) 12 42 4 96
Behavioral | External (n=354) 20 31 14 79
independence
P WBG Staff (n=574) 18 34 11 82
L MoE: =3.9%
[ Board offices (n=15) 27 54 4 96
Organizational | External (n=349) 26 31 13 2| 85
independence
WBG Staff (n=577) 20 38 8 85
| MOE: +3.9%
[ Board offices (n=14) 17 42 100
Protection from _
extornal inflienon External (n=333) 14 35 15 501 78
WBG Staff (n=494) 15 36 12 81
L MoE: £4.2%
. [ Board offices (n=14) 20 56 100
Avoidance of
conflicts External (n=351) 16 35 15 80
of interest WEG Staff (n=547) [IEE 35 13 78
| MOE: +4.0%

Board respondents consistently give higher ratings on independence, but there is very little difference by
attribute across all three groups.

GLOBE
38 Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?




IEG’s Independence IEG .

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Independence,* Top Three Boxes,** by Sample Group, 2011-2012

B
Board offices
95
I -
WBG Staff
84
m2012
oerr; N ::
xterna 2011
88 0

Perceptions of IEG’s overall independence have mostly remained very high and steady across all three groups since
2011—but a decline is observed among External stakeholders.

*Average frequencies of four independence attributes.
**(4+5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very low” and 6 means “very high”

Note: Slight wording change (the concept of independence was precisely explained, and IEG’s definition of each attribute was also more detailed
and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

GLOBE

39 e

Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?



IEG’s Independence—WBG Staff IEG .

40

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Independence,* by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,**

2011-2012
I 32
All WBG Staff 84
wp R 51
g: m2012
]
IFC 38
2011
77
HQ 80
86
The differences in perceptions of
81 IEG’s independence based on
] - -
GE 91 office location and HR grade level
or N S/ that were observed in 2011 are
90 still mostly valid in 2012.
I 32
GG 84
I 79
tCaution: very small sample size i+ . 6%3 7
*Average of four independence attributes
**(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “very low ” and 6 means “very high”
Note: Slight wording change (the concept of independence was precisely explained, and IEG’s definition of each attribute was also more detalil
and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously. GLOBE
x
Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria? ]



IEG’s Independence—EXxternal I EG
WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Overall Independence,* by Category of External Stakeholders, Top Three Boxes,** 2011-2012

All External NN 5!

88

International [N ss

organization 85

Gov't donor organizationt _ &3

tCaution: small sample size 89 V m 2012

N—

85 2011

rcademia N !

90

Government N 50

91

neo NN <7 |

82

*Average of four independence attributes
**(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “very low ” and 6 means “very high”

Note: Slight wording change (the concept of independence was precisely explained, and IEG’s definition of each attribute was also more detalil
and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously. GLOBE
x
41 Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria? ]



INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Overall Independence* by Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, WBG Staff vs External, 2012

IEG’s Independence IEG

WBG Staff External
m 6-Very high m5-High = 4-Moderately high m6-Very high m5-High =4-Moderately high

High satisfaction

91 High satisfaction
(n=102)

(n=163) 1

Medium satisfaction

(n=105) 73 Medium satisfaction

(n=48)

Low satisfaction**
(n=17)

Perceptions of IEG’s overall independence and satisfaction with the organizations’ evaluation products are strongly
correlated. Among WBG Staff respondents, results also show that there is no relationship between the level of familiarity
with IEG’s role within the World Bank Group and ratings on independence (very high overall, independently from the
score on familiarity) indicating levels of trust in IEG’s independence are intrinsically high. This is a point of differentiation
with External stakeholders: the more familiar with IEG’s role, the higher the ratings on independence.

*Average of four independence attributes
**Caution: very small sample size

Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria? GLOBE
42 Q9t. For each of the reports listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product.




IEG’s Independence IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Overall Independence,* by Perceived IEG’s Present Work Emphasis
WBG Staff vs External, 2012

WBG Staff External

m6-Very high m5-High =4-Moderately high m6-Very high m5-High = 4—-Moderately high

Emphasis towards
accountability (n=182)

Emphasis towards
accountability (n=45)

Emphasis towards
learning (n=27)**

Emphasis towards
learning (n=39)

Among both WBG Staff and External, respondents who think that IEG’s present emphasis is towards accountability are
more likely to rate the organization higher on independence than respondents who feel the emphasis is towards learning.

*Average of four independence attributes
**Caution: small sample size

Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?

Q3a. Where would you situate IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a GLOBE
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively

towards accountability.”




IEG’s Independence IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Overall Independence,* by Expected IEG’s Work Emphasis
WBG Staff vs External, 2012

WBG Staff External

m6-Very high m5-High =4-Moderately high m6-Very high m5-High = 4—-Moderately high

accountability (n=88) 77
Emphasis towards
72 learning (n=41) 76

Respondents who think that IEG’s work emphasis should be towards accountability are slightly more likely to rate the
organization “very high” and “high” on independence than respondents who feel the emphasis is towards learning.
However, there is not much difference when we look at the whole scale measuring independence.

Emphasis towards
accountability (n=87)

27 Emphasis towards

Emphasis towards
learning (n=83)

*Average of four independence attributes
**Caution: small sample size

Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?

Q3b. Where do you believe IEG’s emphasis should be between learning and accountability? In answering, please use a
. o ; S p L ; GLOBE
scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means “emphasis is exclusively towards learning” and 10 means “emphasis is exclusively

towards accountability.”
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PART 2:
RATINGS OF EVALUATION PRODUCTS
AND SERVICES
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1. Readership of Products and
Frequency of Usage




Readership of IEG’s Products—WBG Staff I EG )

WORLD BANK [ IFC | MIGA

Products Respondents Have Read in the Past 12 Months, Total Mentions, 2012

| ICR Reviews | ININGTNINGNGNEEEEEEEEEE -
Sector and thematic level evaluations || | SEEG 37
IEG's impact evaluations [ GGG 30
Annual reports [ NG 26
Corporate level evaluations [ 25 increases with HR grade level, or
[cascr Reviews | I 20 with professional experience in
[ Country program evaluations (CPE) | [ HIIIIEE 15 general.

The average number of products
read by WBG respondents is 2.63.

Results show that readership

Global program reviews [ 16

(WBAAA Reviews [ 16

| Field-based project evaluations (PPAR) | I 12

(PSR Reviews | I 12

[ Reviews of IFC's advisory services | [l 8

ECD working papers . 4
| PER Reviews ||l 3

Sample size: n=434
MoE: +4.5%

Q7. Which of the following IEG products have you read in the last 12 months?
47

HQ-based respondents read more
products than those based in field
offices, and respondents who have
been evaluated by IEG are also
more assiduous readers than
those who have not.

] Country level evaluations/reviews

] Project level evaluations/reviews

G LO B ERXe¥-Y)
\
]



Readership of IEG’s Products—Board IEG

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Products Respondents Have Read in the Past 12 Months
Total Mentions, n=15 Offices Responding, 2012

Annual reports [N S
Corporate level evaluations || NG 7+
[cascr Reviews| |GGG s
Sector and thematic level evaluations || N [N kNN <!
[ Country program evaluations (CPE) | [ N | [ A s
1EG's impact evaluations [ GTTNRGE 43
Global program reviews [ NG NNEEG 43
—
[ Field-based project evaluations (PPAR)] _ 26
[ wBAAA Reviews| [l 13
ECD working papers - 9 [ ] Country level evaluations/reviews
[ Reviews of IFC's advisory services] . 4 [ ] Project level evaluations/reviews

[ XPSR Reviews] 0

PER Reviews| 0

Q7. Which of the following IEG products have you read in the last 12 months? GLOBE
48 |




Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products— IEG
WBG Staff WORLD BANK | IFC | MICA
By Type of Products, WBG Staff, 2012

Top 3
m 6-Almost always ® 5-Frequently = 4-Sometimes 3 =2 m1-Never (4 +g +6)

ICR Reviews (n=252) [IB 27 77

Reviews of IFC's advisory services (n=34) [ 24 77
PER Reviews (n=11) [JIE 27 18 73

Global program reviews (n=70) Bt 23 - s 70

IEG's impact evaluations (n=128) B 21 9 | 69

Field-based project evaluations (PPAR) (n=49) 22 67
XPSR Reviews (n=52) L ey | 67

WBAAA Reviews (n=70) [IE 30 68

Country program evaluations (CPE) (n=78) Ei 23 67
Sector and thematic level evaluations (n=159) ¥ 24 66
Corporate level evaluations (n=104) [ 23 - B 65

Annual reports (n=113) L 61

CASCR Reviews (n=85) [EJIEY] 60

ECD working papers (n=15) [ 54

Q7Bt. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how frequently you use each of them in your work? GLOBE
49




Frequency of Usage of IEG’s Products— |EG
Board Respondents WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
By Type of Products, 2012

Top 3
m 6-Almost always ® 5-Frequently ®4-Sometimes 3 m2 ml-Never (4+5+6)

CASCR Reviews (n=14) 14 64 100

Corporate level evaluations (n=17) 100

IEG's impact evaluations (n=11) 100
Annual reports (n=19) 89
Sector and thematic level evaluations (n=14) 86
Country program evaluations (CPE) (n=12) 83
Global program reviews (n=10) 80

Note: the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual ratings per product, not the number of Board offices.
Q7Bt. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how frequently you use each of them in your work? GLOBE
50
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2. Familiarity and Satisfaction with
IEG’s Recent Evaluation Products




Familiarity with IEG’s Evaluation Products— |EG
WBG Staff WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With, n=470, 2012

m Have read at least parts of it mHeard of it but have not read it = Never heard of it

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations:
Relevance and Effectiveness

The Matrix System at Work

Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing World
Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study)

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

Youth Employment Programs: An Evaluation of
World Bank and IFC Support

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

Liberia Country Program Evaluation:
2004-2011

Sample size: n=470
MoE: +4.4%

Q8t. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar with.
52




Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation
Products—WBG Staff

By Evaluation Product, Mean Scores,* 2012

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and

Recovery (n=43) 4.53

Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing
World Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study)
(n=62)

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations:
Relevance and Effectiveness (n=132)

4.44

27

Youth Employment Programs:
An Evaluation of World Bank and IFC Support
(n=38)

4.13

The Matrix System at Work (n=113) 4.11

Liberia Country Program Evaluation: 2004-2011

(n=20) 3.95

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (n=28)

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

**Include satisfaction ratings on product s across all three groups: WBG Staff, External, and Board

QO9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product.
53

IEG

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Global mean
scores**

4.85 (n=133)
4.78 (n=161)
4.70 (n=328)
4.74 (n=156)
4.52 (n=193)
4.58 (n=52)

4.48 (n=67)

G LO B ERXe¥-Y)
\
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Familiarity with IEG’s Evaluation Products— IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

EXternaI WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With, n=331, 2012

m Have read at least parts of it mHeard of it but have not read it = Never heard of it

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations:
Relevance and Effectiveness

Youth Employment Programs: An Evaluation of
World Bank and IFC Support

Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing World
Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study)

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

The Matrix System at Work

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility

Liberia Country Program Evaluation:
2004-2011

Q8t. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar with. GLOBE
54




Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation
Products—External

By Evaluation Product, Mean Scores,* 2012

The Matrix System at Work (n=61) 5.11
Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing

World Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study)
(n=89)

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations:
Relevance and Effectiveness (n=184)

5.01

4.99

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and

Recovery (n=82) 4.98

Youth Employment Programs:
An Evaluation of World Bank and IFC Support
(n=105)

Liberia Country Program Evaluation: 2004-2011
(n=27)

4.96

4.93

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (n=37) 4.86

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

**Include satisfaction ratings on product s across all three groups: WBG Staff, External, and Board

QO9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product.
55

IEG

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Global mean
scores**

4.52 (n=193)
4.78 (n=161)
4.70 (n=328)
4.85 (n=133)
4.74 (n=156)
4.58 (n=52)

4.48 (n=67)

G LO B ERXe¥-Y)
\
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Familiarity with IEG’s Evaluation Products— IEG
Board WORLD BANK | IFC. | MIGA
Products Respondents Are Most Familiar With, n=15 Offices Responding, 2012

m Have read at least parts of it m Heard of it but have not read it = Never heard of it

The Matrix System at Work 87 4

Results and Performance of the World Bank 24 %
Group 2012 (RAP)

Youth Employment Programs: An Evaluation of 61 39
World Bank and IFC Support

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations: Relevance 52 48
and Effectiveness

Afghanistan Country Program Evaluation (2002- 48 %
2011)

Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing World

Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study) E 45
The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery 39 27 I
Liberia Country Program Evaluation: 27 52
2004-2011

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility 9 70 -

Q8t. IEG has recently completed the following evaluation products. Please let us know which of these you are familiar with.

56




Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation |EG
Products—Board Respondents e

By Evaluation Product, Mean Scores,* 2012

Global mean

scores**
World Bank Group Impact Evaluations: _
Results and Performance of the World Bank 500 NA
Group 2012 (RAP) (n=17) :
Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing
World Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study) _ 4.90 4.78 (n=161)
(n=10)
Youth Employment Programs:
An Evaluation of World Bank and IFC Support 4.74 (n=156)
(n=13)
Afghanistan Country Program Evaluation NA

(2002-2011) (n=11)

Note: the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual ratings per product, not the number of Board offices.

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

**Include satisfaction ratings on product s across all three groups: WBG Staff, External, and Board

Q9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. G L O B EEXeW.N,\
|
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Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Recent Products IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Overall Satisfaction,* by Sample Group, 2011-2012**

Mean
W 6-Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied ®4-Somewhat satisfied © 3 =2 m1-Very dissatisfied score
2012 (n=22) 18 64 _ 5.00
Board 1
2011 (n=39) 21 56 3 4.95
2012 (n=237) 47 3 5.04
External
2011 (n=571) 26 55 4 5.03
2012 (n=251) [ 37 o 12 (e f 4.24
WBG Staff 1 '
2011 (n=709) [T 51 % 9 5] 4.49

Ratings on overall satisfaction with IEG’s evaluation products have remained stable and high among External and
Board respondents, but they have decreased among WBG Staff respondents.

Note: for the Board audience, the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual respondents, not the number of Board offices.
*Based on the average rating of all products rated by each respondent.

**Sample size variations since 2011. The number of evaluation products available for ratings was also higher. As a result, tracking results
should be treated cautiously.

Q9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. GLOBE
58




Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Recent Products— |E(
WBG Staff ot o G

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
Overall Satisfaction,* by HR Grade Level and Office Location, 2012

B 6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied = 4-Somewhat satisfied

Mean score
All WBG Staff
(n=251) 4.24
MoE: =6.1%
HQ (n=144) 4.13
FO (n=107) 4.38
GE (n=16)t 100 4.88
GF (n=48) 4.17
GG (n=106) 4.37
GH (n=61) 4.02
GI (n=14)t 379 v

Like last year, field office-based respondents are more satisfied overall with IEG’s products than HQ-based
respondents (4.38 vs 4.13), and overall satisfaction tend to decrease as HR grade level gets higher (when looking at
the mean scores). However, the variation in sample sizes prevents a formal tracking comparison.

*Based on the average rating of all products rated by each respondent
TCaution: very small sample sizes

Q9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. GLOBE
59




Overall Satisfaction with IEG’s Recent Products— |EG
WBG Staff S BERE | [ | MR

Overall Satisfaction,* by Project Management Experience and Evaluation Profile, 2012

W 6-Very satisfied ™ 5-Satisfied =4-Somewhat satisfied Mean score
All WBG Staff
(n=251) 4.24
MoE: +=6.1%
Task team Yes (n=143) 4.06
leader
No (n=108) 4.48
Evaluated Yes (n=122) 4.07
by IEG
No (n=90) 4.39

WBG Staff respondents who have been a task team leader or have been evaluated by IEG on a project are
less satisfied overall with IEG’s evaluation products than respondents who have neither managed a team nor
been evaluated.

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

Q9t. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. GLOBE
60




Preferred Evaluation Product Chosen for Detailed |EG
Assessment—WBG Staff

WBG Staff, n=257, 2012

World Bank Group Impact Evaluations:
Relevance and Effectiveness

The Matrix System at Work

Adapting to Climate Change: Assessing World
Bank Group Experience (Phase III Study)

Youth Employment Programs: An Evaluation of _Hﬂﬂﬂn

World Bank and IFC Support
World Bank Group Impact

Evaluations: Relevance 56 39 42 23 7
and Effectiveness

The Global Facility for Disaster Reduction and
Recovery

The Matrix System at 6 29 24 40 79

Liberia Country Program Evaluation: 2004— Work

2011

Forest Carbon Partnership Facility E

While two reports stand out of the picture as the preferred ones chosen by respondents to answer more detailed
assessment questions, a clear differentiation in their choice appears among respondents, based on their HR
grade level: respondents at lower HR grade level are more interested in World Bank Group Impact Evaluations
whereas the focus of respondents at higher HR grade levels is much more towards The Matrix System at Work.

Q10. Now, thinking of all the reports you are familiar with, please select one evaluation report on which you would like to answer G L O B EEXeW.N,\
61 anumber of more detailed questions. x—



Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products!EG

DEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

“Satisfied” and “Very Satisfied,”™ Selected Attributes, by Sample Group, 2011-2012**
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Arrows indicate movement in “Top 2” figures since 2011.

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

*Sample variations since 2011

62 Q11t. How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation product?

80 82 82

H Board
offices

m External

= WBG Staff

Very little movement is
seen among External
respondents on the
ratings for key satisfaction
attributes with IEG’s
evaluation products since
2011.

Levels of satisfaction
among Board and WBG
Staff respondents are
mostly lower than for
External stakeholders and
have decreased over the
past year.

Arrows indicate movement in “Top 2” figures

since 2011.

Decrease of more than
\1/ 10 percent since 2011

:  Decrease between 6 and
V' 10 percent since 2011

<—>No marked change from 2011
GLOBE




Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation |EG
Products—WBG Staff TSR B T

IFC | MIGA
By Attribute of Satisfaction, 2012

B 6-Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied m 4-Somewhat satisfied 3 =2 m1-Very dissatisfied ( 4ng -36)
Usefulness of executive summary 89
Ease of understanding 86
Timeliness 85
Relevance to your work 83
Unbiased/objective analysis 77
Transparency/clarity of the methodology 75
Incorporation of all available relevant information 74
Strong link between conclusions and evidence 72
Process of engagement 72

WBG Staff appear very well satisfied with the ease of understanding and usefulness of the executive summary (89%).
The timeliness of the reports, their easy understanding, and the relevance to the respondents’ work are also highly
appreciated. At the bottom of the list, the process of engagement does not yield as much satisfaction (71% for Top 3,
but only 40% for Top 2).

Sample sizes between n=203 and n=240
MoE ranges from £6.2% to 6.8% GLOBE
63 Q11t. How satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation product?
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3. Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products




IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products

By Attribute of Influence, by Sample Group, 2012

Top 3
W6-Agreatdeal ®5-Verymuch ®4-Someextent ©3 =2 mi-Notatall (44 g+5)
) [ Board offices (n=14) 9 18 14 86
The WBG's work External (n=229) 17 48 51 93
in a country
WBG Staff (n=235) 20 20 52
- MOE :%=6.3%
Essential lessons [ Board offices (n=14) 9 36 5 90
learned from past | pyi0a) (n=229) 23 45 51 o4
operational WBG Staff (n=237) [ 30 14 71
experience | VOE 4.6 2%
Good practice in Board offices (n=14) 9 27 5 9 86
operational/ External (n=226) 22 36 6 311 90
development work | s oot (1=230) BB 26 15 isUEEE 62
"~ MoE :%+6.2%
[ Board offices (n=14) I3 27 9 5
The WBG's activities External (—226) 2 o1
in a sector y ernal (n=226) 15 35 14 83
WBG Staff (n=236) 26 15 12 el 63
L MOE :+6.3%
Board offices (n=14) 10 43 10 91
The subject area External (n=227) 25 45 21 97
WBG Staff (n=238) 10 28 15 74

" MOE :£6.2%

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

65 Q12t. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following?




Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products IEG |

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Influence,* Top Three Boxes,** by Sample Group, 2011-2012

66

I
External
91
I
Board offices
85
w2012
I
WBG Staff 2011

70

Perceptions of IEG’s overall influence through its evaluation products have remained stable across all three groups since
2011. As in 2011, the overall influence of IEG’s evaluation products is rated the highest by External respondents (92%),
ahead of the Board members (87%). WBG Staff are lagging behind with only 65 percent (down 5 points) who think IEG
products are influential.

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

Note: Slight wording change since (the concept of independence was precisely explained, and IEG’s definition of each attribute was also more
detailed) and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

x
]

Q12t. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following?



Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products—

WBG Staff

By Attribute of Influence, 2012

m 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much ®m4-Some extent

The subject area

Essential lessons learned from
past operational experience

The WBG's development effectiveness

Development results of projects/operations

Your organization’s activities in a sector

Good practice in operational work

Your organization’s work in a country

Overall influence
(average of the seven attributes)

Sample sizes between n=235 and n=239
MoE ranges from %=6.2% to 6.3%

*Arrows indicate movement in “Top 3” figures since 2011. Due to sample size variations with 2011, tracking should be interpreted caugotjsé/.s "

NGl

67 Q12t. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following?

10

6

21

24

26

26

20

25

28

30

3 m2 m1-Notatall

I

IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
Top 3%
(4+5+6)
74 <>
71 <>
69 ¥
65 ¥
63
62 \1, -10
52 13
64




Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products— |EG

WBG Staff

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Influence,* by Office Location, and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,** 2011-2012

All WBG Staff

HQ
FO

GE*
GF
GG
GH

GIt

I 65
71

54

59

80

81

I 35

87

I 74
80

I 71

I 5059

I 40
24

*Average of seven influence attributes

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

tCaution: very small sample sizes in 2012

72

m2012

2011

The differences in perceptions of IEG’s
influence based on office location and
HR grade level that were observed in
2011 remain valid in 2012: respondents
based in field offices are more likely to
think that IEG is influential than HQ-
based respondents. Respondents with
lower HR grade level rate IEG’s
influence more highly than respondents
above them in the hierarchy.

Note: sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

68

Q12t. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following? G L O B EEXeW.N,\
mans]

X




Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products |EG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

Overall Influence,* by Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, WBG Staff vs External, 2012

WBG Staff External

B 6-A great deal m5-Very much =4-Some extent W 6-A great deal m 5-Very much = 4-Some extent

High satisfaction
86 (n=178)

Medium satisfaction

High satisfaction
(n=107)

Medium satisfaction
(n=106)

I -

Low satisfaction 1

(n=19)**

Respondents the most satisfied overall with IEG’s evaluation products are much more likely to rate their
influence highly.

*Average of seven influence attributes for WBG Staff, and five for External
**Caution: very small sample size

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.

Q12t. To what extent has this evaluation product improved your understanding of the following?
GLOBE
69 Q9. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product.
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4. Use of IEG’s Products




Use of IEG’s Products IEG

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Overall Use, by Sample Group, 2011-2012*

Top 3

m6-A great deal m5-Very much ®4-Some extent 3 m2 ml-Notatall (4+5+6)

2012 (n=22) 18 41 5 91
Board .

2011 (n=37) 14 49 5 3 87
2012 (n=222) 32 10 5 82

External** T
2011 (n=452) 17 28 11 72

WBG Staff 1

2011 (n=626) |E 20 14 63

Note: for the Board audience, the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual respondents, not the number of Board offices.

*Sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

**In 2011, for the External audience, the “overall use” measure was not asked directly and figures were based on the average frequencies of
five different uses.

Q13t. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation report for the following? a) Overall use GLOBE
71




Use of IEG’s Evaluations—WBG Staff IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

By Type of Use, 2012

Top 3*
B 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much m4-Some extent =3 =2 m1-Not at all (4 +|; +6)

Overall use

—
o
(00)

—
(6}
N
—
ul
ul

61 <—>

Making the case for a particular course of action _ <>
Commenting on / making inputs to work of others _ 14 2 54 <—>
Informing appraisal/supervision/completion of projects _ 12 48 \l/ -10
\4
Designing/modifying results framework 13 46
\4
Designing new lending / non-lending operations 15 39 NA
Modifying policies and/or strategies 18 39 \l/ -10
Modifying on-going operations 16 38
\4
Sample sizes between n=224 and n=233
MoE ranges from *6.3% to 6.4%
*Arrows indicate movement in “Top 3” figures since 2011. Due to sample size variations with 2011, tracking should be interpreted cautiously.
Q13t. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following? GLOBE

72




Use of IEG’s Evaluations—WBG Staff IEG S

Overall Use, by Office Location and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,* 2011-2012

All WBG Staff N 1

63
HQ
FO The differences in the overall use of
IEG’s products based on office location
and HR grade level that were observed
GE+ I 73 22012 in 2011 remain Valld_ln _2012: _
75 respondents based in field offices are
GF B 0 2011 more frequent users of IEG’s
72 evaluations products overall than HQ-
cc T 2 based respondents. As in 2011, overall
65
use also decreases as HR grade level
50
GIt _28 38 ¥

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

tCaution: very small sample sizes in 2012
Note: sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

73 |

Q13t. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following? a) Overall use G L O B EEXeW.N,\
mans]




Use of IEG’s Evaluations—Board IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA

By Type of Use, n=14 Offices Responding, 2012

B 6-A great deal m5-Very much ®4-Some extent 3 m2 ml1-Notatall ( 4T_:_) g +36)
Overall use 18 41 5 . 91
Assessing WBG policies/procedures [ 50 5 - 87
Assessing sector strategies 9 45 14 . 81
Assessing projects 14 36 18 77
Assessing country strategies 10 14 29 . 67
Making the case for a particular course of action s 23 23 60

Commenting on/making inputs to work of others 9 9 18 54

Q13t. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following?
74




Use of IEG’s Evaluations—EXxternal

75

By Type of Uses, 2012

B 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much ®m4-Some extent

Overall use

Refocusing on-going strategies/
programs

Research

Making the case for a particular
course of action

Journalism

Education

Sample sizes between n=208 and n=225

Q13t. To what extent did you use the selected IEG evaluation product for the following?

3 m2 m1-Not at all

IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Top 3
(4+5+6)

82

80
75
73

72

38
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5. Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations




IEG

Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Overall Quality, Board Respondents vs WBG Staff, 2011-2012*

Top 3
B 6—Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied ®m 4-Somewhat satisfied = 3 =2 m 1-Very dissatisfied (4+ g +6)
2012
91
(n=22)
Board
2011
(n=38) 81
2012
(n=237) /8
WBG Staff
2011
(n=657) 80

Note: for the Board audience, the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual respondents, not the number of Board offices.

*Sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

Q14t. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the GLOBE

77 following criteria? a) Overall quality




Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations— IEG
WBG Staff ot Eos o o

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

By Type of Recommendation, 2012

B 6-Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied = 4-Somewhat satisfied ~ 3 =2 m 1-Very dissatisfied Top 3*
(4+5+6)
Overall quality <> 78
Clarity
(clear/straightforward language) <> 8
Coherence
(connection to major issues/findings) <> 78
Cost-effectiveness
(implementation benefits outweigh 70
costs) A4
Feasibility :
(reasonable/realistic for implementation) : 69
A4

WBG Staff respondents are widely satisfied with the recommendations present in IEG’s
evaluation products. However, they are less convinced with the practical/concrete
recommendations (on cost-effectiveness and feasibility) than with the analytical ones (clarity
and coherence). Levels of satisfaction are relatively stable with the 2011 figures.

Sample sizes between n=199 and n=239
MoE ranges from *6.2% to 6.8%

*Arrows indicate movement in “Top 3” figures since 2011. Due to sample size variations with 2011, tracking should be interpreted cautiously.

Q14t. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the GLOBE
78 following criteria?




Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations— |EG

WBG Staff

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Quality, by Office Location, and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,* 2011-2012

All WBG Staff

HQ
FO

GE*
GF
GG
GH

GIt

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied”

I 73
80

67
70

90
87
I 100
96
I 35
90
I 33
80
I 5
62
_38 54

tCaution: very small sample sizes in 2012

Note: sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

Q14t. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the G L O B EEXeW.N,\
mans]

79 following criteria? a) Overall quality

m 2012

2011

Satisfaction with the overall quality of
IEG’s recommendations has remained
very stable since 2011.

As for many other questions, the
differences based on office location and
HR grade level that were observed in
2011 remain valid in 2012.

x




Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations— |EG
WBG Staff WERLE BN | TEE. ) TR

Overall Quality, by Level of Satisfaction with IEG’s Products, 2012

B 6—-Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied = 4-Somewhat satisfied

High satisfaction
(n=108)

Medium satisfaction

97

Low satisfaction

(n=19)** 21

Respondents most satisfied overall with IEG’s evaluation products are very satisfied with the overall quality of
IEG’s recommendations. The correlation is also valid for all attributes that measure different types of
recommendations (clarity, cost-effectiveness, coherence, feasibility).

Q14t. How satisfied are you with the recommendations from the IEG evaluation product you selected above based on the
following criteria? a) Overall quality

GLOBE
80 QOt. For each of the products listed below, please tell us how satisfied you were overall with the product. \_ﬂ
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6. Access to IEG’s Products / Ratings of
IEG’s Outreach




Access to IEG’s Products in General

Total Mentions, by Sample Group, 2011-2012

WBG Staff

IEG email announcements _6.”'?7
| EE
37
B -
2

9

IEG website - 26

35

Consulted during an evaluation

Printed report copies

IEG events/presentations -121

|2
2

Videos/interviews/podcasts

Social media/networks (e.g., | 1
-acebook, Twitter, communities) 3

Board offices

0 m 2012

2011

95

IEG

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

External

71

Note: Slight wording change in the question, and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

82 Q15t. How did you become aware of IEG products in the last 12 months?

G LOBERYe¥.N,
x
]



Access to IEG’s Products in General—\WBG Staff IEG «,

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Total Mentions, by HR Grade Level and by Office Location, 2012

S 2N/7=Bf5§)ta I Ge* GG e & Lo
MOE: =4 .4% (n=28) | (n=111) [ (n~=199) [ (n=97) | (n=18) (1=244)
6 69

FO
(n=226)

IEG email announcements 67 4 63 71 63 78\1/ 65
-12
CD(;‘rf'srL?t:t‘i’iLuat'O“ 28 25 21 25l, 44\L 33l, 29l, 27
-13 -13 -14 -13
Printed report copies 27 18 29 1\ 22 34l/ 50 26 29
11 Z
IEG website 26 36 28 25\1/ 25 22 27\1, 25
10 -12
IEG events/presentations 21 21 1‘13 16 22 26 11\1/ 30 12
-13

*Small / very small sample sizes

Note: Arrows indicate movement since 2011. Due to sample size variations with 2011, tracking should be interpreted cautiously. -
]

G L O B ERXe¥N\!
g3 Q15t. How did you become aware of IEG products in the last 12 months? T ]




IEG’s Outreach and Dissemination Efforts IEG

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION GROUP

WORLD BANK | [FC | MIGA

Overall Outreach, by Sample Group, 2011-2012*

Top 3
: : . : : (4+5+6)
m 6-Very effective m 5-Effective m 4-Somewhat effective = 3 = 2 m 1-Very ineffective
2012 (n=272) 18 48 8 1| 91
External
2011 (n=457) 21 49 5 I 93
2012 (n=20) 20 35 100
Board
2011 (n=33) WS 58 6 94
2012 (n=362) K] 25 20 64
2011 (n=612) | 31 14 74

IEG’s efforts on outreaching stakeholders continue to be very well rated overall, particularly among External
stakeholders and Board members.

Note: for the Board audience, the n sizes reported in this chart are the number of individual respondents, not the number of Board offices.
*Sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

84 Q16t. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas? i) Overall GLOBE




IEG’s Outreach and Dissemination Efforts— IEG
WBG Staff ot fos Ao G

WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
By Type of Outreach, WBG Staff, 2012

Top 3*
(4+5+6)

64 .10

m 6-Very effective m 5-Effective ®m4-Somewhat effective = 3 =2 m1-Very ineffective

Overall ¢ 25 20

IEG email newsletters/announcements 13 32

—
N
<

74
Website ] 33 14 72
IEG workshops/conferences 8 25 17 n 63 V
IEG launch events [il8 23 20 1 B3 63 V
IEG Evaluation Week [EIIIEE 2 17 KR 3|y
Press [ 23 50 \l,-lo
Videos/interviews/podcasts g3 L 22 _ 47 ¥
Social media/networks =1 22 38 \l"15

*Arrows indicate movement in “Top 3” figures since 2011. Due to sample size variations with 2011, tracking should be interpreted cautiously.

Sample sizes between n=213 and n=384
MoE ranges from *4.9% to 6.6%

Q16t. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas? GLOBE
85




IEG’s Outreach and Dissemination Efforts— |EG

WBG Staff

WORLD BANK | IFC [ MIGA

Overall Outreach, by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes,*

2011-2012

I 04
All WBG Staff 24

we I 63
T
IFC 64

74

I o4
HQ 69
FO I 63

78
I S/

GET 77
I (3

GF 80 m2012
Y

GG 75
I 50 2011

GH s

G — 50 A

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “very ineffective” and 6 means “very effective”

TCaution: very small sample sizes in 2012
Note: sample size variations since 2011. As a result, tracking results should be treated cautiously.

86 Qi6t. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas? i) Overall

WBG Staff respondents rate IEG’s
effectiveness for its outreach efforts a
bit less positively than in 2011.

While the difference of perceptions
between HR grade levels that was
observed in 2011 remains valid in
2012 (the higher the HR grade, the
lower the rating on effectiveness), the
contrast that was seen last year
between HQ-based respondents and
those based in field offices has
disappeared in 2012 following a 15-
point decrease in the proportion of
field office-based respondents who
think IEG’s overall outreach is
effective.

\
]



IEG’s Outreach and Dissemination Efforts— |EG
External WORLD BANK | IFC | MIGA
Overall Outreach, by Category of External Stakeholders, 2012

m 6-Very effective m 5-Effective ®m 4-Somewhat effective = 3 = 2 m 1-Very ineffective Top 3*

(4+5+6)
Al External (n=272) [T a8 8 1 o1
Int'l organization (n=49) 18 51 4 9
Government (n=34) 26 56 6 94
Academia/research (n=81) 14 49 9 I 90
Private for profit (n=53) 23 38 11 89
Gov't donor organization (n=15)* 13 47 13 87
NGO (n=34) E 56 9 H 83

tTCaution; very small sample size

Q16t. How would you rate IEG's outreach and dissemination efforts in the following areas?
87
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