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• This report presents the findings of the 2018 Client Survey of the World Bank Group’s 

Independent Evaluation Group (IEG). 

• For 15 plus years, IEG has conducted a client survey to gather opinions on the quality and impact of 

their evaluations to…

o Obtain feedback on clients’ general awareness and attitudes toward IEG;

o Assess IEG’s products and services in line with results framework; and

o Share research findings with key stakeholders (IEG management and World Bank Group 

Board) as an assessment of IEG’s effectiveness.

• Insights from the 2018 IEG survey will help IEG guide its results framework, inform strategic 

decision-making, and anticipate demand for its services.

• Specific Key Performance Indicators this report examines include: awareness of IEG; perceived 

focus of IEG’s work; relevance and effectiveness of IEG’s work;  readership of IEG’s products; 

satisfaction with products; utility, influence; and quality products.

• The findings detailed here are based on a survey conducted among three different audiences:

WBG Board members and advisors, WBG Staff, and External Stakeholders. All WBG staff received

the same survey.

• This report shows key comparisons across the three groups as well as individual findings within 

each group. Additionally, this report compared the results from previous years. 
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• This study was conducted online simultaneously for the three audiences from February 26, 2018 to 

April 13, 2018.

• ORC International interviewed a total of 1,896 respondents. This sample included:

o 1,166 WBG Staff; 

o 708 Externals; and

o 22 Board Members. 

• The questionnaire was divided into two main sections.

o The first section focused on general perceptions and attitudes toward IEG as an organization, 

and asked respondents general questions about their familiarity with IEG’s role, impact and 

independence.

o The second section focused on collecting feedback on IEG’s evaluation products, with 

respondents asked to rate their overall and detailed satisfaction with the most recent 

evaluation products they read in the last 12 months.

• A copy of the questionnaire may be viewed by clicking on the following icon. 

• Throughout this report, statistical testing is conducted at the 90% confidence level.   
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• Familiarity: Familiarity with IEG remains strong, particularly among Board Members. Among 

Staff, familiarity is highest with senior levels and lowest with GE and GF. However, familiarity with 

the GE/GF levels grew considerably over the past year (15% and 6% growth respectively). 

Externals’ familiarity is strongest among academia and those who work in international 

organizations.

• Relevance: IEG maintains strong relevance for the WBG mission. Relevance is highest among 

Board and Externals but less so among Staff. Specifically for Staff, the GE and GF levels find 

IEG’s work to be the most relevant while the GG and GH levels find it less relevant.

• Independence: Stakeholder perceptions of IEG’s independence remain high across all 

audiences (85% among Staff, 90% Board, and 82% Externals). 

• Learning vs. Accountability: The Learning vs. Accountability gap was consistent with last year 

for all groups. The gap remains widest for Staff who believe IEG overemphasizes accountability 

over learning. Among Staff, the gap is widest with the GG and GH levels.

• Impact: All Audiences (85% of Board Members, 84% of Externals, and 72% of Staff) rank IEG’s 

work as impactful. Relative to last year, the Staff rating of IEG’s impact increased by a noteworthy 

9 percent.

• Utility: Nearly all of Board (95%), and the majority of Externals (63%) and Staff (53%) have used 

an IEG report over the past 12 months. Utility across all three audiences is consistent with last 

year. 
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• Overall Use: Overall use of IEG products remains high across all audiences (Board 90%, 

Externals 87%, and Staff 65%). Staff use IEG reports to modify results frameworks and to advise 

clients. Externals use reports to assess projects and sector strategies while Board use to assess 

projects and country strategies. 

• Satisfaction: Satisfaction with overall quality of IEG reports is highest among Externals (94%). 

Among Staff, satisfaction remains highest with the GE, GF, and GG levels while lowest with GH 

and GI. Staff are least satisfied with process of engagement, incorporating all relevant 

information, and linking conclusions to evidence. 

• Influence: Across all influence areas, influence of IEG reports is highest among Externals and 

lowest among Staff. Staff view lessons learned from the past as the most influential area of IEG 

reports. 

• Satisfaction with IEG Recommendations: Both Staff and Board Members report high levels of 

satisfaction with IEG recommendations. Notably, Staff satisfaction increased compared to last 

year.

• IEG Outreach: The email newsletter announcements, the IEG website, and IEG publications 

remain IEG’s most effective forms of outreach. Externals’ use of the website, emails, and launch 

events have been declining since 2012. 



Key Findings



WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

Familiarity with IEG’s work remains highest among 
Board Members
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9%

12% AD

14% AD

9%

41%

46%

45%

33%

15%

18%

18%

16%

61% BCD

57% D

56%

52%

50%

49%

55%

49%

57%

62% M

64% M

58%

29%

31%

30%

28%

9%

5%

10%

27% NPQ

19%

19%

18%

11% ABC

8%

9% MNP

2018 (1166) A

2017 (1239) B

2015 (576) C

2014 (1411) D

2012 E

2018 (22)* F

2017 (37) G

2015 (31) H

2014 (51) J

2012 K

2018 (708) M

2017 (907) N

2015 (336) P

2014 (718) Q

2012 R

Very Familiar & Frequently Read Reports Familiar & Occasionally Read Reports

Know About But Have Not Read Reports Not Familiar At All

Base: Total
Q13. To what extent are you familiar with IEGs work and reports?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E, F/G/H/J/K, M/N/P/Q/R).

71 D

69 D

71 D

61

NA

91

95

100 J

82

NA

73

81 MQ

82 MQ

74

NA

Top 2 Box

NA

NA

NA

Familiarity among Staff has grown since 2014. However, familiarity dropped among Externals in 
2018. Familiarity among Externals, after seeing increases in 2015 and 2017, dropped back to 
2014 levels this year. 

Familiarity 



LocationWBG Organization HR Grade Level

Among Staff, the highest level of familiarity is 
among senior levels and those based in HQ

11

9% 9% 8%

28%

3% 4%

10% 
EF

23% 
EFG

17%
EFG

32%

12% N
7%

61% 61% 62%

56%

50%
54%

68% 
EF

71% 
EF 71%

EF

68%

62%

60%

71% 70% 70%

84%

53%
58%

78% 
EF

94%
EFG 88%

EFG

100%

74% N

67%

TOTAL
(1166)

WBG
(IBRD/IDA)

(809) A

IFC
(320) B

MIGA
(25)* C

ICSID
(-)* D

GE
(146) E

GF
(293) F

GG
(487) G

GH
Managerial

(65) H

GH Non-
Managerial

(127) J

GI+
(19)* K

HQ
(649) M

Field
Based

(517) N

Very Familiar & Frequently Read Reports Familiar & Occasionally Read Reports
Base: Total
Q13. To what extent are you familiar with IEGs work and reports?                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

The GE and GF grade levels had the lowest awareness levels of any group. However, familiarity 
among these groups increased considerably compared to last year.  

Familiarity 

+2 -1 +5

-4

+15

+6

0

-1

+2

+10

-1

+3



Organization Type Region

Among Externals, IEG familiarity is highest among those 
who work in International Organizations and Academia

12

15%

27%
BEFG

8%
14% 13% 15%

17%
B 11% 12% 13%

8% 11%
19%

24%
KNRS

10% 14%

57%

48%

63%
AE

61%

50%

46%

59%

64%
AE 67%

35%

60%
J 62%

65%
J

55%

54%
J

67%
J

56%
J

73%
75% E

71%
75%

50%

60%

74% E

80% E
78%

47%

73% J
69%

76% J
74% J

79% J 77% J

70% J

TOTAL
(708)

Int'l.
Org.

(133) A

NGO-
Non-
Profit

(126) B

Gov't.
Donor
Org.

(28)* C

Newspaper/
News
Media
(6)* D

Gov't.
(84) E

Private
Firm/

Company
(144) F

Academia/
Research
(121) G

Think
Tank

(18)* H

MENA
(34) J

South
Asia

(101) K

Eastern
Europe &
Central

Asia
(26)* M

Western
Europe
(89) N

East Asia
& Pacific

(53) P

North
America
(144) Q

LatAm &
Carribean

(60) R

Africa
(201) S

Very Familiar & Frequently Read Reports Familiar & Occasionally Read Reports
Base: Total
Q13. To what extent are you familiar with IEGs work and reports?                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H, J/K/M/N/P/Q/R/S).

2018 familiarity is highest in North America, Latin America, and Western Europe but lowest in 
MENA and Externals who work in Government or the media. 

Familiarity 



WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

IEG’s mission remains highly relevant among Board 
Members and Externals
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20% DE

19% DE

20% DE

14%

14%

25%

46%

32%

40%

26%

29%

32% Q

29%

27%

36% MPQ

37%

36%

40%

44% AB

46% ABC

50%

37%

42%

47%

59%

46% N

41%

44%

50% NR

42%

32% CE

29%

25%

31% C

27%

15%

11%

13%

13%

11%

18%

21%

23% R

18%

17%

4%

7% AD

6% D

4%

7% AD

5%

3%

10% J

4%

4%

2%

3%

3%

8%

9% E

9% E

7%

6%

5%

3%

3%

4%

3%

2%

3%

2%

2%

2018 (825) A

2017 (858) B

2015 (553) C

2014 (1217) D

2012 (661) E

2018 (20)* F

2017 (35) G

2015 (31) H

2014 (47) J

2012 (27)* K

2018 (514) M

2017 (731) N

2015 (309) P

2014 (627) Q

2012 (402) R

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                                               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q17. How relevant do you think is IEGs work to the World Bank Groups overall mission (to end extreme poverty within a generation and boost shared prosperity)?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E, F/G/H/ J/K, M/N/P/Q/R).

57

55

60

58

60 B

75

83

74

87

85

76

73

72

77

79 NP

Top 2 Box

+2%

+3%

Relevance

IEG’s mission appears less relevant among WBG Staff. 



LocationWBG Organization HR Grade Level

Perceived relevance of IEG’s work among Staff is highest 
among the GE and GF levels; lowest among the GG and GH 
levels
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20% 22%
16%

5%

26%
G 23%

17% 20% 20%

32%

21% 19%

37% 35%
39%

38%

51%
GHJ

43% HJ

35% 26% 29%

32%

35% 39%

57% 57% 55%

43%

77% GHJ

66% GHJ

51%
46%

49%

63%

56%
58%

TOTAL
(825)

WBG
(IBRD/IDA)

(569) A

IFC
(225) B

MIGA
(21)* C

ICSID
(-)* D

GE
(77) E

GF
(169) F

GG
(378) G

GH
Managerial

(61) H

GH Non-
Managerial

(112) J

GI+
(19)* K

HQ
(481) M

Field
Based

(344) N

A Great Deal Very Much
Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                                               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q17. How relevant do you think is IEGs work to the World Bank Groups overall mission (to end extreme poverty within a generation and boost shared prosperity)?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

Relevance



Organization Type Region

Relevance of IEG’s work remains high among Externals. 
Externals who work in Government and Think Tanks have the 
most trouble seeing IEG’s relevance
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29%
29%

E 28%
38%

67%

14%

29%
E

35%
E

36%
31%

24%
32% 33% 36%

28% 28%

46% 49%
44%

38%

33%

56%

52% 43%

29%

50%
54%

56%

46% 44% 40%

44% 48%

76% 78%

71%
76%

100%

70%

81%
78%

64%

81%
78%

56%

77% 77% 76%
72%

76%

TOTAL
(514)

Int'l.
Org.

(100) A

NGO-
Non-
Profit
(89) B

Gov't.
Donor
Org.

(21)* C

Newspaper/
News
Media
(3)* D

Gov't.
(50) E

Private
Firm/

Company
(106) F

Academia/
Research

(97) G

Think
Tank

(14)* H

MENA
(16)* J

South
Asia

(74) K

Eastern
Europe &
Central

Asia
(18)* M

Western
Europe
(68) N

East Asia
& Pacific

(39) P

North
America
(113) Q

LatAm &
Carribean

(46) R

Africa
(140) S

A Great Deal Very Much
Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                                               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q17. How relevant do you think is IEGs work to the World Bank Groups overall mission (to end extreme poverty within a generation and boost shared prosperity)?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H, J/K/M/N/P/Q/R/S).

Relevance



WBG 
Board
Total

Board Members’ perceptions of IEG’s alignment with 
WBG goals decreased in 2018 compared to last year
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work
Q18. In your opinion, how strategically aligned are IEG evaluations with the World Bank Group`s goals?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (F/G/H/J).
Note: The decrease from 2017 to 2018 is not considered statistically significant due to the very small base (under 30) in 2018.

50%

79%

58%

61%

Top 2 Box

Relevance

15%

21%

13%

7%

35%

59%

45%

54%

30%

18%

42% G

37%

20%

3%

0%

2%

2018 (20)* F

2017 (35) G

2015 (31) H

2014 (46) J

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little/Very Little/Not At All

-29



LocationWBG Organization HR Grade Level

Nearly all Staff find IEG evaluations cover topics 
relevant to their work
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96% 98% B
90%

100%

0%

97% 96% 94% 97% 100%
91%

97% 95%

TOTAL
(421)

WBG
(IBRD/IDA)

(292) A

IFC
(109) B

MIGA
(15)* C

ICFID
D

GE
(34) E

GF
(92) F

GG
(180) G

GH
Managerial

(37) H

GH Non-
Managerial

(62) J

GI+
(11)* K

HQ
(268) M

Field
Based

(153) N

Yes
Base: Total
Q.33A. Do IEG evaluations cover topics that are relevant to your work? * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

Relevance



Organization Type Region

Nearly all Externals find IEG products cover topics 
relevant to their work
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96% 94% 93%
100% 100% 100%

94%

100% 
BF

100% 100%
96% 92%

98% 96% 96% 96% 95%

TOTAL
(321)

Int'l.
Org.

(66) A

NGO-
Non-
Profit
(59) B

Gov't.
Donor
Org.

(14)* C

Newspaper/
News
Media
(2)* D

Gov't.
(29)* E

Private
Firm/

Company
(63) F

Academia/
Research

(62) G

Think
Tank

(10)* H

MENA
(13)* J

South
Asia

(46) K

Eastern
Europe &
Central

Asia
(12)* M

Western
Europe
(45) N

East Asia
& Pacific
(26)* P

North
America
(72) Q

LatAm &
Carribean

(22)* R

Africa
(85) S

Yes
Base: Total
Q.33A. Do IEG evaluations cover topics that are relevant to your work? * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N/P/Q/R/S).

Relevance 



WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

IEG’s perceived independence remains high across all groups, 
and has gradually increased over the years among Staff

19

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                                               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q21. How would you rate IEG`s independence based on these following criteria? (6=Very High, 1=Very Low)
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E, F/G/H/J/K, M/N/P/Q/R).

85%

82%

80%

82%

90%

90%

87%

94%

98%

82%

83%

79%

81%

2018 (825) A

2017 (857) B

2015 (430) C

2014 (-) D

2012 (547) E

2018 (20)* F

2017 (35) G

2015 (31) H

2014 (43) J

2012 (25)* K

2017 (514) M

2017 (731) N

2015 (255) P

2014 (-) Q

2012 (351) R

Top 3 Box Average Across All Attributes

NA

NA

Independence
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q21. How would you rate IEG`s independence based on these following criteria?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (F/G/H/J/K).

26% 28%
37%

12%
20%

26% 25% 25%

5%

17%

45%

22%

33%

13%

27%

15%

28% 28%

16%
12%

47% 41% 22%

61%

56%

26%

43%
33%

57%
42%

50%

50%
33% 

59% H

54%

45%

31% 35%

41%
42%

16% 22%

26%

23%
24%

42%

25%

29%
31% 42%

22%
27%

28%
15%

20% 22%
21% 32%

42%

9%
11%

5% 7%
13% 5% 5% 6% 7% 4%

15% 13%
14%

9%
4%

11%
4% 5% 2% 5% 6% 3% 2%

2018
(20)* F

2017
(35) G

2015
(31) H

2014
(43) J

2012
(25)* K

2018
(20)* F

2017
(35) G

2015
(31) H

2014
(42) J

2012
(24)* K

2018
(20)* F

2017
(35) G

2015
(31) H

2014
(46) J

2012
(26)* K

2018
(20)* F

2017
(35) G

2015
(31) H

2014
(44) J

2012
(26)* K

Very High High Somewhat High Somewhat Low Low/Very Low

Avoidance of conflicts of interest Protection from external influence Organizational independence

Top 3 Box

Behavioral independence

Among Board Members, IEG’s perceived 
independence has been high Independence

90% 91% 85% 95% 100% 95% 93% 88% 93% 100% 95% 94% 93% 100% 96% 80% 81% 83% 89% 96%



85% 
BCE 80% 78% 79% 85% C 82% 79% 81% 88% 86% 85% 86% 81% 79% 77% 82%

Staff perceptions of IEG independence are high and 
have gradually grown over the past 6 years
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q21. How would you rate IEG`s independence based on these following criteria?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E).

16% 12% 16% 13% 17% 13% 15% 15% 18% 18% 18% 21%
15% 14% 16% 19% B

40% BC

34%
33% 35%

40% C
36% 34% 36%

43% B
37% 38%

38%

35% C 35% C 28%
34%

29%

34% 30% 30%

28%
32% 30% 30%

27%
31% 29% 27%

30% 30%
33%

30%

10%
13% 13% 13%

10%
11% 14% 12%

8% 10%
9% 8%

12% 13% 14%
11%

6% 7% 10% A 9% 5% 7% 7% 7% 4% 4% 7% AB 6% A 7% 8% 9% 7%

2018
(825) A

2017
(857) B

2015
(430) C

2014
D

2012
(547) E

2018
(825) A

2017
(857) B

2015
(386) C

2014
D

2012
(494) E

2018
(825) A

2017
(857) B

2015
(435) C

2014
D

2012
(577) E

2018
(825) A

2017
(857) B

2015
(438) C

2014
D

2012
(574) E

Very High High Somewhat High Somewhat Low Low/Very Low

Avoidance of conflicts of interest Protection from external influence Organizational independence Behavioral independence

Top 3 Box

NA NA NA NA

Independence
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q21. How would you rate IEG`s independence based on these following criteria?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (M/N/P/Q/R).

19% P 15% 11%
16% 16% P16% P

9%
14%

23% P 23% P
16%

26% P 22% 19% 17% 20%

38%
41%

35%
35% 36% 35%

35%
35%

36% 35%

36%

31%
31% 32%

33%
31%

26% 29%

37% MN 29% 29% 30%
31%

29%

27% 27%
28%

28%
27% 30%

26%
28%

11% 10% 14% 15% N 14% 14%
17% 15%

9% 11%
14% M

13%
13% 13%

18% N 14%

6% 5% 4% 5% 6% 6% 7% 6% 6% R 4% 5% 3%
8% 6% 7% 7%

2018
(514)

M

2017
(731) N

2015
(255) P

2014
Q

2012
(351) R

2018
(514)

M

2017
(731) N

2015
(236) P

2014
Q

2012
(333) R

2018
(514)

M

2017
(731) N

2015
(251) P

2014
Q

2012
(349) R

2018
(514)

M

2017
(731) N

2015
(260) P

2014
Q

2012
(354) R

Very High High Somewhat High Somewhat Low Low/Very Low

Avoidance of conflicts of interest Protection from external influence Organizational independence Behavioral independence

Top 3 Box

NA NA NA NA

Among Externals, IEG’s perceived independence 
remains high and consistent with past years Independence

84% 85% 82% 81% 80% 80% 76% 79% 85% 85% 81% 85% 80% 81% P 75% 79%



25%

13%

25% B

25%

40%

47% B

50%

47% C

29%

WBG Board (20)* A

WBG Staff (825) B

Externals (514) C

Learning Evenly Split Accountability

23

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work; * Caution: Small (<30) base size
Q15. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q16. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C).

Learning - 1 10 - Accountability

Present 
emphasis

Where 
emphasis 
should be

Staff see the largest Learning vs. Accountability gap, while 
Externals see a perfect balance of Learning vs. AccountabilityLearning vs. Accountability

5.5 6.3

5.0 6.4

5.55.5

5.0 and 6.5 for 2017

5.7 and 5.6 for 2017

5.7 and 5.6 for 2017



14%

9%

14%

14%

13%

11%

12%

15%

17%

16% N

8%

43% B

34%

33%

44%

43%

39%

33%

40%

39%

38%

43%

44%

57% A

52%

43%

44%

49%

55%

45%

44%

46%

49%

WBG (IBRD/IDA) (569) A

IFC (225) B

MIGA (21)* C

ICSID (-) D

GE (77) E

GF (169) F

GG (378) G

GH Managerial  (61) H

GH Non-Managerial (112) J

GI+ (19)* K

HQ (481) M

Field Based (344) N

Learning Evenly Split Accountability
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q15. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q16. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

Present 
emphasis

Where emphasis 
should be

Learning - 1

Among Staff, the Learning vs. Accountability gap is widest 
among GG and GH Managerial and lowest among GE and GF Learning vs. Accountability

5.2 6.8

4.6 6.8

5.8 6.2

5.5 6.2

4.8 6.5

4.6 6.7

4.8 6.3

4.8 6.1

5.0 6.3

5.1 6.5

5.0 6.2 10 - Accountability



15%

13%

12%

45% B

30%

24%

41%

57% A

64%

High (248) A

Medium (149) B

Low (25)* C

Learning Evenly Split Accountability

15%

12%

43%

40%

42%

48%

High (110) A

Medium (715) B

Low (-) C

Staff with a high familiarity of IEG have a larger Learning vs. 
Accountability gap; Satisfied Staff have a smaller gap
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q15. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q16. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C).

Present 
emphasis

Where emphasis 
should be

Familiarity with IEG

Overall Satisfaction with Product Quality

Learning - 1 10 - Accountability

Learning vs. Accountability

4.8 6.3

5.1 6.4

5.1 6.0

5.0 6.7

4.6 7.3



13%

12%

37%

45% G

51% H

43%

Yes (471) G

No (354) H

12%

13%

31%

47% J

57% K

40%

Yes (331) J

No (494) K

Learning Evenly Split Accountability

Among Staff, the Learning vs. Accountability gap remains 
widest among TTLs and those who have been evaluated by 
IEG

26

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work
Q15. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q16. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (G/H, J/K, G/J, H/K).

Present 
emphasis

Where emphasis 
should be

Task Team Leader

Evaluated by IEG

Learning - 1 10 - Accountability

Learning vs. Accountability

4.8 6.5

5.4 6.2

4.8 6.7

5.2 6.1



Externals see the current Learning vs. Accountability as 
perfectly balanced

27

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work
Q15. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q16. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?

25% 47% 29%
EXTERNALS

(514)

Learning Evenly Split Accountability

Learning - 1 10 - Accountability

Learning vs. Accountability

5.5 5.6

Present 
emphasis

Where emphasis 
should be
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q20. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C).

5%

5%

12% B

25%

21%

35% B

55%

46% C

37%

5%

13%

10%

10%

15% C

6%

WBG Board (20)* A

WBG Staff (825) B

Externals (514) C

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

85%

72%

84% B

Top 3 BoxThe effectiveness of the World Bank Group's activities

5%

4%

13% B

21%

16%

31% B

42%

38%

36%

21%

24% C

13%

11%

20% C

8%

WBG Board (20)* A

WBG Staff (825) B

Externals (514) C

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

68%

57%

80% B

Top 3 BoxThe broader development community`s effectiveness

Perceived impact of IEG’s work on WBG activities remains 
high for all three audiences, but remains lowest among Staff

0%

+9%

0%

% Change 
from 2017

+1%

+5%

-2%

% Change 
from 2017

Impact

Among Staff, perceived effectiveness increased compared to last year.



29

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q20. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E, F/G/H/J/K, M/N/P/Q/R).

WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

72% BCE

63% CE

57%

76% BCE

55%

85%

85%

66%

93%

81%

84%

84% R

79%

90% MNPR

79%

57% CE

52%

51%

63% ABCE

47%

68%

68%

72%

88% G

52%

80% R

82% PR

74%

84% PR

68%

2018 (825) A

2017 (858) B

2015 (450/420) C

2014 (1178/1120) D

2012 (653/609) E

2018 (20)* F

2017 (35) G

2015 (31) H

2014 (45/42) J

2012 (26/25)* K

2018 (514) M

2017 (731) N

2015 (256/255) P

2014 (585/610) Q

2012 (367/372) R

The effectiveness of the World Bank Group's activities
The broader development community`s effectiveness

% Top 3 Box

Ratings on perceived impact of IEG’s work increased among 
Staff and remained consistent for Board and Externals

+9%

Impact



WBG Position

Over half of Board Members find IEG evaluations useful 
in assessing WBG development effectiveness 

30

10%

33%

6%

11%

18%

50%

67%

47%

53%

64%

43%

35%

41%

32%

100%

18%

57%

100%

5%

6%

5%

Total (n=20)*

Executive/Alternate
Executive (n=3)* A

Advisor (n=17)* B

Yes (n=19)* C

No (n=1)* D

High (n=11)* E

Medium (n=7)* F

Low (n=1)* G

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little/Very Little/Not At All

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q20A. To what extent are IEG’s evaluations useful for you to asses the World Bank Group’s development effectiveness? 
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B, C/D, E/F/G).

60%

100%

53%

63%

-

82%

43%

-

Top 2 Box

Engagement with IEG

Overall Satisfaction
with IEG

Impact



Use of IEG Products over the past year is most common 
among Board; Externals and Staff reading of IEG reports is 
consistent with past years

31

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work 
Q23. Have you used an IEG report in the course of your work in in the past 12 months?
Q24. How many IEG reports have you read, at least in part, in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/F/G/H/M/N/P).                               * Among those that used an IEG report.

WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

51%

53%

52%

95%

80%

77%

63%

64%

59%

58%

60%

55%

2018 (825) A

2017 (857) B

2015 (406) C

2018 (20)* F

2017 (35) G

2015 (31) H

2018 (514) M

2017 (731) N

2015 (274) P

Used an IEG Report in the Course of Your Work In P12M
Reports Read In P12M*

% Yes

Utility



Among Staff, those with a high familiarity with IEG and those 
evaluated by IEG are more likely to have used an IEG report in 
the past 12 months

32

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work  
Q23. Have you used an IEG report in the course of your work in in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B, G/H, J/K).

79% B

47%
52%

50%

62% K

44%

21%

53% A
48%

50%

38%

56% J

High (110) A Medium (715) B Yes (471) G No (354) H Yes (331) J No (494) K

Yes No

Task Team Leader Evaluated by IEGFamiliarity with IEG

Staff

Utility



Among Staff, professional use of IEG products is greatest among 
HQ based and higher grade levels, particularly GH and GI

33

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q23. Have you used an IEG report in the course of your work in in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

44%

54%

48%

61%
55%

58% 56% N

45%

56%

46%

52%

39%
45%

42% 44%

56% M

GE
(77) E

GF
(169) F

GG
(378) G

GH Managerial
(61) H

GH Non-
Managerial

(112) J

GI+
(19)* K

HQ
(481) M

Field Based
(344) N

Yes No

LocationHR Grade Level

Staff

Utility



Project-Level Evaluations and Reviews, Sector Level 
Evaluations, and IEG Impact Evaluations are the most 
common IEG products read by Staff and Board 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q25. Which of the following IEG products have you read over the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B).

58%

53%

58%

63%

58%

63%

47%

21%

11%

11%

59%

41%

36%

21%

21%

19%

18%

11%

5%

4%

3%

Project-level evaluations and reviews

Sector and Thematic evaluations

IEG Impact Evaluations

Results and Performance of the World Bank Group

IEG's Annual Report

Country-focused evaluations and reviews

Corporate and process evaluations

Learning Engagements

Meso Evaluations

Other

Evaluation Capacity Development (ECD) Working Papers
WBG Board (19)* A

WBG Staff (424) B

Utility

Staff



Among Externals, North America and Africa have the highest 
readership rates of IEG reports, Western Europe has the 
lowest 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q24. How many IEG reports have you read, at least in part, in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (J/K/M/N/P/Q/R/S).

58%

46%

63%

67%

60%

50%

53%

77%

57%

24%

31%

20%

8%

36%

35%

22%

14%

24%

18%

23%

17%

25%

4%

15%

25% N

9%

20% N

Externals (321)

MENA (13)* J

South Asia (46) K

Eastern Europe and Central Asia (12)* M

Western Europe (45) N

East Asia and Pacific (26)* P

North America (72) Q

LatAm and Carribeans (22)* R

Africa (85) S

1-3 4-5 More Than 5

Externals

Utility



Overall use of IEG products has been increasing among WBG 
Staff and Externals and has remained stable for Board 
members

36

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report       * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q34/36. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following? (6=A Great Deal, 1=Not At All)
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E, E/F/G/H/J M/N/P/Q/R).

WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
External
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

76% CDE

75% CDE

66%

65%

62%

90%

96%

91%

91%

87%

91% R

86%

82%

2018 (421) A

2017 (457) B

2015 (202) C

2014 (820) D

2012 (232) E

2018 (19)* F

2017 (28)* G

2015 (24)* H

2014 J

2012 (22)* K

2018 (321) M

2017 (464) N

2015 (152) P

2014 Q

2012 (222) R

% Top 3 Box

NA

NA

Overall Use



Overall use of IEG products by Staff has been 
increasing since 2015

37

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report
Q36. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following? (6=A Great Deal, 1=Not At All)
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E).

5% D

6% D

4%

2%

6% D

24% D

21% D

17%

17%

17%

48% E

48% E

45%

46% E

38%

76% CDE

75% CDE

66%

65%

62%

2018 (421) A

2017 (457) B

2015 (202) C

2014 (820) D

2012 (232) E

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent

3.9 CDE

3.9 CDE

3.7 E

3.6

3.5

Mean

Staff

Overall Use



Providing advice to clients and modifying results of 
frameworks are the most common uses of IEG products 
among Staff

38
Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report
Q36. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following? (6=A Great Deal, 1=Not At All)

5%

4%

3%

6%

7%

24%

23%

16%

23%

24%

48%

30%

38%

37%

35%

13%

20%

20%

15%

14%

11%

23%

23%

19%

20%

Overall Use (421)

Designing Or Modifying Lending
Or Non-Lending Operations (421)

Designing Or Modifying Policies
And/Or Strategies (421)

Designing Of Modifying Results
Frameworks (421)

Providing Advice To Clients And/Or Staff (421)

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

76%

57%

57%

66%

66%

Top 3 Box

+1%

+6%

+3%

+7%

+3%

% Change 
from 2017

Staff

Overall Use



Among Externals, assessing projects and sector 
strategies are the most common uses of IEG reports 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report 
Q34. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following? (6=A Great Deal, 1=Not At All)

15%

14%

16%

13%

13%

28%

31%

37%

30%

27%

44%

31%

26%

28%

26%

9%

13%

12%

14%

15%

4%

11%

8%

15%

19%

Overall Use (321)

Assessing Sector Strategies (321)

Assessing Projects (321)

Assessing Country Strategies (321)

Assessing WBG Policies And Procedures (321)

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

87%

76%

80%

71%

66%

Top 3 Box

-4%

-5%

0%

-3%

-1%

% Change 
from 2017

Externals

Overall Use



Among Board Members, assessing projects and country 
strategies are the most common uses of IEG products
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                  * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q34. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following? (6=A Great Deal, 1=Not At All)

21%

16%

16%

21%

21%

16%

16%

47%

32%

42%

42%

47%

42%

47%

21%

21%

26%

21%

11%

21%

16%

11%

26%

16%

16%

16%

16%

21%

5%

5%

5%

Overall Use (19)*

Assessing Sector Strategies (19)*

Assessing Projects (19)*

Assessing Country Strategies (19)*

Commenting On Or Making
Inputs To The Work Of Others (19)*

Making The Case For A Particular
Course Of Action (19)*

Assessing WBG Policies And Procedures (19)*

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

90%

68%

84%

84%

79%

79%

79%

Top 3 Box
% Change 
from 2017

-7%

-20%

-1%

-12%

-6%

+2%

-6%

Board Members

Overall Use



Overall satisfaction with IEG products is high for all 
audiences; highest among Externals

41

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q26. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C).

11%

10%

30% B

47%

49%

50%

21%

25% C

15%

16%

10% C

3%

5%

6% C

3%

WBG Board (19)* A

WBG Staff (423) B

Externals (321) C

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

79%

84%

94% B

Top 3 Box

Satisfaction



Among Staff, satisfaction with the overall quality of IEG 
products is highest at the GE, GF and GG levels; lowest among 
GH Non-Managerial and GI
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q26. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

15%

8%

8%

19%

8%

9%

11%

7%

53%

66% GHJ

51% HJ

32%

33%

27%

47%

54%

21%

15%

24%

32% F

40% FG

27%

24%

27%

9%

9%

11%

8%

3%

36%

12%

7%

3%

2%

5%

8%

16% FG

6%

5%

GE (34) E

GF (92) F

GG (181) G

GH Managerial (37) H

GH Non-Managerial (63) J

GI+ (11)* K

HQ (270) M

Field Based (153) N

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

4.7 J

4.7 J

4.5 J

4.4

4.1

4.1

4.4

4.5

MeanStaff

Satisfaction



Evaluated
By IEG

Task Team
Leader

Among Staff, satisfaction with the overall quality of IEG 
products is lowest among those evaluated by IEG 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report
Q26. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (G/H/J/K).

10%

9%

7%

11%

47%

53%

45%

53%

28%

22%

26%

25%

8%

13%

12%

8%

8%

3%

9% K

3%

Yes (247) G

No (176) H

Yes (204) J

No (219) K

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

4.4

4.5

4.3

4.6 J

MeanStaff

Satisfaction



Externals’ satisfaction with the quality of IEG 
products is consistent across regions

44

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q26. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (J/K/M/N/P/Q/R/S).

15%

37%

17%

27%

31%

31%

19%

33%

77%

37%

58%

53%

54%

49%

67%

45%

8%

17%

8%

20%

15%

13%

10%

15%

4%

17%

6%

4%

4%

3%

5%

4%

MENA (13)* J

South Asia (46) K

Eastern Europe and Central Asia (12)* M

Western Europe (45) N

East Asia and Pacific (26)* P

North America (72) Q

LatAm and Carribeans (22)* R

Africa (85) S

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

5.1

4.9

4.8

5.1

5.2

5.0

5.0

5.0

MeanExternals

Satisfaction



4.5

4.5

4.8

4.7

4.4

4.2

4.7

4.5

5.1

Timeliness

Relevance To Your Work

Process Of Engagement

Ease Of Understanding

Transparency And Clarity Of The Methodology

Incorporation Of All Available Relevant Information

Unbiased And Objective Analysis

Strong Link Between Conclusions And Evidence

Usefulness Of Executive Summary

4.2

4.6

4.1

4.6

4.3

4.2

4.4

4.2

4.7

Satisfaction with IEG evaluation reports remains 
highest among Externals and lowest among Staff
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q27. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports?
Q28. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports? 
(6=Very Satisfied, 1=Very Dissatisfied) 
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B).

WBG Board*
A

WBG Staff
B

Satisfaction

5.0

5.0

5.0

4.8

4.9

5.1

Externals
C

Among Staff, process of engagement, incorporation of all relevant information, and strong link 
between conclusions and evidence are the lowest rated aspects of IEG reports. 



Staff are most satisfied with the Executive 
Summaries of IEG reports
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report  
Q27. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports?

78%

88%

73%

88%

78%

76%

82%

76%

91%

Top 3 Box

8%

16%

6%

13%

9%

7%

10%

8%

15%

41%

46%

33%

48%

41%

38%

43%

35%

53%

30%

26%

34%

26%

29%

31%

30%

33%

23%

13%

7%

17%

9%

15%

16%

10%

15%

4%

9%

5%

10%

4%

7%

8%

8%

9%

5%

Timeliness (422)

Relevance To Your Work (423)

Process Of Engagement (422)

Ease Of Understanding (422)

Transparency And Clarity Of The
Methodology (422)

Incorporation Of All Available Relevant
Information (422)

Unbiased And Objective Analysis (422)

Strong Link Between Conclusions And
Evidence (422)

Usefulness Of Executive Summary (423)

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

Staff

Satisfaction

Staff are not quite as satisfied with process of engagement, incorporation of all relevant 
information, and linking conclusions with evidence. 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q27. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

4.9 J

4.7

4.6

4.5

4.5

4.6

4.6

4.6

Mean

24%

14%

17%

11%

15%

11%

18%

12%

46%

58% GJ

43%

46%

40%

33%

42%

53% M

27%

19%

27%

30%

27%

56%

28%

21%

3%

5%

7%

8%

13%

7%

8%

4%

7%

5%

5%

5%

5%

GE (34) E

GF (92) F

GG (181) G

GH Managerial (37) H

GH Non-Managerial
(63) J

GI+ (11)* K

HQ (270) M

Field Based (153) N

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

Staff
“Relevance to your work”

Staff Satisfaction with IEG evaluations is highest 
with the GE level and lowest among GH

+0.1

+0.3

+0.1

+0.2

+0.1

+0.5

+0.2

+0.1

Change 
from 2017

Satisfaction



Board satisfaction with IEG reports is high with unbiased 
and objective analysis seen as IEG’s strongest aspect
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q27. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports? 
(6=Very Satisfied, 1=Very Dissatisfied) 

90%

74%

94%

84%

83%

68%

100%

79%

95%

Top 3 Box

11%

26%

33%

16%

11%

11%

11%

21%

32%

47%

42%

22%

63%

50%

37%

53%

37%

58%

32%

5%

39%

5%

22%

21%

37%

21%

5%

5%

11%

6%

11%

6%

21%

16%

5%

16%

5%

11%

11%

5%

5%

Timeliness (19)*

Relevance To Your Work (19)*

Process Of Engagement (19)*

Ease Of Understanding (19)*

Transparency And Clarity Of The
Methodology (19)*

Incorporation Of All Available
Relevant Information (19)*

Unbiased And Objective Analysis
(19)*

Strong Link Between Conclusions
And Evidence (19)*

Usefulness Of Executive Summary
(19)*

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

+8%

-19%

+17%

-2%

-10%

-28%

+4%

-10%

-1%

% Change 
from 2017Board

Satisfaction

Among Board, incorporation of all available information is an aspect for improvement in IEG 
evaluations.  



Externals continue to report good satisfaction ratings of IEG 
products; these ratings are statistically stable with last year 
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q28. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of the evaluation reports?

94%

95%

95%

93%

93%

96%

Top 3 Box

31%

31%

28%

24%

26%

38%

43%

47%

47%

47%

49%

43%

20%

17%

20%

23%

18%

15%

5%

4%

4%

3%

5%

3%

1%

2%

1%

4%

3%

2%

Relevance To Your Work (321)

Ease Of Understanding (321)

Transparency And Clarity Of The
Methodology (321)

Unbiased And Objective Analysis
(321)

Strong Link Between Conclusions
And Evidence (321)

Usefulness Of Executive Summary
(321)

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

-3%

=

+1%

+1%

=

-1%

% Change 
from 2017Externals

Satisfaction



Among Staff, essential lessons learned from past experience 
was the area IEG products were most helpful
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q30. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your understanding of the following?

82%

75%

82%

81%

75%

Top 3 Box

7%

6%

12%

9%

6%

28%

22%

29%

36%

28%

47%

47%

41%

37%

42%

9%

16%

9%

11%

15%

9%

9%

8%

8%

10%

The Subject Area (421)

What Works In Development (421)

Essential Lessons Learned From Past
Operational Experience (421)

Development Results Of
Projects/Operations (421)

The WBG's Development Effectiveness
(421)

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

Staff

Influence



Among Externals, development results is the most 
helpful area of IEG products
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95%

91%

90%

92%

87%

Top 3 Box

19%

16%

21%

22%

15%

38%

42%

39%

41%

37%

38%

33%

30%

29%

35%

4%

7%

8%

6%

9%

1%

2%

2%

2%

4%

The Subject Area (321)

What Works In Development (321)

Essential Lessons Learned From Past
Operational Experience (321)

Development Results Of
Projects/Operations (321)

The WBG's Development Effectiveness
(321)

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q30. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your understanding of the following?

Externals

Influence



Essential lessons 
learned from past 
operational 
experience

Development 
results of projects/
operations

What works in 
development

Across all areas, perceived influence of IEG reports is 
highest among Externals but lowest among Staff 

52

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q30. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your understanding of the following?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C).

11%

6%

16% B

21%

12%

21% B

16%

9%

22% B

37%

22%

42% B

37%

29%

39% B

42%

36%

41%

26%

47% C

33%

21%

41% C

30%

21%

37% C

29%

16%

16% C

7%

16%

9%

8%

16%

11% C

6%

11%

9% C

2%

5%

8% C

2%

5%

8% C

2%

WBG Board (19)* A

WBG Staff (421) B

Externals (321) C

WBG Board (19)* A

WBG Staff (421) B

Externals (321) C

WBG Board (19)* A

WBG Staff (421) B

Externals (321) C

A Great Deal Very Much Some Extent Little Very Little/Not At All

74%

75%

91% B

79%

82%

90% B

79%

81%

92% B

Top 3 Box

Influence



WBG 
Board
Total

WBG 
Staff 
Total

Satisfaction with IEG recommendations increased 
among Staff but declined among Board
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q40. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on the following criteria?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E , F/G/H/J/K).
Note: The decrease among Board from 2017 to 2018 is not considered statistically significant due to the very small base (under 30) in 2018.

5%

6%

6%

4%

11% ABD

16%

18%

17%

15%

27%

40%

37%

35%

41%

37%

42%

61%

42%

56%

50%

41% E

35%

34%

38% E

30%

16%

14%

29%

24%

14%

8%

15% AD

14% A

10%

12%

21%

4%

8%

5%

9%

7%

8%

10%

8%

11%

5%

4%

4%

2018 (421) A

2017 (457) B

2015 (202) C

2014 (794) D

2012 (237) E

2018 (19)* F

2017 (28)* G

2015 (24)* H

2014 (41) J

2012 (22)* K

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

85% BCE

78%

76%

83% BC

78%

74%

93%

88%

95%

91%

Top 3 Box

IEG Recommendations



Among Staff, satisfaction with IEG recommendations remains 
high, with clarity and overall quality IEG’s biggest strengths

54

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report
Q40. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on the following criteria? 
(6=Very Satisfied, 1=Very Dissatisfied)

85%

82%

85%

72%

75%

76%

Top 3 Box

5%

8%

10%

6%

4%

6%

40%

42%

44%

30%

31%

34%

41%

33%

32%

37%

40%

36%

8%

12%

9%

20%

15%

14%

7%

6%

6%

8%

10%

10%

Overall Quality (421)

Coherence (Connection To Major Issues
And Findings) (421)

Clarity (Clear, Straightforward Language)
(421)

Feasibility (Reasonable, Realistic For
Implementation) (421)

Cost-Effectiveness (Implementation
Benefits Outweighs Costs) (421)

Timeliness (421)

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

Staff

IEG Recommendations



16%

16%

11%

11%

13%

5%

42%

42%

42%

47%

38%

58%

16%

37%

32%

16%

25%

32%

21%

5%

11%

16%

25%

5%

5%

11%

5%

Overall Quality (19)*

Coherence (Connection To Major Issues
And Findings) (19)*

Clarity (Clear, Straightforward Language)
(19)*

Feasibility (Reasonable, Realistic For
Implementation) (19)*

Cost-Effectiveness (Implementation
Benefits Outweighs Costs) (19)*

Timeliness (19)*

Very Satisfied Satisfied Somewhat Satisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied

Among Board Members, coherence and timeliness are IEG’s 
greatest strengths while feasibility and overall quality are 
areas for improvement
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74%

95%

84%

74%

75%

95%

Top 3 Box

Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report                  * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q40. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on the following criteria? 
(6=Very Satisfied, 1=Very Dissatisfied)
Note: The decrease from 2017 to 2018 is not considered statistically significant due to the very small base (under 30) in 2018.

-19%

+2%

-5%

-15%

-4%

+17%

% Change 
from 2017

Board

IEG Recommendations

Satisfaction with IEG’s recommendations among Board Members has dropped compared to last 
year. 



Among Staff, email announcements are the main channel to 
learn about IEG; the IEG website and reviewing ICR Reviews 
and Evaluation reports are also effective forms of outreach
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Base: Familiar With IEGs Work And Used IEG Report
Q42. How did you become aware of IEG products in the past 12 months?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E).

Staff

Outreach

35% CD

58%

22% 

26% CD

7% 

3% E

2%

7% D

11% BCD

27% BCD

28% BCD

20% BCD

6%

44% ACDE

71% ACD

22%

23% CD

6% 

4% E

1%

7% D

20% AD

25%

60%

23% 

18% D

8%

4% E

2% B

6% D

18% A

29% C

60%

27% A

10% 

9% B

3%

3% B

4% E

15% A

31% C

78% ABCD

1%

2%

11% A

IEG Website

IEG e-mail newsletter and announcements

IEG launch events

IEG's workshops and/or BBLs

IEG Evaluation Week

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn communities)

Videos

IEG blog

Participated in the evaluation

Reviewed or commented on a draft IEG ICR Review

Reviewed or commented on a draft IEG evaluation report

Heard about it from a colleague

Other

2018 (421) A

2017 (457) B

2015 (550) C

2014 (1176) D

2012 (393) E

However, use of the IEG website and email announcements declined over the past year. 



WBG Staff rate IEG publications, emails/newsletters, 
and the IEG website as the most effective channels
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Base: Total
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?

84%

75%

78%

72%

71%

58%

47%

55%

72%

63%

Top 3 Box

8%

7%

9%

7%

7%

4%

5%

4%

13%

9%

38%

35%

36%

30%

31%

24%

16%

20%

32%

25%

38%

33%

32%

35%

33%

30%

26%

31%

28%

29%

9%

14%

11%

13%

14%

21%

22%

23%

13%

19%

7%

11%

11%

15%

14%

22%

32%

22%

15%

19%

IEG Publications (1166)

IEG Website (1166)

IEG E-Mail Newsletter And Announcements
(1166)

IEG Launch Events (1166)

IEG's Workshops And Conferences (1166)

IEG Evaluation Week (1166)

Social Media (1166)

IEG Blog (1166)

Contact with IEG colleagues at working level
(1166)

Contact with IEG colleagues at management
level (1166)

Very Effective Effective Somewhat Effective Somewhat Ineffective Ineffective/Very Ineffective

+1%

-1%

-1%

+4%

-1%

-3%

-1%

=

NA

NA

% Change 
from 2017

Staff

Outreach



Perception of all outreach is highest among junior (GE 
and GF) and field based Staff but lowest among GH
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Base: Total Analyzed                                 * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (A/B/C/D/E/F/G/H/J/K/M/N).

Staff

Outreach

IEG Publications 85 81 77 92 FGHJ 83 84H 72 83 88 83 85

IEG Website 78 B 68 67 83 GHJ 84 GHJ 72 62 63 58 71 80 M

IEG E-Mail Newsletter 

And Announcements 79 76 61 86 GHJ 82 HJ 76 67 69 71 75 81 M

IEG Launch Events 74 B 66 72 84 GH 78 GH 65 54 74 H 67 74 68

IEG''s Workshops And 

Conferences 73 67 72 87 FGHJ 76 GH 67 52 67 75 73 69

IEG Evaluation Week 59 55 50 79 GHJ 67 GHJ 53 42 42 36 56 60

Social Media 50 B 39 31 69 FGHJ 52 HJ 42 27 29 46 42 53 M

IEG Blog 59 B 45 43 71 GHJ 58 H 51 34 51 50 51 61 M

Contact with IEG 

colleagues at working 72 70 75 79 70 70 68 76 79 73 71

Contact with IEG 

colleagues at 

management level 64 59 59 72 G 63 57 61 63 81 63 62

(14)* (429) (308)

(392) (160) (17)* (64) (129) (227) (43) (76) (16)* (329) (244)

(513) (199) (20)* (84) (165) (308) (50) (95)

Top 3 Box

(285)(157) (275) (35) (79) (10)* (369)(467) (166) (14)* (79)

(65) (11)* (311) (251)(395) (148) (13)* (72) (136) (229) (30)

(248)(151) (253) (38) (72) (11)* (367)(426) (166) (16)* (70)

(89) (12)* (418) (276)(482) (187) (18)* (82) (163) (287) (42)

(277)(179) (285) (43) (95) (12)* (438)(509) (181) (18)* (80)

(110) (17)* (512) (414)(650) (249) (18)* (119) (233) (373) (51)

(360)(203) (345) (45) (92) (12)* (461)

(J) (K) (M) (N)

(587) (209) (18)* (102)

%

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H)

% % % % % %

(114) (16)* (523) (409)(660) (246) (17)* (113) (225) (384) (58)

GF GG

GH 

Managerial

WBG Organization HR Grade Level Location

WBG 

(IBRD/IDA) IFC MIGA ICFID GE

% % % % %

Field Based

GH Non-

Managerial GI+ HQ

BG (IBRD/IDA) is the most likely organization to use the IEG website, launch events, and the blog.
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Base: Total Analyzed                      * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (M/N/P/Q/R).

92%

92%

91%

78%

83%

80%

83%

80%

72%

66%

92%

92%

90%

76%

80%

81%

81%

81%

92%

91%

92%

84% N

85%

81%

75%

95%

95% M

92%

88% MNR

86% N

84%

86% MNP

96% MP

96% MNPQ

82%

90% MN

85%

80%

IEG publications

IEG website

IEG e-mail newsletter and announcements

IEG launch events

IEG's workshops and conferences

IEG Evaluation Week

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn communities)

IEG blog

Contact with IEG colleagues at working level

Contact with IEG colleagues at management level

2018  M

2017  N

2015  P

2014 Q

2012 R

NA

NA

Externals: % Top 3 Box

Outreach

NA

NA
NA

NA

However, ratings of the website, emails, launch events, and conferences have gradually declined 
since 2012. 

Externals rate IEG publications, the website and 
email newsletters as their top outreach channels



29%

26%

27%

16%

20%

15%

23%

17%

12%

10%

42%

43%

43%

36%

39%

36%

35%

38%

33%

30%

21%

23%

20%

27%

23%

29%

25%

25%

26%

25%

5%

4%

5%

10%

8%

9%

9%

9%

13%

18%

3%

4%

4%

12%

9%

11%

9%

11%

15%

16%

IEG Publications (708)

IEG Website (708)

IEG E-Mail Newsletter And Announcements
(708)

IEG Launch Events (708)

IEG's Workshops And Conferences (708)

IEG Evaluation Week (708)

Social Media (708)

IEG Blog (708)

Contact with IEG colleagues at working level
(708)

Contact with IEG colleagues at management
level (708)

Very Effective Effective Somewhat Effective Somewhat Ineffective Ineffective/Very Ineffective

Externals rate IEG publications, the IEG website and 
email newsletters as their top outreach channels 
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Base: Total Analyzed
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?

92%

92%

91%

78%

83%

80%

83%

80%

72%

66%

Top 3 Box
Externals

Outreach



For Board Members, IEG evaluation week has been 
declining as a communication channel

61

Base: Total Analyzed                      * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?
Letters indicate a significant difference at the 90% confidence level (F/G/H/J/K).
Note: The decrease from 2017 to 2018 is not considered statistically significant due to the very small base (under 30) in 2018.

Board: % Top 3 Box

Outreach

95%

84%

95%

94%

94%

77%

85%

86%

88%

94%

85%

85%

90%

81%

87%

67%

65%

72%

91%

100%

96%

96%

95%

88%

82%

75%

100% G

97%

91%

94%

96%

92%

67%

40%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

89%

IEG publications

IEG website

IEG e-mail newsletter and announcements

IEG launch events

IEG's workshops and conferences

IEG Evaluation Week

Social media (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn
communities)

IEG blog

Contact with IEG colleagues at working level

Contact with IEG colleagues at management level

2018 F

2017 G

2015 H

2014 J

2012 K

NA

NA

NA

NA



20%

5%

26%

13%

13%

8%

8%

31%

29%

45%

58%

47%

44%

38%

39%

31%

50%

44%

59%

30%

21%

21%

38%

44%

31%

46%

36%

13%

6%

11%

5%

6%

23%

8%

14%

13%

6%

5%

5%

6%

8%

IEG Publications (22)*

IEG Website (22)*

IEG E-Mail Newsletter And Announcements
(22)*

IEG Launch Events (22)*

IEG's Workshops And Conferences (22)*

IEG Evaluation Week (22)*

Social Media (22)*

IEG Blog (22)*

Contact with IEG colleagues at working level
(22)*

Contact with IEG colleagues at management
level (22)*

Very Effective Effective Somewhat Effective Somewhat Ineffective Ineffective/Very Ineffective

IEG Board Members see IEG publications and email 
newsletters as the most effective channels while IEG 
evaluation week is less effective
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Base: Total Analyzed                                                               * Caution: Small (<30) base size.
Q43. How would you rate each of the following communications channels used by IEG?

95%

84%

95%

94%

94%

77%

85%

86%

88%

94%

Top 3 Box
Board

Outreach



Respondent Profile



Staff Profile: WBG Organization, HR Grade Level 
and Location

64

Base: Total Analyzed  (n=1166)                           
Q1. What organization do you work in?
Q2.What is your professional grade?
Q3. Where are you based?

World Bank 
(IBRD/IDA)

70%

IFC
27%

MIGA
2%

ICSID
0%

Other
1%

WBG Organization

GE
12%

GF
25%

GG
42%

GH Managerial
6%

GH Non-
Managerial

11%

GI+
2%

ETC
0%

Other
2%

Professional Grade

HQ
56%

FO
44%

Location



Staff Profile: WBG Office and Experience
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Base: Total Analyzed  (n=1166)                             
Q4. Where are you mapped?
Q5. How many years of professional experience do you have (both external and within the World Bank Group)?
Q9. Have you been a task team leader (TTL) or IFC team leader for a project within the last two years?

7%

7%

5%

5%

5%

4%

4%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

23%

Social, Urban, Rural, and Resilience GP

Regional VP

LAC & ECA (CELVP)

Governance GP

Finance, Competitiveness and Innovation GP

Macroeconomics, Trade and Investment GP

Environment and Natural Resources GP

Education GP

MNA & Africa (CMAVP)

Energy and Extractives GP

Water GP

Economics & Private Sector Development (CEDVP)

Health, Nutrition, and Population GP

Agriculture GP

Transport and Digital Development GP

South Asia and East Asia & Pacific (CAPVP)

General Counsel Legal, Compliance Risk & ESG Sustainability (CLSVP)

Social Protection and Labor GP

Climate Change CSSA

Office of the EVP & CEO (includes Chief of Staff)

Poverty & Equity GP

Risk & Financial Sustainability (CRFVP)

Corporate Strategy & Resources (CSTVP)

Partnerships, Communications and Outreach (CCOVP)

Treasury & Syndications (CFTVP)

IFC Asset Management Company (CAMVP)

Jobs CSSA

Gender CSSA

Infrastructure, Public-Private Partnership & Guarantees CSSA

Fragility, Conflict, and Violence CSSA

Knowledge Management CSSA

Other

More than 
10 years

68%

5-10 Years
22%

1-4 Years
8%

Less than 1 
year
3%

Other
0%

Staff Years of Experience

TTL
50%Non-TTL

50%

Task Team Leader



Board Profile

66

Base: Total Analyzed  (n=22)* 
Q6. What is your position? * Caution: Small (<30) base size                       
Q5. How many years of professional experience do you have (both external and within the World Bank Group)?
Q7. In the past 2 years, has your work involved engagement with IEG reports and activities?

Executive 
Director

9% Alternate 
Executive 
Director

5%

Advisor or 
Senior 

Advisor
86%

Other
0%

Board Member Position

More than 
10 years

73%

5-10 
Years
14%

1-4 Years
9%

Less than 1 
year
4%

Board Years of Experience

Engagement
86%

No Engagement
14%

IEG Engagement in Past 2 Years



Externals Profile

67

Base: Total Analyzed  (n=708)                             
Q11. How would you categorize your organization?
Q5. How many years of professional experience do you have (both external and within the World Bank Group)?
Q12. Which region are you located in?

Int'l 
organization 

19%

NGO/Non-
profit
18%

Gov't donor 
organization

4%
News Media

1%

Government
12%

Private firm
20%

Academia
17%

Think Tank
2% Other

7%

Organization Type

More than 
10 years

68%

5-10 Years
17%

1-4 Years
7%

Less than 1 
year
4% Other

4%

Externals Years of Experience

Mid. East & 
N. Africa

5%

South Asia
14% East. Europe 

& Cent. Asia
4%

West. Europe
13%

East Asia & 
Pac.
8%

N. America
20%

Lat. America 
& Caribbean

8%

Africa
28%

Region


