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Abstract
In 2013, the Board of Executive Directors of the World
Bank Group endorsed two ambitious goals: eliminating
extreme poverty in the world by 2030 and boosting shared
prosperity. The latter is defined as fostering the growth in
the income of the poorest 40 percent of the population in
each country. In 2016–17, the World Bank’s Independent
Evaluation Group conducted an evaluation on how well the
World Bank Group has been pursuing the shared prosperity
goal in its strategies, projects, and key knowledge products,
and what lessons can be learned from the early implementation experience with the new goal of shared prosperity.
To inform that evaluation, a comprehensive survey among

World Bank Group staff graded F and above was set up to
elicit staff views and understanding of the goal and gauge
how World Bank Group staff have operationalized the
objective in their day-to-day work. The survey builds on
good practice design in the literature as well as actions to
strengthen the response rate. This paper reports on the design,
methodology (including issues of sampling, questionnaire
testing, data collection, and response rate), implementation,
and results from that web-based survey. The results imply
potential institutional actions to strengthen the World Bank
Group’s effectiveness in implementing the goal in the future.
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1. Introduction and overview of results
On April 20, 2013, the Board of Executive Directors of the World Bank adopted two
ambitious goals: eliminate global extreme poverty and promote shared prosperity in
every country in a sustainable way. The latter has been officially defined as boosting the
income growth of the poorest 40 percent in each country and reflects the conviction that
economic growth and development should benefit everyone in a society (World Bank,
2015).
To put these goals front and center of its work program, the WBG undertook an extensive
internal reorganization and reoriented its country client model towards the new goal of
shared prosperity. IEG’s evaluation of “The World Bank Group’s Support for Shared
Prosperity” (2017) aims to verify how well the Bank Group has been pursuing its
distributional goals and what lessons can be learned from the early implementation of the
shared prosperity goal.
As World Bank staff members are a critical asset for reaching organizational objectives
and a key resource for organizational learning and improvement (see, e.g., Carmeli, 2004;
Crook et al., 2011), we designed, pilot-tested and implemented a web-based survey to
elicit staff views and understanding about the shared prosperity goal and to gauge how
WBG staff have operationalized the objective in their day-to-day work.
Some of the highlights of the survey results are as follows.
The survey results indicate that 36 percent of staff graded F and above are not familiar
with the way the WBG has defined shared prosperity. Lack of knowledge about the
shared prosperity goal is especially salient at IFC and a number of GPs. This may suggest
a gap in internal communication and awareness on the second corporate goal that could
be overcome with appropriate internal communication and training actions.
While the majority of staff is not dissatisfied with the way the WBG has defined the goal,
more than two-thirds of staff believe the WBG should focus more on inequality and on
opportunities instead of outcomes.
Over the past 3 years, 65 percent of WBG staff have incorporated the Shared Prosperity
goal into their work. The main instruments to operationalize the Shared Prosperity goal
are policy dialogue, investment lending, technical assistance and knowledge products.
The main channels through which Bank staff aim to affect the poorest 40 percent are
asset improvement, infrastructure works, knowledge generation and improving resilience
to shocks. Improving taxation policies and building a country’s political governance
system are least highlighted as channels.
More than half of staff does not face major difficulties to incorporate the shared
prosperity goal in their work. On the other hand, 24 percent disagrees that it is easy to
implement the objective in their work. Lack of data, lack of analytical tools and lack of
client interest prevent staff from fully incorporating the goal in their work.
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The remainder of the report is structured as follows. In section 2 we discuss the survey
design and implementation: sampling strategy, questionnaire design, data collection, nonresponse analysis and adjustment. Section 3 presents the main findings, elaborating on
the positive and normative staff views on shared prosperity and the operationalization of
the goal. Finally, section 4 summarizes the main findings and provides some concluding
remarks.

MAIN FINDINGS:
Understanding of the shared prosperity goal is not universal.
 More than a third of all WBG staff are not fully familiar with the definition of the shared
prosperity goal. Lack of familiarity varies across units.
 Lack of familiarity with the concept is greater among IFC than Bank staff.
Most staff support the shared prosperity goal.
 The majority of staff are satisfied with how the goal was conceptualized.
 More than two-thirds of staff believe the WBG should focus more on inequality and
opportunities than on outcomes.
Most staff report having incorporated the goal in their work—but implementing the goal has
not been easy.
 About two-thirds of WBG staff report having incorporated the shared prosperity goal in
their work.
 One-fourth of staff report facing difficulties implementing the shared prosperity goal.
 Incorporating the goal appears to be more difficult at IFC and in the ECA and LAC
regions than elsewhere.
 Staff report lack of good-quality data, analytical tools, and client interest as factors
constraining them from fully or effectively implementing the goal in their work.

2. Survey design and implementation
In this section we discuss several aspects of the survey design and implementation
process: the objectives of the survey and the population of interest, the sampling strategy,
questionnaire design and data collection. We also perform a non-response analysis and
adjust the sample weights for non-response.
Survey objectives and population of interest
As mentioned above, the objective of the survey is to elicit form World Bank staff their
understanding of the official definition of shared prosperity and their normative view on
shared prosperity. Furthermore, the survey aims to shed light on how World Bank staff
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have operationalized shared prosperity in their operational work and the challenges they
face in doing so.1
The target population of the survey are all World Bank staff members graded F and
above, excluding “service and back-office departments”.2 For the purposes of this survey,
each Global Practice, each Region as well as the Development Economics Group and the
Operations Policy and Country Services Department are considered statistical domains,
i.e., analytical sub-groups of the target population for which equally reliable data are
wanted.
Sampling strategy
Given the large number of domains, we opted for an adjusted population survey. That is,
the population of interest was divided into two random subgroups to accommodate two
IEG surveys taking place at the same time and as such avoiding survey overload. One of
the two subgroups was used for this survey, resulting in a sample of 3,698 eligible staff
members.3
Next to the large number of domains, and hence the large total sample size, three other
reasons justify the option of an adjusted population survey. First, since we opted for a
web-based survey (see below), the marginal cost of adding a survey participant is close to
zero. Second, as World Bank internal surveys are bound to generate low response rates,
taking a random sample from the population of interest will not necessarily entail
representativeness. And finally, as explained below, we have corrected our sampling
weights to account for non-response.
Questionnaire design
The design of the questionnaire entailed several rounds of review and revision, building
on expertise from different parts of the WBG. That is, before drafting the final
questionnaire, a focus group meeting was organized with 6 knowledgeable staff members
1

In this respect, the survey is closely related to the four evaluation questions set out in the approach paper
of IEG’s Shared Prosperity evaluation. The four evaluation questions are: question 1: how is the Bank
operationalizing distributional objectives in its country strategies and diagnostics? Question 2: how, and
how effectively, is Bank lending incorporating and implementing the distributional goals? Question 3: how
and how effectively are the Bank’s knowledge products informed by and geared towards shared prosperity
concerns? Question 4: which indicators of shared prosperity is the Bank using and what are the prevailing
practices?
2
The excluded departments are: Legal Vice Presidency, Quantitative Solutions, Strategic Asset Allocation,
Internal Audit Vice Presidency, Sovereign Investment Partnerships Department, Sanctions Board,
Mediation Services, Inspection Panel, WBG Finance and Accounting, Group Chief Risk Officer, Pension &
Endowment Department, Capital Markets Department, Administrative Tribunal, Banking & Debt
Management, Development Partner Relations Department, International Center for Settlement of
Investment Disputes, WBG Information and Technology Solutions, General Services Department,
Treasury, Integrity Vice Presidency, Office of Suspension and Debarment, Investment Management
Department, Financial Advisory and Banking, World Bank BPS Managed Programs, Peer Review
Services, Independent Evaluation Group, HRS Administered Programs, Corporate Secretariat, Ombudsman
Services, Office of Ethics and Business Conduct, WBG HR Vice Presidency and Budget, Performance
Review, and Strategic Planning Department.
3
As a corollary, the base sampling weights for this survey are equal to 2.
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with relevant expertise and experience across the Bank. The purpose of the focus group
was to get information on 1) how the introduction of the Shared Prosperity goal has
influenced the work at the World Bank and 2) the scope of the Shared Prosperity goal
(see minutes of the focus group discussion in Appendix).
Building on this rich information, a first robust iteration of the questionnaire was
designed, which was sent around the core evaluation team for comments and suggestions.
In addition, the draft was vetted by IEG’s survey expert and an IEG evaluation officer
working in the IFC. Also two senior members from the Poverty GP discussed the
questionnaire. All of these inputs were used to give the questionnaire another revision.
Finally, before launching the survey, the questionnaire was piloted within IEG. In
addition, the WB staff members who attended the focus group were also included.
Twenty-six individuals participated in the pilot, of which 5 external to IEG (i.e., 5 of the
6 focus group members). The comments and suggestions from the pilot were
incorporated into a third, and final, draft of the survey (see Pilot note in attachment).
The final questionnaire consists of 18 questions, divided into four sections: general
information, the official definition of shared prosperity, operationalizing shared
prosperity, and normative views of shared prosperity. The final survey instrument can be
found in the Appendix of this report.
Data collection
We opted for a web-based survey, implemented with SurveyMonkey. This mode of
survey delivery has several advantages. First, as mentioned above, the marginal cost of
adding a survey participant is low. Second, given the Human Resources department
provided us with a virtually complete sampling frame,4 non-coverage was minimal.
Third, web surveys tend to reduce social desirability bias in the responses and also
eliminate interviewer effects (Tourangeau et al, 2013).
The survey was launched on September 7 and ran for six weeks, closing on October 18.
Following best practices in survey methodology (Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009; Joinson and
Reips, 2007; Kaplowitz et al, 2012), IEG’s Director General sent out the email invitation,
including the expected duration of the survey, the survey deadline and a web link to the
survey at the bottom of the invitation (see the email invitation in the appendix).
As follow-up contacts are found to increase response rates (see Munoz-Leiva et al, 2010),
we sent two reminder emails. For the first reminder, sent three weeks after launching the
survey, we asked the director of each department to send it, since the literature indicates
that the status of the sender also affects response rates (Gueguen and Jacob, 2002). The
final reminder was sent the day before closing, with IEG’s Director General as the
sender.
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We obtained a complete list of World Bank staff graded F and above from HR dated to the end of July. The
survey however was launched on September 7. So, the few staff members joining between August 1 and
September 7 were not included in the sampling frame.
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Finally, we also called up a random subset of our sample inviting them to take the survey
in case they had not done so. Out of the 110 people we were able to reach, 79 had not
filled out the survey. Of those 79 people, 55 ended up participating in the survey, which
corresponds to a response rate of 70 percent (see Smets and Jones (forthcoming) for a
detailed analysis on the impact of the phone reminders).
Non-response analysis and adjustment of sample weights
In total, 1,313 staff members participated in the survey, resulting a response rate of 35.5
percent (=1,313/3,698),5 which is reasonably high according to World Bank standards
and compares well to other web-based surveys (see, Lozar-Manfreda et al, 2008).
Nevertheless, as response rates are related to the risk of non-response error,6 in this
section we perform a non-response analysis and adjust our sample weights for nonresponse.
To do so, we use the method laid out in Bethlehem (2009). Non-response analysis is
based on auxiliary information that is available in both the survey and the complete
sample. It aims to verify if a relationship exists between the auxiliary information and
response behavior, and if so, correct for it by adjusting the sample weights.
For this survey, we have auxiliary information on four variables: organizational mapping
(IBRD or not), location (HQ vs. CO), managerial status and grade level. For each of the
four variables we analyze their relationship with the propensity to respond to the survey.
Figure 1 shows the difference in response rates for IBRD staff vs. non-IBRD staff (IFC
and MIGA). The response rate for IBRD staff is 38.1 percent, while the response rate for
non-IBRD staff is 28.7 percent, clearly indicating differences in response behavior.
The response rate for staff based in Headquarters was 34.1 percent while the response
rate for staff based in country offices was 37.1 percent (see Figure 2). This difference in
response rates is significant at the 5 percent level, so we will use this variable adjusting
our sample weights for non-response.
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We use the American Association for Public Opinion Research’s (AAPOR) response rate 2 definition,
which includes partial interviews in the numerator. The minimum response rate (RR1) – which only takes
into account the completed interviews – for our survey is 29.5 percent.
6
Response rates set bounds to the maximal non-response bias but are, at best, a weak predictor of nonresponse error (see, e.g., Groves and Peytcheva, 2008). Therefore, it is better to focus the attention to the
association between the propensity to respond, auxiliary information and the variables of interest.

6

Figure 1: Response rate IBRD vs. no IBRD staff

The most striking difference in response behavior is found comparing the response rates
of managers and non-managers. Figure 3 indicates that 50.5 percent of managerial staff
responded to the survey, while 32.6 percent of non-managerial staff filled it out.
Figure 2: Response rate Headquarters vs. Country Office

Finally, the response rates for staff graded F, G and H+ are respectively 32.4, 34 and 35.7
percent. Most pairwise differences are not significant. The one between staff graded F
and H+ is, but this is probably due to the high response rate of managers. So, we will not
include this variable for post-stratification.
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Figure 3: Response rate manager vs. no manager

The above analysis indicates that IBRD staff, managers and staff based in country offices
are overrepresented in the survey. Therefore, we apply post-stratification adjustment
using those three variables so that the sampling weights sum to the original sample size in
each post-stratum.7 Post-stratification generally results in a decreasing non-response
error; it totally eliminates non-response bias if, within each post-stratum, the propensity
to respond is unrelated to the survey variables of interest.8 Post-stratification also tends to
result in smaller variance estimates.
3. Main Findings
This section presents the main findings of the survey. It elaborates on the staff’s
understanding of the official shared prosperity goal. It then examines staff attitudes
towards the goal, including whether the goal should focus more on non-income indicators
and/or inequality. Finally, it discusses how staff have operationalized the goal and the
challenges they face in doing so.
Staff understanding of the official shared prosperity goal
We asked survey participants whether they know how the goal of boosting shared
prosperity is officially defined. The survey results indicate that 36.6 percent of staff is
unfamiliar with the official definition, while 63.4 percent does know how the shared
prosperity goal is defined.9
7

The 8 post-strata are: manager-HQ-IBRD, manager-CO-IBRD, manager-HQ-non-IBRD, manager-COnon-IBRD, non-manager-HQ-IBRD, non-manager-CO-IBRD, non-manager-HQ-non-IBRD, non-managerCO-non-IBRD. We implemented this technique using the poststratification command in STATA. For more
details on post-stratification, see, e.g., Kalton and Flores-Cervantes (2003) or Bethlehem (2009).
8
This condition is also referred to as the missing-at-random assumption (Little and Rubin, 2002). Intuitively,
missing-at-random means that non-respondents within each post-stratum can be represented by the
respondents.
9
After asking whether they know the goal, survey respondents that indicated to know the goal had to select
the correct definition from a list of 6 alternatives. Of those respondents, 94.3 percent selected the correct
definition. Figure 4 reports the proportion of staff that actually knows the definition.
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Figure 4 shows that the lack of knowledge concerning the shared prosperity goal is
especially apparent in IFC, where only 41.8 percent of staff graded F and above is aware
how the second twin goal is defined. For IBRD, this percentage increases to 71.1 while
MIGA ends up at 58.2 percent.
Figure 4: Familiarity with the official definition, by Organization
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0

926

227

10

IBRD

IFC

MIGA

Note: Statistics calculated employing adjusted sample weights. Number of observations used in calculating
proportions reported at the base of the bar charts.

The survey design also provided the opportunity to estimate the familiarity of the definition
across departments. Figure 5 shows that considerable variation exists across departments.
Somewhat unsurprisingly, the Poverty GP comes out on top with 97 percent of staff
knowing how the goal is defined. For 5 departments – Finance and Markets GP,
Environment GP, Energy GP, Agriculture GP and Transport GP, less than half of the staff
know about the official definition.
Figure 5: Familiarity with the official definition, by department
1
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0.3
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0.1
0
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43
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17
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39

50
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23
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Note: Statistics calculated employing adjusted sample weights. Number of observations used in calculating
proportions reported at the base of the bar charts.

9

A regional analysis shows less variation concerning knowledge about the Shared Prosperity
goal. Staff mapped to the LAC region are least familiar with the goal as only 56.4 percent
of LAC staff knows the official definition. Results for other regions are: 60.2 percent for
Africa, 64 percent for MENA, 70 percent for East Asia and the Pacific and 73 percent for
both South Asia and ECA.
Finally, the survey data also offered the opportunity to verify if managers and task team
leaders are aware of the goal. Figure 6 indicates that the large majority of managers is
aware of the goal (81.3 percent) while only two-thirds of task team leaders know how the
shared prosperity goal is officially defined.
Figure 6: Familiarity with the definition, by staff function
1
0.8
0.6

0.67

0.81

0.4
0.2

0.33

0.19
0
manager (n=131)
does not know the definition

TTL (n=665)
does know the definition

Note: Statistics calculated applying adjusted sample weights. Proportions shown in the center of the bar
charts. Number of observations used in calculating proportions reported below the bar charts.

Staff attitudes towards the shared prosperity goal
In the survey, we asked how satisfied WBG staff are with how the shared prosperity goal
is currently defined. Only 6 percent of the surveyed population is dissatisfied with the goal
(see Figure 7), so the majority of the staff does not hold negative views vis-à-vis the goal.
On the other hand, scope for improvement exists as only 22 percent of staff is satisfied with
how Shared Prosperity is currently conceptualized.
Staff mapped to the MENA region appear to be least satisfied with the goal, as 28 percent
is at least somewhat dissatisfied with the current definition of the goal. Similarly, senior
staff – i.e., staff with at least 6 years of experience at the Bank – are 5 percentage points
more likely to be at least somewhat dissatisfied with the goal than junior staff (20.8 percent
vs. 15.6 percent).
The survey results also indicate that 71.3 percent of all staff members graded F and above
believe that the WBG should focus more on improving opportunities rather than outcomes
with its shared prosperity goal.10 Furthermore, 68.3 percent of staff thinks the WBG should
10

With opportunities we refer to individuals having access to basic goods and services (education, health
care, electricity, water), factor and financial markets (labor, credit, savings, insurance) and political leaders.
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focus more explicitly on inequality with its shared prosperity goal. This is especially the
case in the MENA region, where 82.1 percent thinks this should be the case. According to
WB staff, different types of inequality need to be considered: access to basic services
(n=684), access to factor and financial markets (n=457), political voice (n=436), income
(n=565) and other types of inequality such as gender or access to information.
Figure 7: Satisfaction with the Shared Prosperity goal

Satisfied
22%

No opinion Dissatisfied Somewhat
6%
5%
dissatisfied
13%

Neutral
28%
Somewhat
satisfied
26%

Operationalizing the shared prosperity goal
In this section we report on how the WBG has put the Shared Prosperity goal into
practice. In the past 3 years, 65 percent of staff has incorporated the Shared Prosperity
goal into their work, be it policy dialogue with clients, lending/investment operations,
technical assistance, knowledge products, SCDs/CPFs or guarantees. When
disaggregating this analysis, it is found that 79 percent of IBRD staff has integrated the
goal, while 49.8 percent of IFC staff did so.
To verify how the World Bank Group as a whole implements the Shared Prosperity goal,
we have asked staff to list the products and services in which they have incorporated the
goal. These results partly reflect the organizational structure at the Bank, but nevertheless
provide insight in how the goal is implemented. The survey data indicate that the main
instruments to operationalize the Shared Prosperity goal are policy dialogue, investment
lending, technical assistance and knowledge products. IFC investment operations and
advisory services are the least used instruments (see table in Appendix).
We have also asked through what channels staff have aimed to boost the incomes of the
bottom 40 percent. Table 1 shows the highest priority is given to improving the assets –
human, physical, financial, social and natural capital – of the poorest 40 percent of the
population, followed by infrastructure and knowledge on the B40. Interestingly, only 71
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staff members indicated focusing on improving taxation policies and even fewer staff
mentioned improving a country’s political governance system.
Table 1: Implementation of the Shared Prosperity goal, channels
Channel

Number of staff indicating that
channel
462

Improve the assets of the B40

354

Improve infrastructure relevant to the B40

347

Improve knowledge on the B40

345

Improve the resilience to shocks

245

Improve labor demand relevant to the B40

73

Improve macro-economic price stability

71

Improve taxation policies benefiting the B40

57

Other*

* Other include improving governance, access to information, access to the political system, raising donor
awareness.

Finally, we asked staff how easy staff find it to incorporate the Shared Prosperity goal
into their current work and presented four reasons – access to analytical tools, access to
data, managerial incentives and client interest – why it may (not) be easy to implement
the goal.
Figure 8 indicates that more than half of staff (53.4 percent) finds it at least somewhat
easy to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in their current work. On the other hand,
24.2 percent of staff disagree – at least somewhat – that it is easy to incorporate the goal
into their current work while 12 percent takes a neutral stance.
The above results mask some organizational differences: IBRD staff are 20 percentage
points more likely to find it at least somewhat easy to incorporate the goal than IFC staff
(59.2 percent vs. 38.6 percent). The ease of incorporating the goal also varies across
regions: 64.1 of staff mapped to the Africa region agrees that it is at least somewhat easy
to incorporate the second twin goal, while only 51 percent of LAC and ECA staff asserts
this is the case.11

11

Results for other regions lie in between these numbers (see table in Appendix). Results come out more
strongly if we only consider the subpopulation that actually knows the shared prosperity goal.
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Figure 8: Implementation of the Shared Prosperity Goal, implementation issues

easy to incorporate

0.05

tools

0.09

data

0.09

incentives

0.09

client

0.19

0.12

0.20

Fully disagree

0.16

0.27

0.1

0.28

0.23

somewhat disagree

0.4

Neutral

0.5

0.20

0.21
0.6

somewhat agree

0.10

0.12

0.11

0.20

0.21
0.3

0.15

0.27

0.24

0.2

0.20

0.16

0.15

0.14
0

0.34

0.7
Fully agree

0.09
0.8

0.11

0.12

0.13
0.9

1

NA/no opinion

Note: For each of the five questions, staff had to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with the
statement. The five questions are: 1) “It is easy to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current
work”, 2) “I have access to proper analytical tools to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current
work”, 3) “I have access to proper data to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current work”, 4)
“My manager provides incentives to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current work” and 5)
“Client governments/private clients I am currently working with pay considerable attention to the shared
prosperity goal”. Proportions – listed at the center of each bar section – calculated employing adjusted
sample weights. 1078 observations used in calculating statistics.

When looking at the reasons why it may be difficult to incorporate the goal, Figure 8
shows that 29 percent of staff lack the analytical tools to incorporate the goal, and 36
percent of staff does not have access to proper data. To a lesser extent also incentives
from managers seem to matter.
Finally, staff perception of client interest comes out as an important factor for
implementing the shared prosperity goal: 36.5 percent of staff indicates that clients do not
pay considerable attention to the shared prosperity goal. Table 2 indicates this is
especially salient for IBRD staff working in the MENA region, where 48.2 percent of
staff at least somewhat disagree that client governments pay considerable attention to the
shared prosperity goal. But also for the ECA (44 percent) and LAC region (43 percent)
this is a concern. Table 2 also shows that EAP is the region where the shared prosperity
goal got most traction with client governments.
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Table 2: Client government interest (Question: “client governments I am currently
working with pay considerable attention to the shared prosperity goal”)
agree
AFR

somewhat agree

0.11

0.25

0.20

0.28

0.12

0.16

0.10

0.26

0.09

0.21

0.12

0.26

sum
0.36

disagree

somewhat disagree

0.12

0.23

0.06

0.26

0.14

0.30

0.11

0.32

0.16

0.32

0.20

0.10

sum
0.35

n=172
EAP

0.48

0.32

n=77
ECA

0.27

0.44

n=129
LAC

0.36

0.43

n=81
MENA

0.30

0.48

n=56
SA

0.38

0.31

n=71
Note: Estimates for IBRD staff only. For presentational purposes, the following categories are
excluded from the table: Neutral, Not Applicable and No Opinion. Number of observations used to
estimate the proportions are found below the region code. Proportions calculated employing
adjusted sample weights.
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4. Summary and concluding remarks
This survey aimed to shed light on staff views and understanding of the Shared Prosperity
goal and to gauge how WBG staff have operationalized the objective in their day-to-day
work.
The survey results indicate that 36 percent of staff graded F and above are not familiar
with the way the WBG has defined shared prosperity. Lack of knowledge about the
shared prosperity goal is especially salient at IFC and a number of GPs. As knowledge
about the goal is a necessary condition for WBG effectiveness in boosting the incomes of
the least well-off, it is recommended that action is taken to address this deficit. For
instance, strengthening internal communication on the second corporate goal and targeted
workshops could be organized to train staff members about the goal and its
implementation in WBG operations in relevant contexts.
While the majority of WBG staff is not dissatisfied with the goal, staff members clearly
signal need to enhance the scope of the second twin goal. For instance, (different types
of) inequality could figure more explicitly as part of the shared prosperity goal.
Furthermore, staff believe that the WBG should focus more on improving opportunities
rather than outcomes. Finally, feedback from the regions – especially the MENA region
where 28 percent of staff is dissatisfied with the current definition – and senior staff
might be helpful in thinking further about the scope of the goal and its implementation in
the future.
The survey reveals that over the past three years 65 percent of WBG staff have
incorporated the Shared Prosperity goal into their work. The main instruments to
operationalize the Shared Prosperity goal are policy dialogue, investment lending,
technical assistance and knowledge products. The main channels through which Bank
staff aim to affect the poorest 40 percent are asset improvement, infrastructure works,
knowledge generation and improving resilience to shocks. Improving taxation policies
and building a country’s political governance system are less considered as channels.
More than half of staff does not face major difficulties to incorporate the shared
prosperity goal in their work. On the other hand, 24 percent disagree that it is easy to
implement the objective in their work. Implementing the goal appears to be more difficult
for IFC staff and in the LAC and ECA regions.
Three important reasons prevent staff from fully incorporating the goal in their work:
lack of data, lack of tools and staff perception of the lack of client interest. The latter is
viewed as especially relevant for the MENA region, and to a lesser extent also the LAC
and ECA regions. These challenges also suggest areas where further institutional
strengthening may be needed in terms of the quality, timeliness and availability of
distributional data produced in client countries, analytical tools, as well as
communication with the clients.
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Appendix A. Minutes of the Focus Group
7/19/16, 12:30-1:30, M 9B-073
Attendance: Mark Sundberg, Željko Bogetić, Shahrokh Fardoust (phone), Madura Watanagase,
Yumeka Hirano, Izzy Boggild-Jones, Lodewijk Smets & Carlos Rodriguez-Castelan, Tara
Vishwanath, David Gould, David Rosenblatt, Lars Moller, Gladys Lopez-Acevedo
The purpose of the focus group was to obtain information on the scope of the Shared Prosperity
goal and on how the introduction of the Shared Prosperity goal has influenced the work at the
World Bank.
The main points that came out of the discussion are listed below:













The B40 indicator is specific and measurable, which makes it easy to explain to staff (in
Ethiopia).
The B40 indicator allows for a deeper distributional analysis, e.g., linking the indicator
with other measures (mean income, access to services, multi-dimensional poverty,
inclusion Gini, …) and geospatial analysis.
The B40 indicator is limited in its scope, but expanding it to an inequality indicator is a
bad idea, since then the question arises of good vs. bad inequality.
When the SP goal gets traction, it may be expanded/broadened to include non-monetary
dimensions.
Data to measure B40 growth are often missing, limiting its applicability.
The B40 cut-off is arbitrary.
The B40 indicator reduces the weight given to the poorest.
The SP goal cannot be aggregated globally.
The Shared Prosperity goal and the B40 indicator can open the door to discuss
distributional issues with clients, customized to country circumstances.
The SP goal also opens up the discussion to a larger group of countries, particularly for
countries where extreme poverty is not a big issue (e.g. ECA).
In the LAC region, the SP goal and inequality are explicitly discussed (in regional
studies).

On the other hand, in countries where poverty is prevalent, such as in South Asia, very little
attention is paid to the SP goal (in appraisal documents and flagship reports). Rather focus is
placed on access to services, multi-dimensional poverty, opportunities for the poor and also
inequality.
Clients currently have a good understanding of first goal, but less so on the SP goal. It will take a
long time for SP to be understood, as it was so for $ a day poverty line.
When country ownership is lacking (due to lack of understanding, political economy reasons,
etc.), it is difficult to generate momentum for the SP goal.
The SP goal provides leverage to include distributional issues in Bank products and services.
The SP goal may affect portfolio choice and influence policy dialogue at the higher level, but has
difficulties in influencing project design because evidence and analytical tools are lacking.

Appendix B. Report on a pilot survey
Summary of the responses to the Pilot Survey of World Bank Staff’s Knowledge of the Shared
Prosperity Goal and suggestions for refining it.
The summary is based on the responses to an online survey sent to 27 World Bank (WB) staff
working in the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) and in other Global Practices (GP) to
understand the WB staff knowledge, understanding and implementation of the Shared
Prosperity (SP) goal. The responses were collected between August 22 and August 26, 2016; each
respondent completed the survey on the same day he/she started it. He/she was given a unique
Respondent ID and was also identified by the IP address of the computer he/she used to complete the
survey. Only 26 respondents’ answers are analyzed in this summary given the non-response from one
of the pre-identified respondents.
The majority of the respondents (20/26) work in the IEG.12 All respondents are based in
Washington, DC (Headquarters) and the majority of them had been in the Bank for more than
6 years.
The majority is not affiliated to a region (23/26) but two staff members reported to be affiliated to the
Latin America and Caribbean (LCR) region and one to the South Asia Region (SAR). 11 of the
respondents were grade GF, followed by 9 grade GH and 5 grade GH or above.13 Only two
respondents were a manager or head of unit, both in IEG. More than half (14/26) of the respondents
were a TTL at the time of the survey.14 Finally, half of the respondents had been in the Bank for
more than 6 years (4 between 6 and 10 years and 10 more than 10 years); 6 between 3 and 5 years and
6 less than 3 years.
Summary of the responses
Knowledge and incorporation of the Shared Prosperity Goal into the WB staff work
Although 70% of the respondents know the official definition of the goal of “boosting shared
prosperity”, only 58% reported to have incorporated such goal into their work in the last two
years, mostly for the compilation of knowledge products or in Policy Dialogue with clients.
Of the respondents, 18/26 reported to know the official WBG definition of the SP Goal, with 17/18
selecting correctly “Fostering the income growth of the bottom 40 percent of the population in a
sustainable way” as the official definition amid five possible definitions.
Only 15 respondents reported to have incorporated the SP goal into their work- 9 respondents said no
and 2 did not respond. Most of them have applied the SP goal in the compilation of knowledge
products (7 responses); Policy Dialogue with Clients (6 responses); in Technical Assistance (4
responses); in the Design of Lending Operations (3 responses); and for Strategic Country Diagnostics
(SCDs) and Country Partnership Frameworks (CPFs) (2 responses). Two respondents also reported
having incorporated the SP goals into their work in Evaluations and one as a “Methodology”,
although he/she did not clarify this.

12 The other staff work in Administrative and Client Support Network (ACS), in the Macroeconomics and Fiscal Management
GP, in the Poverty GP, in the Finance and Markets GP and in the Education GP. One staff member reported to work for the
South Asia Region.
13 One respondent did not report his/her grade, possibly accounting for a Short Term appointment or other type of contract.
14 Eleven were not a TTL and one did not answer this question.
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The channels used by the WBG staff to incorporate the SP goal into their work are much
diversified and only 42% of the respondents reported to have incorporated the social, fiscal and
environmental sustainability aspect of the SP goal into their work.15
The staff reported to have incorporated the SP goal into their work through the following possible
options: Improving the infrastructure relevant to the B40 (4 responses); Helping build human capital
in the B40 (3 responses); Helping increase the productivity of physical assets in the B40 (3
responses); Improving the working of markets that are relevant to them (3 responses); Improving
institutions related to property rights (3 responses). Four other respondents reported to have
incorporated the SP goal to 1) improve the formulation of policies that affect the B40; 2) at the
technical level not projects/investments; 3) for fiscal policy and gender issues and 4) building
knowledge.
Perceptions on the difficulty of incorporating the SP goal into their work and on the contribution
of their work to that goal
The majority of the respondents (55%) think it is difficult to incorporate the SP goal in their
current work in spite of having access to proper analytical tools and data to incorporate the
shared prosperity goal into their work.16 Some 40% reported to have such access. However, 65% of
the respondents think that organizational incentives are geared towards incorporating the SP
goal in their current work.
45% of the staff estimate that their work has helped increase the living standards of the bottom
40%, although 15% of the respondents had no opinion and 25% thought this was not applicable to
their work.
Finally, only 21% of the staff estimate that the client government they were working with pays
considerable attention to the SP goal – for 58% of them this was not applicable to their work or
they had no opinion.
Satisfaction with the official WB definition of shared prosperity and views of the possibility of
including non-income indicators as part of the SP goal
Only 35% of the respondents are satisfied with the WB definition of the SP goal, compared to
45% who are dissatisfied and 20% neutral. The majority (12/20) also think that the WBG should
include non-income indicators as part of the SP goal.17 The respondents were given the possibility
to suggest 3 non-income indicators that the WBG should include as part of the SP goal; those
can be grouped in the following categories:
‐ Education – 4 responses: access to education; secondary education; school enrollment
among lower income groups.
‐

Health – 3 responses: access to health services among lower income groups, health
expenditure.

‐

Social – 3 responses: nutrition, “social” and gender inequality.

‐

Social Protection and Labor – 2 responses: access to social protection programs and “good
jobs” (productive inclusion)

15 Eleven reported to have incorporated theses aspects of the SP goal into their work; 2 reported they did not and 13 did not
respond.

16
17

For 3 respondents, this was not applicable to their work.
Three responded that the WBG should not and 5 had no opinion.
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‐

Infrastructure – 1 response: access to clean water and sanitation among lower income groups

‐

Environment – 1 response

‐

Measure of physical, financial, productive assets -1 response

For 74% of the respondents (14/19 responses), the Bank should focus more explicitly on
inequality with its shared prosperity goal, mostly understood as inequality of opportunities and
of monetary inequality. Inequality of opportunities (i.e., universal access to basic services) was
reported as the main type of inequality focus that the Bank should have in relation to the SP goal
(mentioned 10 times), before monetary equality such as income inequality (9 responses) and wealth
inequality (7 responses). Inequality in health outcomes and political inequality were mentioned 4
times each. The respondents also had the possibility to suggest other inequality topics on which the
WB should focus more: 1) education outcomes; 2) gender inequality and 3) access to markets
(connectivity, infrastructure, credit, insurance, etc.).
Finally, six respondents provided feedback on the experience they may have had with the SP
goal. These comments especially highlighted the vagueness of the definition of SP and the
difficulty to assess such a goal. It was reported that the sustainability aspect mentioned in the
definition is too vague and that “inequality” was generally easier to understand, especially to support
the discussion of inequality and inclusion in policy dialogue - although it was also mentioned that
diverse types of inequalities should be included, notably to account for regional differences.
Two respondents also mentioned that the goal should be incorporated into all Bank lending programs;
they also emphasized the need to develop data collection and result frameworks that incorporate the
SP goal.
Summary of the Staff’s feedback on the Pilot Survey and possibilities for its refinement
A: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the Official Definition of the SP definition
For the majority (13/18) the question was clear and did not need to be reformulated (13/18)
neither dropped (15/18). The respondents’ comments highlighted the fact that 3 of the proposed
options had the phrase "in a sustainable way"; one suggested that question would be rephrased as
"select the WBG official definition of shared prosperity from the list below" and one suggested to
change the question to "What does shared prosperity mean to you?"
 Possible changes:
‐

Including “"What does shared prosperity mean to you?" would be tricky since we could get
plenty of answers that are hard to categorize or that would need re-categorization.

‐

Possible to add another option: Perhaps here (and in a couple of other places) you can
specify income/consumption/expenditure inequality, as low-income countries often use
consumption or expenditure to measure poverty and inequality, not income.

‐

Question 10 could be formulated as follows: "select the WBG official definition of shared
prosperity from the list below."

B: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question on the incorporation of the SP goal into
his/her work in the last 2 years
This question needs to be clarified and made more specific, including a clear timeframe, since
the wording was unclear for 10/17 respondents and 9/15 thought it should be reformulated.
Some respondents did not understand what “to incorporate” means since for some of them the WBG
staff had already sought to boost the income of the B40 for many years or the WBG staff has to abide
to this objective as it was adopted by the WBG. For another respondent the timeframe should be
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specified as “over the last 3 years” given the fact that the goal was approved in 2013. Finally, another
respondent would prefer to respond to a question on his/her view of the link between her/his work and
the shared prosperity goal.
Possible changes:
‐

We need to be more precise, regarding the time frame and on the definition of “to
incorporate”; in that sense we could specify the timeframe as “since 2013” or “since the
adoption of the SP goal” or “over the last 3 years.”

‐

It would be interesting to capture any change (from operation and technical viewpoints) in the
respondent’s work, after the approval of the SP goal; many reported that for them it would be
more interesting to reflect on that link.

‐

This question could also have two sub-sets of responses: one related to operational/clientrelation work and one related to policy/data/evaluation/analytical work. (See comment: “it
carries with it the assumption that all Bank staff should be explicitly including shared
prosperity in their work. Is that really true? How would an evaluator do so, for example,
when as yet there is no data on shared prosperity, because projects being evaluated now
were designed before shared prosperity was a corporate goal?”)

C: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question on the type of products and services in which
he/she has incorporated the SP goal for his/her work during the last two years
The possible responses that were presented to the respondents need to be clarified - for 5/17
respondents it was an unclear question and 6/14 thought it should be reformulated. Some
reported that the acronyms should be explained and that “compilation of knowledge products” was
unclear. Others suggested to have this question consolidated with the previous one to simplify this.
Possible changes:
‐

Expand the acronyms and rephrase “compilation of knowledge products” and possibly add
“analytical products.”

‐

Some mentioned that for “lending operations” the phrase should not be limited to “design”
but to the whole process.

‐

Other option: a single question asks whether you have incorporated shared prosperity in any
of the following Bank products and services:….?

D: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question on the type of channels he/she has used to
incorporate the SP goal for his/her work during the last two years
This question needs to be reformulated (opinion of 7/15 of the response) - it was also unclear for
5/16 of the respondents – to better reflect distinct channels of the WBG (for instance IEG did not
fall under of the proposed options and another respondent felt that many operations will not fall into
the listed examples).
Possible changes:
‐

Expand the channels to incorporate “Evaluation” in a phrase like “To improve feedback loop
on the SP goal” as well as other possible channels that reflect the work that is not related to
operations (i.e.: analytical work, ESW) and the supporting functions of the Bank (ACS).

‐

Expand the channels to incorporate the following topics: provision of public goods; risk
management strategies (i.e.; safety nets, labor markets policies, insurance…) and the fiscal
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part but also a more “social” part such a gender, combatting discrimination of vulnerable
groups.
‐

Explain the phrase “B40” before putting it as an acronym.

D: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question on the incorporation of the social, fiscal and
environmental sustainability aspect of the shared prosperity goal into their work
This is one of the most unclear (8/18) questions according to the respondents who also think
that it should be reformulated (7/13), mostly because they felt this did not apply to their work or
because it was too broad of a notion that can lead to different interpretations.
Possible changes:
‐

To be clearer since some of the respondents may not know about the “sustainability” part of
the question.

‐

To also include financial sustainability to capture IFC and MIGA engagement.

E: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the section asking for his/her agreement or disagreement
on distinct statements.
This is also one of the most unclear (6/17) questions according to the respondents who think
that it should be reformulated (11/16). Some of the respondents would have preferred to be asked
about the challenges they faced when actually applying the SP goal into their work. Others did not
understand some of the questions that they see as hard to answer and phrases such as “organizational
incentives” or would prefer to see a distinction between “analytical tools” and “data.”
Possible changes:
‐

Better define “organizational incentives” (i.e.: What is this? Request from managers?
Corporate indicators? Review process? Request from the Board) and reformulate the 1st
question.

‐

Better separate the questions that are on the possibility of incorporating the SP goal into the
staff work from the questions that are about the perceived impacts of the SP goal.

‐

For the first type of questions, we could also ask: “which of these challenges have you
encountered in applying shared prosperity to your work?

‐

For the second type of question; maybe we could reformulate it: My work in the last two
years has helped to increase the living standards of the bottom 40 percent." As one
respondent said: “clear but very bold. Who is going to say yes?”

F: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the section about his/her satisfaction with the official
World Bank definition of shared prosperity:
This question did not seem to pose any major issue to the respondents; it was unclear for only
3/17 of them and only 4/17 thought it could be reformulated and asked earlier in the Survey.
Possible changes:
‐

Place this question earlier in the Survey.

‐

Possible option, as someone reported: Better to ask the question: "Do you agree with the
WB's definition of shared prosperity?" I don't think it is a matter of satisfaction but rather a
matter of agreement.

‐

Also: would be interesting to know the reason of a dissatisfaction with the Bank’s definition.
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G: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question about the need for the WBG to include nonincome indicators as part of the shared prosperity goal (and which ones)
This was an unclear question for 7/17 of the respondents, mostly because of a lack of clarity in
the term “non-income indicators.” Some of the respondents also reported that SP could be
consumption based or wondered: The goal is about income. Why would you use non-income
indicators to assess an income goal?
Possible changes:
‐

Clearly state that those indicators are not an official target of the SP Goal.

‐

Define or give examples of non-income indicators.

‐

Re-classify the indicators and present a drop down list to simplify it.

H: Testing the Staff’s understanding of the question about the need for the WBG to focus more
explicitly on inequality with its shared prosperity goal (and on the details about the type of
inequality):
Half of the respondents (9/18) thought this should be reformulated and 25% thought it was
unclear, notably because of a lack of specificity as shared prosperity goal covers inequality – another
respondent did not think Health Outcomes was relevant.
Possible changes:
‐

Specify better which types of inequality and explain the differences such as wealth and
income inequalities (this was not clear for some respondents).

‐

If Health Outcomes are mentioned, why not mention other Social outcomes such as
education? We could develop a more comprehensive list of non-income dimensions (i.e.: You
should more consistently differentiate between questions that relate to: entitlements/opportunities/access (access to education, health, sanitation, product markets,
land markets, labor markets... - Non-income outcome dimensions (education, health,
sanitation, ....freedom of expression, discrimination....(the latter could be defined on outcome
or opportunity/access side).

ONLY 4 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS IN THE END IN THE FREE TEXT SECTIONS:
‐ The answer for the regional affiliation should include six regions. This will help the team to
analyze the results by region.
‐

Q1 Add "Other"

‐

Put the Confidentiality close in the introduction to the survey.

‐

Put all of the Demographics questions at the end: unless you use them to filter the questions.

‐

Not all the questions in the second part of the survey matched what I received in the first part
of the survey.

‐

The survey takes more than 5 minutes.
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Appendix C. Final Survey Questionnaire
Q.1 In which department do you work?
Drop-down menu
Q.2 Where are you based?
o

Headquarters

o

Country Office

Q.3 Are you affiliated with a region?
2. Yes

3. No

If YES:
Q.3.2 Please select your regional affiliation from the list:
o

ECA

o

AFR

o

MENA

o

LAC

o

EAP

o

SA

Q.4 What is your Grade Level?
o

GF

o

GG

o

GH+

If GG or above, Q. 4.2: Are you a manager/head?
4. Yes

5. No

Q.5 How long have you been a World Bank Group (WBG) staff member?



Less than 3 years



3-5 years



6-10 years



More than 10 years

Q.6 Are you currently a Task Team Leader (TTL)?
Yes

No

Q.7 In the last three years, on which lending groups have you worked? Please select all that apply:
Work may include policy dialogue with clients, lending/investment operations, technical assistance,
knowledge products, SCDs/CPFs, guarantees



IDA



IBRD



IDA/IBRD Blend



HIC



Not applicable

*******************************************************************
In October 2013, the Development Committee endorsed the new World Bank Group strategy of ending
extreme poverty and boosting shared prosperity. First we would like to know more about your familiarity
with the official definition of shared prosperity. Remember, survey responses will be treated
confidentially.
Q.8 Do you know how the goal of ‘boosting shared prosperity’ is officially defined?
Yes

No

IF YES, Q 8.2: Please select the official WBG definition of shared prosperity from the list below:
a. Promoting greater income equality

b. Reducing wealth inequality by 1% by the year 2030 in a sustainable way
c. Fostering the income growth of the bottom 40 percent of the population in a sustainable way
d. Promoting greater equality of opportunity in a sustainable way
e. Enhancing universal access to education
f.

Reducing the Gini coefficient in each country below 0.33

*******************************************************************
In this section, we would like to know more about your experience of putting the shared prosperity goal
into practice.
Q.9 In the last 3 years, have you incorporated the goal of fostering the income growth of the poorest
40 percent of a population into your work?

Work may include policy dialogue with clients, lending/investment operations, technical assistance,
knowledge products, SCDs/CPFs, guarantees

Yes

No

No opinion

Not applicable

If YES, Q.9.2. In which Bank Group products and services? Please select all that apply:


Policy dialogue with clients



Investment project financing



Development policy financing



Program for Results operations



Technical assistance



Knowledge products



Systematic country diagnostics



Country partnership frameworks



IFC investment operations



IFC advisory services



MIGA guarantees



Other. Please specify:

If YES on Q.9, Q.9.3. Through what channels? Please select all that apply:


Helping improve the assets of the bottom 40 percent (human, physical, financial, social and
natural capital)



Helping improve the resilience to shocks in the bottom 40 percent (e.g., safety nets)



Helping improve the infrastructure relevant to the bottom 40 percent (e.g., electricity, roads,
water and sanitation)



Helping improve labor demand relevant to the bottom 40 percent (e.g., facilitating business entry,
job creation)



Helping improve taxation policies benefiting the bottom 40 percent



Helping improve macro-economic price stability



Helping to improve knowledge on the bottom 40 percent



Other. Please specify:

For the statement below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree. If the statement does
not apply to your current work, please check “not applicable”.
Q.10 It is easy to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current work:
Fully
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Fully
agree

No opinion

Not
applicable

Below we present four reasons why it may/may not be easy to incorporate the shared prosperity goal into
your work. Again, please indicate the extent to which you agree with the statements.
Q.11 I have access to proper analytical tools to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my
current work:
Fully
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Fully
agree

No opinion

Not
applicable

Q.12 I have access to proper data to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current work:
Fully
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Fully
agree

No opinion

Not
applicable

Q.13 My manager provides incentives to incorporate the shared prosperity goal in my current
work:
Fully
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Fully
agree

No opinion

Not
applicable

Q.14 Client governments/private clients I am currently working with pay considerable attention to
the shared prosperity goal:
Fully
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
agree

Fully
agree

No opinion

Not
applicable

*******************************************************************
The World Bank Group defines shared prosperity as the income growth of the poorest 40 percent.
However, there are multiple ways to define shared prosperity. In this final section, we would like to know
more about your opinion on the scope of the shared prosperity goal.
Q 15: How satisfied are you with the official WBG definition of shared prosperity?
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
dissatisfied

Neutral

Somewhat
satisfied

Satisfied

No opinion

Q 16: Do you think the WBG should focus more on improving opportunities rather than outcomes
(i.e., income) with its shared prosperity goal?
With opportunities we refer to individuals having access to basic goods and services (education, health
care, electricity, water), factor and financial markets (labor, credit, savings, insurance) and political
leaders.

Yes

No

No opinion

Q 17: Do you think the WBG should focus more explicitly on inequality with its shared prosperity
goal?
Yes

No

No opinion

IF YES, Q.17.2: Which types of inequality? Please select all that apply:


Inequality in access to basic goods and services



Inequality in access to factor and financial markets



Inequality in political voice and representation



Income inequality



Other. Please specify:

*******************************************************************
Q 18: Finally, please provide any other feedback you may have on your experience with the
WBG’s shared prosperity goal:

Appendix D. email invitation
Dear colleague,
You have been selected to participate in a short, 5-minute survey. The purpose of this survey is to collect
staff views on the World Bank Group’s goal of Shared Prosperity. This is part of an ongoing IEG Evaluation
of the World Bank Group’s Support for Shared Prosperity.
We believe that the findings of this survey will prove useful in your own work regarding the twin goals.
Therefore, we would highly appreciate your taking the time to complete the survey. Please note that the
survey will be closed on Wednesday October 19 at 8 pm.
Your responses are confidential. The data are evaluated in the aggregates only. If you have any questions
or concerns, please contact Željko Bogetić (x32143), Task Manager for Shared Prosperity Evaluation
and/or Lodewijk Smets (x31710), the Survey Manager.
To start, please click here.
Many thanks for your participation.

Appendix E. Additional tables and figures
Table 3: Implementation of the Shared Prosperity goal, products and services
Policy dialogue with clients

441

Investment project financing

408

Technical assistance

387

Knowledge products

378

Systematic country diagnostics

239

Country partnership frameworks

176

Development policy financing

152

Program for Results operations

110

IFC investment operations

90

IFC advisory services

83

Other

32

MIGA guarantees

9

Note: Number of staff reporting answers.

Table 4: Incorporating the goal, by region (Question: “It is easy to incorporate the Shared
Prosperity goal in my current work”)
agree

somewhat
agree

neutral

No
opinion

Not
applicable

somewhat
disagree

disagree

AFR

0.226

0.4151

0.076

0.0106

0.044

0.1321

0.0962

EAP

0.1731

0.3871

0.1499

0.0243

0.0463

0.1779

0.0415

ECA

0.2367

0.281

0.1213

0.01

0.1183

0.2124

0.0203

LAC

0.1759

0.3347

0.0849

0.0291

0.0357

0.3093

0.0304

MENA

0.2403

0.3291

0.1961

0.0168

0.0455

0.1132

0.0591

SA

0.1751

0.4473

0.099

0.0089

0.0231

0.172

0.0746
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