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Introduction AEG WORLD BANK GROUP

« This report presents the findings of the 2015 Client Survey of the World Bank Group’s Independent
Evaluation Group (IEG). This is the fourth iteration of this survey carried out by GlobeScan on behalf of
IEG — 2009, 2011, 2012 ad 2014 — Only the last three are comparable.

 For IEG, the objectives of this annual engagement are to obtain feedback on clients’ general awareness
and attitudes toward the organization, and to provide a detailed assessment of IEG’s products and
services in line with IEG’s Results Framework.

More specifically, a series of KPIs* are monitored to help IEG inform its overall strategy, work
program and results framework, as well as to help it to anticipate demand for its services:

*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 three surveys 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.
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« Allfigures in the charts and tables are expressed in percentages, unless otherwise stated. Totals may
not always add to 100 because of rounding.

 “Don’t know / no answer” respondents were excluded from all calculations reported in the report.

« Almost all rating questions were designed with a six-point scale and, most of the time,

results are reported using the sum of percentages of positive responses (4+5+6). This is in line with
IEG’s evaluation practice.
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 Fieldwork was conducted online and simultaneously for the three audiences. It was carried out over
three and a half weeks, between 15t December and 239 December 2015.

« This was a shorter window compared with 2014; coupled with the holiday period, this may have
impacted on the response rates for all audiences.

 Forthe Board, in contrast to 2014 but in line with previous years, no phone follow-up campaign was
conducted.




Methodology: Structure of Questionnaire , IEG | worwosanxeroup

Sections

Like in previous years, the questionnaire was divided into two main sections.

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.

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 past 12 months.

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

The questionnaire offered several opportunities for respondents to elaborate on their ratings. While the
open-ended comments are not analysed and reported in this document, the verbatim data file has been
delivered to IEG.

Screen outs

Respondents not familiar with IEG’s role were screened out after the first question in Section One. A
second, partial screen-out was applied at the end of Section One for respondents familiar with IEG’s role
but who have not read any of its reports. Those respondents skipped the entire products-specific section
and resumed the survey for the last few questions. Respondents who have not used IEG reports for
their work in the past year were also screened out for that section.

GLOBE




Note on Tracking & Variability of Sample over the Years Y LEM | worgane- . was

 Thereis an important degree of variability in terms of sample sizes by audience from year to year.
For example, the 2014 samples for the Externals and Staff audiences were roughly double the size of
those from 2012, but in 2015 they are back to the 2012 levels. However, because the absolute
numbers for the overall samples remain robust in each year, the irregularity in the sample sizes, as
dramatic as it can look, is not a problem when considering the validity of tracking the results.

« Atthe aggregate level, indeed, the analysis of results by sample do not show odd and abrupt
movement from one year to the other, which indicates that tracking can be considered reliable.

» Tracking results for the products-specific questions among Staff respondents requires a degree of
caution when interpreting changes, however, because of strong variability in sample sizes and
therefore margin of errors. In this context, no significant change is apparent in 2015.

 For the Board, the sample universe is relatively small (list of just over 200 names). In this
configuration, in stakeholder research, results from a sample of above 20 can be tracked annually
in good confidence, particularly when the database is stable year-on-year (like is the case here) and
when no abrupt trend stands out.

« Adding to the above note of caution, over the years, some wording tweaks have been applied on
several questions, that could also potentially impact the tracking analysis to some extent.

* |EG staff responses were screened out of the survey altogether.

* Inthis report, full tracking charts for aggregated results by audience have been included where
applicable to observe movement over the last three surveys - 2011/12/14. For charts that focus on
specific demographic variables, tracking is shown by using arrows only to report changes for Top 3
(4+5+6) figures or mean scores.

GLOBE
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* No statistical test has been run to measure the significance of changes between the different
years of data. Performing this analysis would require merging all the datasets since 2011 — a significant
investment for limited added value in stakeholder research. However, the following rules, based on
survey industry standards, are being used to report what can be considered as significant
changes:

 +/- 8 percent year on year for percentage figures for full sample questions: changes below 8
percent are not reported as they can be considered as not significant because within the margin of
error (typically 3-4% for a database of several thousands names and a total sample by question of
several hundreds). However, as the margin of error is bigger for products-specific questions given
the smaller sizes of sub-samples, a greater range than +/- 8 percent should be considered when
tracking the results to identify significant changes.

 For Board members, given the smaller samples at play, we considered a change of +/- 10
percent as denoting an apparent change.

« Significant difference is slightly more complicated for mean scores than for percentages,
but as a rough rule a difference of around 0.05 based off a very large sample (typical of a public
opinion survey) can be regarded as significant at a 95% confidence interval (i.e. 19 times out of 20,
a survey industry standard). In this report, we have applied a higher standard of interpreting
significant differences, using 0.10 as a margin of error in a given year. When we look at two
different years, we then use +/- 0.20 as a threshold to report on significant changes.

GLOBE
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 Board: population of 221 Executive Directors (EDs), Alternate EDs, and Advisors; 31 responses.
Response rate of 14 percent.

« WBG Staff: population of 15,782 operational Staff; 746 responses for all available HR grade levels.
Response rate of 4.7 percent.

« External Stakeholders: population of 2,941; 213 responses across various categories of stakeholders.
Response rate of 7.1 percent. An open link was used to reach out to External Stakeholders in 2015,
resulting in an additional 177 completes. These completes came from social media outreach and
promotion on the IEG website.

 Despite the drop in sample sizes over the past year, absolute numbers for both Externals and Staff
are robust enough and guarantee the reliability of results for these two samples each year since 2011.

 Looking at the Staff audience specifically, the respondents profile is also a reassuring criteria.
Independently from the overall sample size, in the past three years, the distribution analysis of the
surveyed sample by HR grade shows a fairly good alignment with the distribution as per the full
database, which confirms that the sampling is reliable.

 However, each year HQ respondents are slightly over-represented compared to Field Office
respondents — a normal characteristic given the method of completing the survey is online. IBRD
respondents are also slightly over-represented compared to IFC respondents.

GLOBE
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Key Findings: General Overview PYIEC | sosansacasne

 Familiarity: Board members remain very familiar with IEG’s work and reports: all respondents read
IEG reports at least occasionally. Familiarity among Externals also continues to be high (71%), but just
over half of Staff (54%) are now familiar with the organization and also read its reports.

« Relevance: IEG’s work continues to be perceived as very relevant to WBG’s mission across all three
audiences, with topline ratings ranging between 85 and 95 percent.

 Independence: Perceived independence of IEG is rated very high across all audiences (around 85% of
positive ratings), and has remained mostly stable for Staff and Externals, but has dropped a few points
over the past two years among Board members.

« Learning-vs-accountability gap: A growing gap in IEG’s work emphasis is reported by the Board,
who increasingly view IEG’s focus more towards accountability than learning; Staff are of the same
opinion though the gap has shrunk since 2014. Externals do not consider the gap to be wide.

 Impact: While solid majorities across the three audiences consider IEG’s work as having an impact on
the WBG's effectiveness, the proportions have decreased and are now nearing the 2012 survey.
Among Board members, perceived impact of IEG on effectiveness of the WBG's activities is at its
lowest in 2015, compared against the last four surveys.

o Utility: Use of IEG’s products is most frequent among Board members: over three quarters (77%) have
used one in the past year; compared with 59 percent among Externals and just over one in two among
Staff (52%).

 Overall use: Overall use of IEG’s products remains very high and stable among Board and Externals
(between 85 and 90%). This proportion is also high and stable among Staff (66%), and HQ Staff are
increasingly more likely to use the reports, and have now caught up with FO staff.

GLOBE
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* Quality of IEG products: Among Staff who are reading IEG’s reports, topline satisfaction with the
overall quality of IEG’s products (only asked to Staff) remains very high and fairly stable, at 74 per cent.

« Detailed satisfaction: Looking at the etailed product attributes, satisfaction remains very high among
Externals and Board, and high among Staff members (mean scores near or above 5 on a 1-6 scale on
most attributes for the first two groups, and generally comfortably above 4 in most areas among Staff).

» Usefulness of the executive summary is rated the highest by the three audiences, but process of
engagement and timeliness tend to be rated the lowest.

» Perceived relevance of products is highest among Externals and Board.

* Influence: Influence of IEG’s reports in improving understanding of specific development topics
continues to be viewed very positively among Board and Externals (about 85% overall), and is also well
regarded among Staff (ranging from about 65 to 75%)).

* However, influence ratings in helping to understand what works in development, and
development results of projects/operations have declined among Board members.

« Satisfaction with recommendations: Satisfaction with IEG’s recommendations remains very high
among Board and Staff (respectively 88% and 75% for overall quality), especially around clarity and
coherence.

« Access to products: Email announcements continue to be the main source of access to IEG’s
products among Staff and Externals, but IEG’s website is the main access channel for Board members.

 Outreach efforts: Different types of outreach are generally rated very well on effectiveness by all
audiences (75 to 95% on most attributes), but improvement could be made for social media outreach,

and blog communications among Staff.
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Distribution of WBG Staff by HR Grade Level @ |EG | wortosanxerour

Before and After Screen Outs, 2015

B Survey sample pre- familiarity screen out (n=746)
45 B Survey sample post- familiarity screen out (n=576)

Survey sample for products-related section (n=210)

GE GF GG GH Gl+ Other

Margins of error
All margins of error shown in this report are calculated using the total WBG Staff population universe (15,782), and the number
of WBG Staff respondents who effectively answered a particular question as sample size (i.e., DK/NAs are excluded from

calculations).

The overall margin of error for WBG Staff throughout the following report is between +=3.4 and £7.2 percent (depending on

guestions), using a 95 percent Confidence Level.
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Distribution of WBG Staff by Organization and Office IEC
Location o

Before and After Screen Outs, 2015

B Survey sample pre- familiarity screen out (n=746)
m Survey sample post- familiarity screen out (n=576)
75 m Survey sample for products-related section (n=210)

60

2 2 2
\ WB IFC MIGA / Other }
Organization type Office location




External Stakeholders Profile
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Before Screen Outs, by Category and by Region, n=387, 2015

Organization category

Media Other
7
Gov't 2
donor \ _
organization~ flx_(;]allgsrlﬁ;i k/
) 22
NGO
13
Private for
profit
19
Government
17
Int'l
organization
17

Region
Eastern
Europe /
Central Asia
MENA 4
Western 6
Europe
8 Africa
28
LatAm /
Caribbean
8

LatAm /
Caribbean _
10 South Asia
18
North
America
17







Familiarity with IEG



Familiarity with IEG’s work is highest among Board
members and increased in 2015; levels among Staff and IEG
Externals seem to follow a slow downward trend R

WORLD BANK GROUP
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Familiarity with IEG’s Work and Reports, by Sample Group, 2011-2015

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

= Know about IEG’s role but have not read reports ® Not familiar at all

2015 (n=31) 45 55
Board 2014 (n=51) 33 49 10 8
2012 (n=27) 44 44 11
2015 (n=387) 15 56 16 13
Externals 2014 (n=718) 16 58 18 9
2012 (n=456) 25 52
2015 (n=746) 11 43 23 23
WBG Staff 5914 (n=1411) 9 52 28 11
MoE: +=3.4%
2012 (n=755) 13 52
Note: Slight wording and scale change since 2011. @
Q1t. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?




Lower familiarity with IEG’s work among Staff is mostly IEG
driven by FO Staff and junior HR Grades et
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World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Familiarity with IEG’s Work, by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level, WBG
Staff, 2015

m Very familiar, frequently read reports ® Familiar, occasionally read reports
= Know about IEG’s role but have not read reports B Not familiar at all % Top 2
All WBG staff (n=746) [T . >
MoE: £3.4% )
WB (n=540) [T 44 24 23 54
IFC (n=189) 14 41 21 24 55
HQ (n=350) | 20 16 64
FO (n=396) 25 29 46 \1, -10
GE (n=84)(] 25V -19
GF (n=142) 43, -8
GG (n=225) 78 N +9
GH (n=111) 92/ +8
Glt (n=14) 86

Additional insights
» The gap in familiarity (Top 2 figures) has widened between Task Team Leaders (TTL) and those who are not, from 73%
vs 50% respectively in 2014 to 79% vs 41% in 2015.

» Similarly, the gap in familiarity has increased between Staff who have been evaluated by IEG and those who have not,
from 81% vs 51% respectively in 2014 to 88% vs 44% in 2015.

Note: Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015. TCaution: very small sample size GLOBE
Q1t. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?




Overall, familiarity with IEG’s work among Externals has

: . i i . |EG | worLo Bank eroup
remained fairly stable across organization types and regions S | Wor B Wi
Familiarity with IEG’s Work, by Stakeholder Category, Externals, 2015

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

= Know about IEG’s role but have not read reports B Not familiar at all % Top 2
All Externals (n=387) 15 56 16 71
Int'l organization (n=66) 86
Academia/research (n=78) 13 78
Government (n=64) 11 72
Gov't donor organizationt (n=17) 6 71

Private for profit (n=72) 11 55 \1/ -19

NGO (n=50) 12 54
LatAm / Caribbean (n=39) 82
North America (n=64) 81
East Asia / Pacific (n=37) 78

Western Europe (n=30) K& 76

Africa (n=107) 69
South Asia (n=69) 65
MENA (n=25) 56 \1/ -14
East. Eur. / Cent. Asiat (n=16) 31 50 31

Additional insights
» Senior stakeholders are most familiar with IEG’s work (75% for top 2 figures), compared with 58 percent for mid-level
and 38 percent for junior level.

tCaution: very small sample size; Note: Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015. GLOBE
Q1t. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?




Relevance of IEG’'s Work to World Bank
Group’s Overall Mission, Strategic
Alignment and Independence




IEG’s work is still seen as very relevant to WBG's Mission
across all three audiences; but positive feedback from Board

has ebbed a little

,IEG
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Relevance of IEG’s Work to WBG’s Overall Mission, by Sample Group, 2012-2015

2015 (n=31)
2014 (n=47)
2012 (n=27)

Board

2015 (n=309)
2014 (N=627)
2012 (n=402)

Externals

2015 (n=553)
MoE: 4%
WBG Staff 2014 (n=1217)

2012 (n=661)

B 6-A great deal

32
40
26
28
27
36
20 40

13 44
14 46

®m5-Very much ®4-Some extent

3 m2 m1-Notatall

42 10 3
47
59
44 221
50 3l
42 32
6
D
7 (51

Q4t. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission?

Top 3
(4+5+6)

87
100
96

95
95
95

85
88
87




Perceived relevance of IEG’s work among Staff is lower in IEG
HQ and CO, and lowest among senior level staff. —
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Relevance of IEG’s Work to WBG’s Overall Mission, by Organization, Office Location, and HR
Grade Level, WBG Staff, 2015

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

All WGB Staff (n=553) 85

MoE: £4%

WB (n=401) 85

IFC (n=139) 84

HQ (n=287) 80

FO (n=266) 90
GE (n=47) 94

GF (n=98)
GG (n=208)
GH (n=111)
Glt (n=13)

Additional insights

» Staff who have been evaluated by IEG and are TTL continue to be less likely than their counterparts to think that IEG’s work
is highly relevant (respectively 48% vs 65%, and 49% vs 68% for the Top 2 (5+6) measure).

» Among Staff who are highly satisfied with IEG’s products almost 9 in 10 (87%) think that the IEG's work is relevant to the
WBG's mission, compared with less than 50% for less-satisfied Staff.

TCaution: very small sample size. GLOBE
Q4t. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission?




Among Externals, perceived relevance of IEG’s work has IEG
remained high and stable since 2014 o
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World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Relevance of IEG’s Work to WBG’s Overall Mission, by Stakeholder Category, Externals, 2015

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

All Externals (n=309) 28 44 23

Government (n=50) 50 100

Gov't donor organizationt (n=12) 100
Private for profit (n=49) 100
Academia/research (n=65)

Int'l organization (n=61)

NGO (n=36)

Africa (n=87) 52 15 97
South Asia (n=54) 43 24 97
LatAm / Caribbean (n=35) 49 97

Western Europe (n=21) 48 24 96

East Asia / Pacific (n=29) 38 94

MENAT (n=17) 35 94
North America (n=55) 33 38 22 93
East. Eur. / Cent. Asat (n=11) 8 64 Egu

Note: Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015. TCaution: very small sample size. GLOBE
Q4t. How relevant do you think is IEG’s work to the World Bank Group’s overall mission?




Perceived alignment with WBG’s goals is very high and
|EG | worLo Bank eroup
Stable e World Bank « IFC+ MIGA
Alignment of IEG’s Evaluations with WBG's Goals, Board, 2014-2015
B G6-A great deal  ®m5-Very much ™ 4-Some extent 3 m2 ®ml-Notatall Top 3
(4+5+6)
2015 (n=31) 100
98

2014 (n=46)

Q4t. How relevant do you think IEG’s work is to the World Bank Group’s overall mission? GLOBE
Q7tBoard. In your opinion, how strategically aligned are IEG evaluations with the World Bank Group's goals?




Perceived independence continues to be rated very high

across all audiences but a little less so with the Board IEG
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Overall Perceived Independence,* Top Three Boxes,** by Sample Group, 2011-2015

Board
WBG Staff
m 2015
m 2014
m 2012
m2011
Externals

*Average frequencies of four independence attributes. **(4+5+6) on a scale from 1 to 6 where 1 means “very low” and 6 means “very high”
Note: Question not asked to Externals and Staff in 2014. Slight wording change (the concept of independence was precisely

explained, and IEG’s definition of each attribute was also more detailed) and sample size variations since 2011. As a result, GLOBE
tracking results should be treated cautiously.
Q6t. How would you rate IEG's independence based on the following criteria?




Among Board members, the proportion rating IEG’s

. . . . . WORLD BANK GROUP
independence “very high” is back to its highest levels !,_51.9
IEG’s Perceived Independence, Board, 2012-2015
m6-Very high m5-High = 4-Somewhat high 3 m2 ml-Verylow Top 3
(4+5+6)
2015 (n=30) ¢ 33 33 7 93
e
Behavioral 2014 (n=46) 13 59 100
independence 2012 (n=27) 27 54 4 96
2011 (n=40) 25 35 5 95
2015 (n=24) 25 33 13 87
Protection from 2014 (n=42) S 57 5 B 93
external influence 2012 (n=26) 17 42 100
2011 (n=38) 8 92
2015 (n=27) 9 85
Organizational 2014 (n=43) 12 95
independence 2012 (n=26) 20 100
2011 (n=40) 33 95
_ 2015 (n=29) 28 83
Avmdancg of 2014 (n=44) 16 89
conflicts _ 96
of interest 2012 (n=27) i
2011 (n=40) 95

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




WBG Staff generally see IEG as very independent,

. : ) |EG | worLo Bank eroup
especially organizationally | Word e M
IEG’s Perceived Independence, WBG Staff, 2012-2015

=GV . : , Top 3
—Very high ®m5-High ®™4-Somewhat high 3 m2 ml1-Verylow (4+5+6)
2015 (n=435) 18 38 9 85
Organizational = 5415 (=577 20 38 wRe 8
independence ( ) .

2011 (n=743) 18 41 o 41 &
2015 (n=386) 15 34 14 79

Protection from
external influence 2012 (n=494) 15 36 12 81
2011 (n=715) 17 41 10 2i 87
Avoidance of 2015 (n=430) 16 33 13 79
conflicts 2012 (n=547) 13 35 13 78

f interest
OTIMETest 5011 (n=728) 15 44 10 30 86
2015 (n=438) 16 28 14 77

Behavioral
independence 2012 (=574) 18 34 11 82
2011 (n=727) 16 39 11 4F 83

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




Among Externals, IEG’s independence is @

. . . . WORLD BANK GROUP
considered fairly high and stable across attributes !,_512
IEG’s Perceived Independence, Externals, 2012-2015

m6-Very high m5-High = 4-Somewhat high 3 m2 ml-Verylow Top 3
(4+5+6)
Avoidance of 2015 (n=255) [HIER 35 14 4 82
conflicts 2012 (n=351) 16 35 15 80
of interest 89
2011 (n=548) 17 41 7 (41
2015 (n=251) 16 36 14 5 80
Organizational — 85
independence 2012 (n=349) 26 31 13 2|
2011 (n=565) 23 39 8 3l 88
2015 (n=260) 17 33 18 0 N
Behavioral
independence 2012 (n=354) 20 31 14 79
2011 (n=544) 24 38 9 af 86
2015 (n=236) [IE 35 771 75
Protection from 3012 (n=333) 14 35 15 78
external influence
2011 (n=546) 19 40 10 3i 87

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




IEG’s Work Emphasis:
Learning vs Accountability
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The learning-vs-accountability gap remains high for staff but IEG
more significant, it has more than doubled for Board =

IEG’s Work Emphasis: Learning vs Accountability, by Sample Group, 2015

) )
66\ o
PRSI oo\
ee \q) XV
\(\G( \0@ e«\Q
W o\)\d %e(\\
1 o) A 10
(n=486)
MoE: =4.3%
|
(n=30)
5.37 6.34
R
(n=309) 2014 gap
5.74 5.98

Note: The sample sizes reported are the average of the sample sizes for each of the two sub-questions.
Q3at. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In answering, please use the scale
where “Emphasis exclusively on learning” would mean to focus on evaluations that can help program design, and “Emphasis GLOBE

exclusively on accountability” would mean to focus on evaluations that report on success and failure.
Q3bt. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?




The perceived gap in emphasis between accountability and

learning has shrunk among WB and junior Staff, but has |EG | wortosankeroup
widened for IFC and GH grade level employees e
Learning vs Accountability, by Organization, Office Location, and HR Grade Level
WBG Staff’ 2015 Where emphasis Present emphasis
should be (5.13) (6. 58)
easey m | " |m
MoE: £4.3%
we s [N |
5.10
ren=i20) |
ror=2sy [N |
5.09
SIESSEN
cep=s
crreon
corico N |
4.96
crrews) [ |
4.56
orez)

5.54 7.45

tCaution: very small sample size Q3at. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability? In
answering, please use the scale where “Emphasis exclusively on learning” would mean to focus on evaluations that can help
. “ . . S . GLOBE
program design, and “Emphasis exclusively on accountability” would mean to focus on evaluations that report on success and

failure. Q3bt. And where do you believe the emphasis should be?




Staff who are least satisfied or most familiar with IEG tend to IEC
see the largest learning-vs-accountability gap @
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WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Learning vs Accountability, by Level of Familiarity and Satisfaction with IEG’s Role/Products,
WBG Staff, 2015

Where emphasis Present emphasis
should be (5.13) (6.58) 10

WMI ...
(n=486) -

MoE: £4.3%

High familiarity I | T

(n=80) 5.19 6.96
(n=301)

Low familiarity
(n=105)

High satisfaction
(n=95)

Medium
satisfaction
(n=86)

Low satisfaction
(n=24) 3.42 8.09

i

2014 gap

Q3a. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?

Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be? GLOBE
Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?
Q9t. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read?




The learning vs accountability emphasis gap remains wider
among WBG Staff who are TTLs and who have been IEG
evaluated by IEG S
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Learning vs Accountability, by Level of Project Management Experience and Evaluation Profile
WBG Staff, 2015

Where emphasis Present emphasis
1 should be (5.13) (6.58) 10
e s e — |
(n=486)
MoE: +4.3%
o | | —
Task team | (n=226) 4.70 6.65
leader n
vo |
| (n=261) 550  6.52
o | | —
Evaluated | (n=157) 4.70 6.95
by IEG T
vo | | DN 2o
(n=329) 5.32 6.40

Q3a. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?

Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be? GLOBE
dd3. Have you been a task team leader (TTL) for a project within the past 12 months?
dd4. In the past 12 months, have any of your projects/programs/activities been evaluated by IEG?




Among Externals, those most familiar with IEG think emphasis

should be more equally split than it is now, while those with |EG | worLosankeroup
lower familiarity believe it should be more on accountability e

Learning vs Accountability, by Level of Familiarity with IEG’s Products, Externals, 2015

e — | sl

(n=57)

IS

6.16 6.61
(n=199)
539 584
(n=46)
5.78 6.61

2014 gap

2014 gap, order
between learning and
accountability reversed

Q3a. Where would you put IEG’s present emphasis between learning and accountability?
Q3b. And where do you believe the emphasis should be? GLOBE
Q1t. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?




Impact of IEG’s Work




Perceived impact of IEG’s work on effectiveness of WBG’s
activities and broader development community has declined |EG
across all three audiences, and is lowest among Staff S
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Impact of IEG’s Work on Effectiveness, by Sample Group, 2015

Top 3
W 6-A great deal ®5-Very much ®4-Some extent 3 w2 ml-Notatall (4+5+6)

Externals (n=256) 13 . 79\1, -11
Impact of IEG’s

work on Board (n=29)
Effectiveness of

WBG'’s activities

WBG Staff (n=450)
L MoE: =4.5%

Externals (n=255)
Impact of IEG’s

work on
Effectiveness of | Board (n=25)
broader
development
communit
Y WBG Staff (n=420) B i
. MOE: =4.7%

Note: Slight wording change since 2014. Arrows represent change between 2012 and 2014.

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following? GLOBE

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




Ratings on perceived impact of IEG’s work fell significantly IEC
in 2015, especially among Board L
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Impact of IEG’s Work on Effectiveness, Top Three Boxes*, by Sample Group, 2011-2015

Impact of IEG’s work on effectiveness Impact of IEG’s work on effectiveness of
of WBG'’s activities broader development community

72
88
52
68
50
63
47
52
74
84
68
73
*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 v_vhere 1 means “not_at all” and 6 means “a gregt deal” _ @
Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following?

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

Board

m 2015
= 2014
m 2012
= 2011

WBG Staff

Externals




Ratings on perceived impact of IEG’s work have fallen back

in 2015 across both office locations and most HR grades (EC) | woiommanoe

Impact of IEG’s Work on Effectiveness, by Office Location and HR Grade Level, Top Three
Boxes*, WBG Staff, 2012-2015

Impact of IEG’s work on Impact of IEG’s work on
Effectiveness of WBG'’s activities Effectiveness of broader development community

HQ HQ

FO FO

GE m 2015 GE
[ |
GF 2014 GF
2012

GG GG

GH GH

GIt Gt

Additional insights

* WAB Staff are more positive about the impact of IEG’s work than IFC Staff (61% vs 45% on effectiveness of WBG'’s
activities, and 55% vs 40% on effectiveness of broader development community).

» Perceived impact of IEG’s work has fallen back to 2012 levels among Staff who are highly satisfied with the quality of
the organization's products.

¢ Ratings among stakeholders with medium satisfaction have also declined but are higher than in 2012.

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “not at all” and 6 means “a great deal”; tCaution: traditionally very small sample GLOBE
size. Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following? a. The

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




Significant drop on perceived impact of IEG’s work on
effectiveness among Staff with lower familiarity with IEG’s @ |EG | wortosanxerour
products, Task Team Leaders, and evaluated Staff =

I
Ewiiarar Cans |

Impact of IEG’s Work on Effectiveness, WBG Staff, 2015, by Level of Familiarity with IEG’s
Role, Project Management Experience and Evaluation Profile

Impact of IEG’s work on Impact of IEG’s work on

Effectiveness of WBG’s activities Effectiveness of broader development community

B 6-A great deal ®5-Very much 4-Some extent B 6-A great deal m5-Very much 4-Some extent
All WBG Staff (n=450) 57 \l' -18 All WBG Staff (n=420) 2 50 \1, -13
MoE: +=4.5% MoE: =4.7%
High familiarity (n=78) 61 \1:'8 High familiarity (n=71) | 43 \1, -13

Medium familiarity (n=275) 56 |, -18 Medium familiarity (N=260) 2 52 |, -11

Low familiarity (n=97) 56 \l, -25 Low familiarity (n=89) 53 \1: -16

Task team | Yes (n=210) g- 48 ‘1"23 Yes (n=192) | 39 ‘1"19
leader T No (n=240) 65 \l,-15 No (n=228) 60 \1:-9

Evaluated [ Yes (n=151) 48 |, -19 Yes (n=145) | 40 |, -13
by IEG = )
y No (n=299) 61 | -20 No (n=275) 56

Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.

Q5t. To what extent do you think that IEG’s work in the past 12 months has impacted on the following?
a. The effectiveness of the World Bank Group’s activities; b. The broader development community's effectiveness

Q1. To what extent are you familiar with IEG’s work and reports?

dd3. Have you been a task team leader (TTL) for a project within the past 12 months? wﬂ
dd4. In the past 12 months, have any of your projects/programs/activities been evaluated by IEG?







Readership and Use of Products




Board members are more likely to use IEG reports. Over
three quarters have used an IEG report in the past year, |EG | worwosankerour

ey World Bank « [FC «

compared with just over half of Externals and WBG Staff. S

Professional Use of IEG’s Products in Past 12 Months, “Yes,” by Sample Group, 2015

Board (n=31)

Externals (n=274)

WBG Staff (n=406)
MOE : +4.7%

GLOBE
Q7new. Have you used an IEG report in the course of your work in the past 12 months? \—g




Professional use of IEG products is greater among employees
most familiar with the organization; it is also highest at HQ |EG WORLD BANKGROUP

I-Irumnn'

level, and among Staff who have been evaluated by IEG .

Professional Use of IEG Products, “Yes,” by “Demographics”, WBG Staff, 2015

All WBG Staff
(n=406)
MoOE: £=4.7%

All WBG Staff (n=406)

HQ (n=223) High familiarity (n=82)

FO (n=183) Medium familiarity (n=324)

GE (n=21) —-
eader

Task team { Yes (n=212)

GF (n=60) No (n=194)

GG (n=175)

3 Evaluated Yes (n=153)
GH (n=102) oy IEG
No (n=253)

Gl (n=12)t

Additional insights
» Usage of IEG products is higher among GH managerial Staff (72%) than with GH non-managerial employees (48%).

tCaution: very small sample size GLOBE
Q7new. Have you used an IEG report in the course of your work in in the past 12 months?




ICR Reviews are again the most read product among Staff;

IEG | WORLD BANK GROUP

readership of a few products has decreased among Board e | Word s e

Readership of IEG’s Products, Report Types Read in Past 12 Months, by Sample Group,

2014-2015
WBG Staff (2014: n=860, 2015: n=210)
MoE *=6.7%
ons NN 1
ICR
reviews 71
: ons NN -0
Sector and thematic level evaluations 37
IEG's annual reports / RAP _ 2631
IEG's impact evaluations _ 31 42
Country-focused level _ 25 m2015
evaluations/reviews 21 2014
N -0

IEG's annual report*

Corporate and process evaluations - 24

19
Global program reviews - 1156
ECD working papers I 35

*Not asked in 2014,
Note: Slight wording change since 2014

Q7t. Which of the following IEG products have you read over the past 12 months?

Board Members (2014: n=42, 2015: n=24)

I /2
62
I -

55
KB
&

64
I 75
64
I ::
L [EE
B 13

B s

7

74

55

50




Significant increase in number of Externals who have read

1-3 IEG reports

IEG

Tnbbamaiin
| ETHE A
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Readership of IEG’s Products, Number of Reports Read in Past 12 Months, by Region,

Externals, 2015

2015 (n=161)
All Externals
2014 (n=650)

East Asia and Pacific
(n=17)

LatAm and Caribbean
(n=22)

Africa (n=38)
North America (n=34)
South Asia (n=29)

Western Europe (n=15)

Note: Slight wording change to Q6 since 2014; tCaution: very small sample size GLOBE
QG6tExt. How many IEG reports have you read, at least in part, in the past 12 months? (worded as “over the past two years” in 2014)

mQOver 5 m4to5 mlto3 m None
17 28
20 27 10
24 35
45
21 29 3
21 24
17 21
13




Overall use of IEG’s products is high and stable across all

audiences, although lower among Staff than among Board |EG | worLosankcroue
and Externals e
Overall Use of IEG’s Products, Top Three*, by Sample Group, 2015
91
Board
91
86
m 2015
WBG Staff w2014
MoE: +6.8% m2012
m 2011
86
Externals
*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “not at all’ and 6 means “a great deal”
Note: Slight wording change since 2014 for Staff
Q13at. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the GLOBE

following? a) Overall use




Overall use of IEG’s products by WBG Staff has been fairly

stable since 2011, but could be more systematic when |EG | worLosankcroue
considering the very high proportion rating “some extent” S
Overall Use of IEG’s Products, WBG Staff, 2011-2015
Top 3 Mean score
B 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much ®m4-Some extent =3 ®m2 m1-Not at all (4+5+6)

2015 (n=202) 66 3.71

MoE: +=6.8%

2014 (n=820) 65 3.62

2012 (n=232) 61 3.45

2011 (n=626) 63 3.59

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.
Q13at. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the GLOBE
following? a) Overall use




Overall use of IEG’s products has continued to increase at

HQ and decrease among FO; use is now nearly equal |EG | worLosankeroup
between HQ and FO R

Overall Use of IEG’s Products, by Office Location and HR Grade Level, Top Three Boxes*
WBG Staff, 2012-2015

66
All WBG Staff

MoOE: £6.8%

HQ

FO

GE

GF

GG

m 2015
m 2014
m2012

GH

GIt

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “not at all” and 6 means “a great deal”
Note: Slight wording change since 2014. tCaution: very small sample sizes in all years
Q13at. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the GLOBE

following? a) Overall use




Extent of various uses of IEG products has remained stable
since 2014, and providing advice to clients and staff AEG
continues to be the most common use s

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Detailed use of IEG’s Products, WBG Staff, 2015

Top 3
m6-A great deal ®5-Very much ®4-Some extent 3 m2 m1-Notatall (4+5+6)

Overall use | 17

Providing advice to clients / staff

19 - 61
Designing/modifying results framework _ 19 58
Additional insights

« Overall use of IEG’s products is greater among Staff who have not been evaluated by the organization (77% vs 53% for
those who have been evaluated).

Designing/modifying policies and/or strategies

Designing new lending / non-lending operations

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.
Sample sizes between n=179 and n=202; MoE ranges from %6.8% to 7.2%. GLOBE
Q13t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the following?




Overall use of IEG’s products is high among Externals and
nearly all find them useful for their work; use for assessing ,IEG
projects and sector strategies are most common B

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Detailed use of IEG’s Products, Externals, 2015

Top 3
B 6-A great deal ®m 5-Very much ® 4-Some extent = 3 =2 ® 1-Not at all (4+g+6)

86 94% found the
products they have
read in the past year
useful for their work

Overall use

Assessing projects

78
Assessing sector strategies 77
Assessing country strategies 69
Assessing WBG policies/procedures 60
Note: Q13 not asked to Externals in 2014. Slight change in question wording for Q18t since 2014.Sample sizes
between n=142 and n=152
Q13. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the GLOBE

following? Q18t. Did you find the IEG evaluation products you have read in the past 12 months useful for your work?




Among Board, IEG’s products are increasingly used to

comment on other people’s work and make the case for a |EG | wortosankeroup
particular course of action B
Detailed use of IEG’s Products, Board, 2015
Top 3
B 6-A great deal ®5-Very much ®4-Some extent 3 w2 ml-Notatall (4+5+6)
Overall use* 36 9 ‘ 91
Assessing country strategies 26 35 4 ‘ 96
Commenting on/making inputs to work of others 14 45 5 B 91 1\ +13
Making case for particular course of action 10 25 5 B 90 1\ +15
Assessing projects 18 41 5 - 86
Assessing WBG policies/procedures 9 45 9 . 86
Assessing sector strategies 9 32 9 - 82

Sample sizes between n=20 and n=23

Note: Slight wording change since 2014. Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q13t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent did you use them for the

following?




Satisfaction with IEG’'s Recent
Evaluation Products
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Topline satisfaction with IEG’s products quality remains very IEC
high and seems fairly stable over time =

Satisfaction with Overall Quality of IEG’s Evaluation Products, WBG Staff, 2011-2015*

- e . . _ Top 3
G- m5- m4- m2 ml1-
6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied ®™4-Somewhat satisfied 3 ®m2 ®1-Very dissatisfied (4+5+6)
MOE: *=6.7%
2011 (n=709) 9 l 87

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.

*In 2011 and 2012, the question was asked by product. The overall satisfaction measure reported above was calculated using the
average rating of all products rated by each respondent. The structure of the question, number of products available for ratings in
2011 and 2012, and variations in sample sizes from a year to another mean tracking results should be treated cautiously.

Q9t. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?

GLOBE




Overall satisfaction with products quality remains higher IEC
among FO and junior staff. Significant drop among GF staff. L

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

I .
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Satisfaction with Overall Quality of IEG’s Evaluation Products, by HR Grade Level and Office
Location, WBG Staff, 2015

B 6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied ®4-Somewhat satisfied Mean score
All WBG Staff
(n=208) 4.18
MoOE: =6.7%
HQ (n=125) 4.08
FO (n=83) 4.34
GE (n=10)t 4.70
GF (n=29) 4.66 1\+o.29
GG (n=93) 4.26
GH (n=58) 3.74
Gl (n=7)t 3.71

Note: Slight wording change since 2014. Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
tCaution: very small sample size GLOBE
Q9t. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the past 12 months?




Staff who are Task Team Leaders and who have been

evaluated are least satisfied with the overall quality of IEG’s |EG
evaluation products

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Ew me.-L

Satisfaction with Overall Quality of IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Project Management
Experience and Evaluation Profile, WBG Staff, 2015

B 6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied ®4-Somewhat satisfied Mean score

All WBG Staff
(n=208) 4 4.18
MOE: =£6.7%
Task team Yes (n=113) 75 4.09
leader
No (n=95) 74 |1 4.29
Evaluated Yes (n=96) 64 \l/ -8 3.88
by IEG
No (n=112) 82 4.45

Additional insights

e The gap in satisfaction has increased among Staff respondents who consider IEG’s work emphasis is on learning
rather than on accountability (respectively 88% vs 73% in 2014 and 91% vs 65% in 2015).

Note: Slight wording change since 2014 GLOBE
Q9t. How satisfied are you with the overall quality of the IEG products that you read in the last 12 months?
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Satisfaction with IEG’s evaluation products is highest among IEC
Externals and lowest among Staff on all attributes L

Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Satisfaction, by Sample
Group, Mean Scores (1-6), 2015

WBG Staff Board Externa_ls
(sample sizes between (sample sizes between n=21 (sample sizes between n=152
n=188 and n=209) and n=24) and n=158)

Usefulness of executive
summary

a5z [T 40 [ 513

4.46 R P 50810
243101 [ s P o0l os
4.07 s NA

3.7 R S s

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.
Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015. GLOBE
Q11t. 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?

Ease of understanding
Relevance to work

Unbiased/objective analysis

Transparency/clarity of
methodology

Timeliness

Incorporation of all available
relevant information

Process of engagement

Strong link between
conclusions and evidence




Staff satisfaction with IEG products has remained high and

stable since 2014; usefulness of executive summary and |EG | worLosankeroup
ease of understanding are aspects with highest satisfaction e

Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Satisfaction, WBG Staff,
2015

B 6-Very satisfied ®m5-Satisfied ®4-Somewhat satisfied ~3 =2 m1-Very dissatisfied ( 41::_); -36)
Usefulness of executive summary 84
Ease of understanding 83
Relevance to work 79
Unbiased/objective analysis 77
Timeliness 76
Transparency/clarity of methodology 74
Strong link between conclusions and evidence 69
Incorporation of all available relevant information 69
69

Process of engagement

Additional insights
» For all attributes, satisfaction is usually higher among employees who have not been evaluated by IEG.

Note: Slight change of wording since 2014

Sample sizes between n=188 and n=209; MoE ranges from *=6.7% to 7.1%
Q11t. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects GLOBE

of the evaluation reports?




Overall satisfaction with the relevance of IEG’s products is
stable among Staff, but increase in mean score indicates @]EG
more staff rating on the higher end of the scale e

WORLD BANK GROUP
W

orid Bank « IFC « MIGA

Relevance of IEG’s Products to Respondents’ Work, by HR Grade Level and Office Location,
WBG Staff, 2015

B 6-Very satisfied ® 5-Satisfied 4-Somewhat satisfied Mean score

All WBG Staff

(n=202) 79 4.43/) +0.41
MoE :£6.8%

HQ (n=122) 76 4.39 1‘ +0.55
FO (n=80) 85 4.49/ +0.29
GE (n=10)t 80 4.60" +0.25
GF (n=29) 97 'T‘+13 5.071‘ +0.85
GG (n=90) 79 4.40" +0.37
GH (n=55) 4.07 1\ +0.42
Gl (n=7)t 4.007 +0.75

Note: slight change of wording since 2014
TCaution: very small sample size. Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q11tb. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following GLOBE

aspects of the evaluation reports? — Relevance to your work
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Satisfaction levels among Board remain excellent across all  NEC
attributes except on timeliness o

Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Satisfaction, Board, 2015

Top 3
W 6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied ™ 4-Somewhat satisfied =3 m2 m1-Very dissatisfied (4"'5?"'6)

Transparency/clarity of methodology 22 Y4 - 4 I 92
Unbiased/objective analysis 25 42 4 I 92
Usefulness of executive summary YA, 46 8 92
Incorporation of all available relevant information [Ke] 67 - 5 91
Ease of understanding 17 57 9 91
Relevance to work* 25 54 . 8 I 87

Process of engagement 19 43 5 - 86 ‘1’ -4

Strong link between conclusions and evidence [ 48 13 83 \1/ -12

Timeliness 13 39 - 22 - 69 \l, -17

Note: Slight change of wording since 2014; *Not asked in 2014
Sample sizes between n=21 and n=24. Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q11t. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of GLOBE

the evaluation reports?



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Title edited


Excellent ratings are also posted by Externals, and on all
attributes higher proportions are “very satisfied” with IEG’s IEG
evaluation products S

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Detailed Satisfaction with IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Satisfaction, Externals,
2015

W 6-Very satisfied m5-Satisfied ™ 4-Somewhat satisfied 3 m2 m1-Very dissatisfied (4ngf6)
Usefulness of executive summary 96
Transparency/clarity of methodology 94
Relevance to work 93
Ease of understanding 93
Unbiased/objective analysis 92
Strong link between conclusions and evidence 90

Note: Slight change of wording since 2014
Sample sizes between n=152 and n=155. Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q11t. Thinking of all the IEG reports you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with the following aspects of GLOBE

the evaluation reports?




Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products




Perceived influence of IEG’s products is high and stable among

Staff; influence is greater for understanding of development |EG | worwoaanksroup
results and operational learning experience S
Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Influence, WBG Staff, 2015

Top 3

B 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much ®m4-Some extent ©3 m2 m1-Notat all (4+5+6)

Development results of projects/operations

Essential lessons learned from

past operational experience 75

The subject area &

The WBG's development effectiveness 69
What works in development 68

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.
Sample sizes between n=197 and n=206, MoE: =6.7% and 6.9%; Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q12t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your GLOBE

understanding of the following?




IEG’s products remain very influential for Externals across
all aspects, but ratings are a bit lagging for influence in IEG
helping to understand the World Bank’s work in a country R

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Attribute of Influence, Externals, 2015

Top 3
(4+5+6)
B 6-A great deal ®m5-Very much  ®4-Some extent 3 ®m2 m1-Notatall
Essential lessons learned from
past operational experience 87
What works in development 87
The World Bank’s activities in a sector 86

79 |/ -8

The World Bank's work in a country

Note: Slight wording change since 2014.
Sample sizes between n=148 and n=155; Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q12t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your GLOBE

understanding of the following?




Influence of IEG’s products continue to be more important
among Externals and Board—though it is less prominent in IEG
a couple of areas among Board

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA
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Influence of IEG’s Evaluation Products, by Sample Group, 2015

Top 3
B 6-A great deal m5-Very much ®™4-Some extent =3 ™2 mI1-Not at all (4+g+6)

Board (n=24) [P 25 8 |8 8313

What works in
Externals (n=155 87
development 1 ( ) 13 ol d !
WBG staff (n=202) [IB 22 17 68
| MoOE :+6.8%
Board (n=24) [RE 33 13 4 84|13
Essential lessons
learned from past Externals (n=154) 10 45 10 ! 87
operational 1
experience WBG staff (n=206) [ 30 12 75
MoE :£+6.7%
Board (n=24) W 50 8 . 87
Development
results of projects/ A
oporations® weG staff (=198) [ 30 15 77
MOE:+6.9%

Note: Slight wording change since 2014. *Not asked to Externals in 2015; Arrows represent change between 2014 and 2015.
Q12t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, to what extent have they improved your understanding GLOBE

of the following?




Satisfaction with IEG’s
Recommendations




Topline satisfaction with overall quality of IEG’s recommendations
Is rated very high, but the positive momentum seen IEG
in 2012-14 among Board seems to have stopped e

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations, Overall Quality, Board vs WBG Staff, 2011-2015

Top 3
m 6-Very satisfied ®5-Satisfied ®4-Somewhat satisfied ©3 m2 m1-Very dissatisfied (4+5+6) Mean score

2015 (n=24) 42 8 4 88 4.58

2014 (n=41) 56 24 5 95 4.80
Board

2012 (n=22) 50 9 01 4.95

2011 (n=38) 47 5 81 4.61

2015 (n=202)
MoE: +£6.8%

s Kl

WBG Staff { 2014 (n=794) @ 41 10 83 4.21
NN
A

14 75 4.11

78 4.24

2012 (1=237) [ 37 o

1
2011 (n=657) 14 42 8 80 4.32

Note: Slight wording change since 2014
Q14t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their GLOBE
recommendations on the following criteria? a) Overall quality




FO Staff remain more satisfied with the quality of IEG’s IEC
recommendations compared with HQ staff et

WORLD BANK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations, Overall Quality, by Office Location, and HR Grade
Level, Top Three Boxes*, WBG Staff, 2012—-2015

All WBG Staff .83
MoE: =6.8%
HQ Y 77
67
85
FO B3,
GE 0 o5
100
GF 201
8
GG 8,
00 .
GH 72 2015
65 2014
GIt il 2012
54

Additional insights
» Similarly to 2014, respondents who consider IEG’s products as very relevant to their work are much more
likely to be satisfied with IEG’s quality of recommendations than those who find them moderately relevant

(66% vs 16% for the Top 2 (5+6) measure).

*(4+5+6) on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 means “very dissatisfied” and 6 means “very satisfied”
tCaution: very small sample size. Note: Slight wording change since 2014
Q14t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on GLOBE

the following criteria?




Satisfaction with IEG’s specific recommendations remains IEG
high, especially around clarity and coherence B
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Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations, by Type of Recommendation, WBG Staff, 2015

B 6-Very satisfied m 5-Satisfied B 4-Somewhat satisfied
Overall quality _ 75
larit

(clear/straightforward language)

Coherence

(connection to major issues/findings) S

s

Timeliness*

Cost-effectiveness
. . . . 67
(implementation benefits outweigh costs)
Feasibility 65
(reasonable/realistic for implementation)

Note: Slight wording change since 2014; *Not asked in 2014
Sample sizes between n=174 and n=202; MoE ranges from +=6.8% to 7.3%
Q14t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on GLOBE

the following criteria?




Among Board members, satisfaction with IEG’s

recommendations remains high and stable, though a @]EG
modest decrease is apparent on feasibility -
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Satisfaction with IEG’s Recommendations, by Type of Recommendation, Board, 2015

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

Overall quality

Coherence
(connection to major issues/findings)

Clarity
(clear/straightforward language)

s
I -
s
Cost-effectiveness
(implementation benefits outweigh costs)

(reasonable/realistic for implementation) ‘1’ -1

Timeliness*

Sample sizes between n=20 and n=24

Note: Slight wording change since 2014; *Not asked in 2014
Q14t. Thinking of the IEG products you have read in the past 12 months, how satisfied were you with their recommendations on GLOBE

the following criteria?




Access to IEG’s Products / Ratings of
IEG’s Outreach



Email announcements remain the main access to IEG’S
products among WBG Staff

WORLD BANK GROUP
World Bank « [FC + MIGA

EG

el
B, Cons

Access to IEG’s Products in Past 12 Months, Total Mentions, WBG Staff, 2012—-2015

60
b
IEG website 28
5
IEG events/presentations 26
ol
IEG workshops™* 9
¥
IEG Evaluation Week* 8

6
IEG blog* r3 m 2015

| m2014
2012

67

2
Videos/interviews l 3
2

Social media/networks (e.g., Facebook, Twitter,

communities) 1

Note: Slight wording change since 2014 *Not asked in 2012
Sample size: n=576; MoE % 3.9% GLOBE
Q15t. How did you become aware of IEG products in the past 12 months?

. |




WBG Staff rate IEG’s outreach effectiveness highest for
publications, launch events and emails; few employees see IEG
any communication channel as “very effective” e

WGIILDI!.AHK GROUP

World Bani « IFC « MIGA

IEG’s Communications and Outreach Efforts, by Type of Outreach, WBG Staff, 2015

m 6-Very effective m5-Effective ™ 4-Somewhat effective =3 =2 m1-Very ineffective ( 4ng 36)
IEG publications 12 38 11 ! 84
IEG launch events 11 37 7 n 81
IEG email newsletters/announcements K] 36 10 80
IEG website 12 29 11 n 77
IEG workshops K] 31 9 72
IEG Evaluation Week [ 26 11 67
IEG blog & 22 17 57
Social media/networks | 18 16 50

Sample sizes between n=198 and n=428
MoE ranges from *=4.6% to 6.9% GLOBE
Q16t. How would you rate IEG’s communications and outreach efforts in the following areas?




Perception of outreach efforts are similar between WBG and
IFC staff across most channels; Slight differences in ratings ,|EG WORLD BANKGROUP
are visible between HQ and FO staff on most mediums Y& &%

IEG’s Communications and Outreach Efforts, Type of Outreach, Top 3, WBG Staff, by
Organization and Office Location, 2015

WBG Staff _WBG ) IFC ) HQ . FO
-beeen [l (coetueen | cobetueen QY (netueen | (o e cen
198 and 428)
IEG publications 83% 83% 84% 80% 87%
IEG launch events 81% 81% 81% 81% 81%
IEG email 80% 80% 81% 75% 85%
IEG website 77% 78% 76% 71% 84%
IEG workshops 2% 2% 74% 73% 70%
IEG evaluation week 66% 66% 68% 65% 68%
IEG blog 57% 59% 45% 54% 60%
Social media / networks 50% 52% 44% 44% 57%

GLOBE
Q16t. How would you rate IEG’s communications and outreach efforts in the following areas? \—g




After a decline in 2014, IEG emails are again decisive in
raising awareness of products among Externals; access via IEG
IEG’s website has dropped

« [FIC « MIGA

Access to IEG’s Products in Past 12 Months, Total Mentions, Externals, 2012—-2015

IEG email announcements
74

IEG website

Social media/networks (e.g., Facebook, Twitter,
communities)

Printed report copies
Consulted during an evaluation
IEG events/presentations

IEG blog*

IEG workshops™*

Videos/interviews

Note: Slight wording change since 2014
*Not asked in 2012 GLOBE
Q15t. How did you become aware of IEG products in the past 12 months?




Like in 2014, Externals rate IEG’s outreach efforts most IEG

highly for email newsletters, publications, and IEG’s website L) [t rcwen
IEG’s Communications and Outreach Efforts, by Type of Outreach, Externals, 2015
B 6-Very effective m5-Effective ™ 4-Somewhat effective =3 m2 m1-Very ineffective ( 4ng 36)
IEG email newsletters/announcements 34 42 4! 93
IEG publications 26 44 - 5 I 92
IEG website 26 46 5 91

IEG workshops 21 29 9 85

Social media/networks 18 36 - 10

Sample sizes between n=160 and n=286 GLOBE
Q16t. How would you rate IEG’s communications and outreach efforts in the following areas?




IEG’s website has become the main channel for raising IEC
awareness of the organization’s products %

: ;
eartrog SN
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Access to IEG’s Products in the Past 12 Months, Total Mentions, Board, 2012—-2015

IEG website

IEG events/presentations
IEG email announcements
IEG workshops*

IEG Evaluation Week*

. 10 m2015
IEG blog* 9 m 2014

m 2012

Social media/networks (e.g., Facebook, Twitter,
communities)*

I 2
6
Videos/interviews 2
3
Note: Slight wording change since 2014
*Not asked in 2012 GLOBE
Q15t. How did you become aware of IEG products in the past 12 months?




IEG’s website is considered as most effective in terms of

outreach by Board members; increase in outreach from |EG | wortosaneroue
social media and blog. e
IEG’s Communications and Outreach Efforts, by Type of Outreach, Board, 2015
m 6-Very effective m5-Effective ®m4-Somewhat effective =3 m2 m1-Very ineffective ( 4ng 36)
IEG website §§ 53 100
IEG launch events 17 46 4 96
IEG email newsletters/announcements 18 45 5 95
IEG workshops 10 40 5 95
IEG publications 23 45 5 I 90\1, -10
IEG evaluation week |3 50 6 . 87
Social media ¢ 18 18 821\ +15

IEG blog 19 19 . 751\ +35

Caution: very small sample size; Sample sizes between n=11 and n=24 GLOBE
Q16t. How would you rate IEG’s communications and outreach efforts in the following areas?




Closing Remarks—Key Points of Analysis , IEG | worwosanxeroup

Tnbbamaiin

 Toplineresults are overall very favorable for IEG across most metrics, particularly with Board and
Externals. A lesser degree of enthusiasm is seen among WBG Staff, a core feature since year #1.

« Some trends look oriented a bit downward, though at a very slow pace. Starting from a very high
point, IEG should not feel very concerned. Strategic KPIs such as relevance to the WBG’s mission, or
perceived independence remain very positive underlying strong favorable bias on the ethos of
IEG.

« Impactis the only core KPl where a significant drop is noticed across audiences. Among both
Staff and Board, it might be a result of a growing learning-vs-accountability gap; a visible re-
balancing of IEG’s emphasis towards learning could help to be seen as more impactful. For Staff, the
pick up in overall use of IEG’s reports among HQ could be another reason, given how attitudes towards
IEG are typically less favorable among this sub-group.

* Looking at the products assessment done by respondents familiar enough with IEG, topline
satisfaction, perceived influence, and quality of recommendations are also generally well
positioned.

 However, process of engagement and timeliness are areas where stronger focus might be
needed. Looking into adjusting its strategy of engagement towards more inclusiveness could go a
long to improve perceptions among Staff respondents in particular.

GLOBE




GLOBE

evidence and ideas. applied

Since 1987, GlobeScan has helped clients measure and build value-generating
relationships with their stakeholders, and to work collaboratively in delivering a
sustainable and equitable future.

Uniquely placed at the nexus of reputation, brand and sustainability, GlobeScan
partners with clients to build trust, drive engagement and inspire innovation within,
around and beyond their organizations.

www.GlobeScan.com
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