Background Technical Document I:
Note on Survey Evidence

I. Introduction

1. The IEO obtained the views of three sets of
participants in interactions between the IMF and its
member countries. The evaluation team surveyed the
authorities and civil society representatives across the
membership, and also those IMF staff members who
had interacted with authorities and others. The team
drafted three separate questionnaires, and engaged
Princeton Survey Research Associates International
(PSRAI)—an independent survey research firm—to
help design and administer the surveys.!

2. This document is divided into five sections. Fol-
lowing this introduction, Section II reviews the survey
background. Sections III, IV, and V, respectively, cover
each of the three surveys: the authorities, IMF staff,
and civil society. These sections each contain a short
overview of the survey process, a description of the
respondent population, and a brief selection of results
that add detail to points covered in the main report and/
or the three country papers.

Il. General Survey Background

3. Most survey questions asked for views on inter-
actions between the IMF and member countries over
the previous two years (i.e., 2007-08), though a few
solicited opinions on the whole evaluation period (i.e.,
2001-08). Government officials in many economies
may have changed over the last eight years, so focusing
the bulk of the survey to the most recent period made
it easier for those current officials not familiar with
interactions over the full period to complete the ques-
tionnaire.> Recipients of the civil society survey were

'PSRAL assisted the IEO with all aspects of the survey up to the
data analysis stage, which was performed by the IEO evaluation
team. Specific assistance from PSRAI included advice on the survey
methodology, help in preparing the questionnaires, construction of
a database of civil society representatives, delivery of the three sur-
veys, and handling of all responses.

2Such an approach was also the only way to allow the direct com-
parison of views of the authorities and IMF staff over the same time
period—since for practical reasons the surveyed staff population

similarly unlikely to have been familiar with interac-
tions with the IMF dating back to 2001. All survey
results referenced in this paper refer to interactions over
the last two years of the evaluation period unless other-
wise indicated.’

4. The three surveys were developed in English, and
the surveys of authorities and of civil society were trans-
lated into several other languages. In addition to English,
the survey of authorities was made available to recipients
in French, Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish. The survey
of civil society was made available in Arabic, Chinese,
French, Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish.

5. The survey was sent to representatives in 187
economies: 184 member countries and three selected
territorial entities that are not states as understood
by international law but which maintain regular
interactions with the IMFE.* The IEO separated the
sample into five subgroups based on stage of develop-
ment and economic size for the purposes of analysis.
These subgroups were used throughout the evalua-
tion. The team first divided the economies into two
groups using classifications from the IMF’s World
Economic Outlook (WEQ). Based on the October 2008

included only current staff members and limited them to answers
for a single country.

3Most of the survey results included in this paper present the share
of respondents to each individual question who gave one of the two
most favorable responses out of either four or five possible options
(e.g., quality ratings report the combined share of respondents who
answered “good” or “excellent,” the two most favorable responses out
of five options that also included “very poor,” “poor,” and “average”).
Copies of all three survey questionnaires are available upon request.

*The evaluation covered interactions with 185 member countries
(Kosovo became the 186™ member country after the end of the
evaluation’s data gathering) and five selected territorial entities.
Four of these territories participate in Article IV consultations with
the IMF: Aruba, Hong Kong SAR, Macao SAR, and the Nether-
lands Antilles. A fifth territory, the West Bank and Gaza, was also
covered by the evaluation. While the IMF does not conduct Article
IV consultations with the West Bank and Gaza, it staffs a resident
representative office and maintains regular interactions. Macao SAR
and Somalia were not surveyed because there were no Article IV
consultations during the evaluation period. Montenegro was not
surveyed because it became a member late in the evaluation period.
Throughout this chapter, the term “country” and “economy” are
used interchangeably, each referring to both member countries and
selected territories.
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Table |. Country Groups

Group Number of Economies Criteria
Large advanced 7 G-7 economy
Other advanced 23 Defined by the October 2008 WEO as “advanced” and not a G-7 economy.
Large emerging 9! E;gr'led by the October 2008 WEO as “emerging I'ir?d devel<?ping,” not eligible to receive
resources, and with GDP more than $250 billion PPP in 2006.
Dty = Ocer 00 WED g dropry” ol
PRGF-eligible 76° Eligible to draw resources from the IMF’s PRGF.
All economies 187
'Includes India.

2Excludes Macao SAR, Kosovo, and Montenegro.
*Excludes India and Somalia.

WEO—published just prior to delivery of the IEO sur-
vey—there were 30 “advanced” economies,’ and 157
were defined as “emerging and developing.”

6. The 30 “advanced” economies were divided into
subgroups based on economic size. Specifically, the
G-7 economies were defined as “large advanced” and
the remaining 23 as “other advanced.”

7. The 157 emerging and developing economies
were separated into three subgroups. The first included
76 countries eligible to draw resources from the IMF’s
Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility (PRGF).® The
remaining 81 economies were split into “large emerg-
ing” and “other emerging” based on a GDP threshold
of $250 billion purchasing power parity (PPP) in 2006.
India was the lone exception, which is PRGF-eligible
but was included in the large emerging group because
of the size of its economy and the fact that it has never
received PRGF assistance. This process yielded three
country groups: 19 large emerging economies, 62 other
emerging economies, and 76 PRGF-eligible economies.

8. In the event, PSRAI delivered surveys to civil
society representatives on November 12, 2008, and
to authorities on November 22, 2008. PSRAI also
delivered a survey to current IMF staff members
on November 3, 2008. Staff recipients were asked
to choose the country on which they had worked
the most over the previous two years and complete
the questionnaire based on their experiences with
that country. Staff survey responses were accepted
through February 6, 2009, civil society responses

>The October 2008 WEO also defined Taiwan Province of China
as an advanced economy, but it was not covered by the evaluation.

®There were officially 78 PRGF-eligible economies at the time of
the survey, but India was included in the large emerging group and
Somalia was not surveyed because the IMF did not interact with its
government during the evaluation period. The PRGF is the IMF’s
low-interest lending facility for low-income countries. Eligibility is
based principally on the IMF’s assessment of a country’s per capita
income, drawing on the cutoff point for eligibility to World Bank
concessional lending.

through April 17, 2009, and authority responses
through April 20, 2009. PSRAI handled all survey
responses to preserve the confidentiality of respon-
dents. Table 1 summarizes the five groups and the
criteria used to define them.

I1l. Survey of the Authorities

A. Survey process

9. On November 22, 2008, PSRAI delivered’ a sur-
vey to the finance ministry and central bank in 187
economies.® While the IMF interacts with other gov-
ernment institutions, officials in ministries of finance
and central banks remain the Fund’s primary interlocu-
tors. The surveys were addressed and delivered to the
highest level possible—usually the minister of finance
or the central bank governor—and requested a single
response from each institution. The survey was avail-
able in five languages, with email recipients asked to
complete the questionnaire in the language of their
choice.’ In total, surveys were sent to 351 institutions
(187 finance ministries and 164 national central banks),
with responses accepted through April 20, 20009.

"The mode of delivery depended on the availability of contact
information and the preference of the authorities. Most surveys were
delivered via email, and several were sent by fax. In a few cases hard
copy surveys were delivered either by hand or regular mail.

8Surveys were not sent to the central bank of 23 economies, 20
of which were members of regional monetary unions: 6 in the East-
ern Caribbean Currency Union (ECCU), 6 in the Communauté
Economique et Monétaire de I’Afrique Centrale (CEMAC), and 8
in the Union Economique et Monétaire Ouest Africaine (UEMOA).
Central bank surveys were also not sent to the Marshall Islands,
Micronesia, and Palau (which also do not have a national central
bank responsible for monetary policy).

°Fax and hard copy surveys were delivered in the country’s offi-
cial language where possible, and English where not. Recipients
were given the option of requesting an additional copy of the survey
in any of the five languages.
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Table 2. Authorities’ Survey Responses by Country Group

Group Number of Institutions Surveyed Number of Responses Response Rate
Large advanced 14 13 93%
Other advanced 46 37 80%
Large emerging 38 22 58%
Other emerging 117 60 51%
PRGF-eligible 136 47 35%
All economies 351 179 51%

Table 3. Distribution of Institutional Responses and Surveyed Institutions

Group Share of Surveyed Institutions Share of Institutional Responses
Large advanced 4% 7%
Other advanced 13% 21%
Large emerging 1% 12%
Other emerging 33% 34%
PRGF-eligible 39% 26%
All economies 100% 100%

B. Description of authority respondents

10. The IEO received responses from 179 institu-
tions, a response rate of 51 percent. The response rate
from central banks was higher (67 percent) than from
finance ministries (37 percent). As a result the final
sample comprised responses from 110 central banks
and 69 finance ministries.

11. The level of reply varied across the groups,
with advanced economies submitting responses
at the highest rate. Table 2 summarizes the number
of responses from each of the five groups. The IEO
received responses from 93 percent of institutions
in large advanced and 80 percent of those in other
advanced economies. Over half of the institutions in
each emerging economy group, meanwhile, returned
a questionnaire. The response rate from PRGF-eligible
countries was 35 percent.

12.  Table 3 compares the distribution of authority
responses to the distribution of surveyed institutions across
the country groups. Though 39 percent of the total number
of surveys delivered went to institutions in PRGF-eligible
countries, this group made up 26 percent of responses.
Owing to their high response rate the advanced economies
were somewhat overrepresented in the overall sample.

13. The number of economies submitting at least
one response, meanwhile, was high across all groups.
Table 4 details the number of economies in each group
that submitted at least one response to the survey. As
shown, the IEO received at least one questionnaire
from 129 economies, nearly 69 percent of the 187

surveyed. Responses were submitted by 28 out of the
30 advanced economies, and by 17 out of the 19 large
emerging economies. Meanwhile, 70 percent of other
emerging and 54 percent of PRGF-eligible economies
returned at least one response.

14.  The distribution of responses also more closely
matched the surveyed population from this perspective.
Table 5 compares the distribution of economies that
submitted at least one reply to the overall distribution
across the groups. As shown, PRGF-eligible countries
accounted for 41 percent of the 187 economies surveyed
and 32 percent of the 129 economies that submitted at
least one response.

C. Selected results from the survey of
authorities

(i) Purposes of interactions

15. The survey asked authorities how much they
wanted the IMF to perform a set of selected roles in
their country. Figure 1 gives the main results for each
of the country groups.'

(ii) Effectiveness of interactions
16.  The survey also asked authorities for their views
on the effectiveness of interactions in selected IMF roles

"For individual questions, 5-8 percent of survey respondents did
not provide an answer.
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Table 4. Number of Economies Submitting At Least One Response to the Authorities’ Survey

Number of Economies Share of Economies
Number of Economies Submitting At Least Submitting At Least
Group Surveyed One Response One Response
Large advanced 7 7 100%
Other advanced 23 21 91%
Large emerging 19 17 89%
Other emerging 62 43 69%
PRGF-eligible 76 41 54%
All economies 187 129 69%

Table 5. Distribution of Economies Submitting At Least One Survey Response and Surveyed
Economies

Share of Surveyed Share of All Economies Submitting
Group Economies At Least One Response
Large advanced 4% 5%
Other advanced 12% 16%
Large emerging 10% 13%
Other emerging 33% 33%
PRGF-eligible 41% 32%
All economies 100% 100%

Figure 1. What the Authorities Wanted from the IMF

(Percent of respondents)

a.Large Advanced

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's economic
policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree
Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Present analysis and assessments of your country's economy to other
countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis of
spillover effects

) ) o 9
Provide financial or monitoring support for your country's
economic program
8
Assist in building capacity in your country
1 1 1 1 |
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Figure | (continued)
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b. Other Advanced

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's economic |-

policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government |-

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government |-

Present analysis and assessments of your country's economy to other -

countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis of |-

spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your country's
economic program

Assist in building capacity in your country
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c.Large Emerging

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Present analysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis of
spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your country's
economic program

Assist in building capacity in your country
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Figure | (concluded)

d. Other Emerging

59 36

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's === T T T T T T, —

economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Present analysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis of
spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your country's
economic program

Assist in building capacity in your country
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e. PRGF-Eligible

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Present analysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

BOOOO0000000
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Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis of

Provide financial or monitoring support for your country's
economic program

Assist in building capacity in your country

100

7 Verymuch M A fair amount

” o«

Notes: Respondents were asked to choose whether they wanted the IMF to perform each role “very much,” “a fair amount,” “not too much,” or “not at all.”
Displayed results give the share of authority respondents who answered “very much” or “a fair amount.”
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and—at the very end of the survey—for their overall per-
ceptions about the effectiveness of interactions. Figure 2
gives the share of respondents in each country group
who answered that interactions in the queried role were
“effective” or “very effective.”!!

17.  Figure 3 gives the share of respondents in each
country group who answered the direct question about
the perceived overall effectiveness of IMF interactions as
“effective” or “very effective.”’> As shown, the authori-
ties” ratings for the evaluation period as a whole were
lower than for the last two years, though caution is needed
in interpreting the differences, especially for the large
advanced and large emerging economies, particularly in
the absence of survey questions on specific aspects of
effectiveness over the whole evaluation period. For the
combined ratings of “effective” and “very effective,” the

"Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions were
“very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or “very inef-
fective” in each role. Respondents could also indicate that there had
been “no interactions in this role.” For individual questions, 4—-6
percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer.

2Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions overall
were “very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or “very
ineffective.” For individual questions, 5 percent of survey respon-
dents did not provide an answer.

Background Technical Document |

differences between the two periods were the smallest for
the PRGF-eligible countries, which, however, had the larg-
est difference in ratings of “very effective.”

(iii) Quality of interactions

18. The survey included a series of questions that
asked the authorities to assess staff’s performance on
selected aspects of interactions generally associated
with higher quality. Figure 4 summarizes these results
for each of the five country groups.?

(iv) IMF staff skills and institutional procedures

19.  The survey also asked the authorities the extent
to which they agreed with a set of criticisms of IMF
staff skills and approaches to interactions, and with a
set of criticisms of IMF institutional policies and proce-
dures. Table 6 summarizes the views of the authorities
in all five country groups.'

BFor individual questions, 4—10 percent of survey respondents did
not provide an answer.

“For individual questions, 4-6 percent of survey respondents did
not provide an answer.

Figure 2. Authorities’ Views on the Effectiveness of Interactions in Selected IMF Roles

(Percent of respondents)

a.Large Advanced

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Presentanalysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis
of spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your
country's economic program'

Assistin building capacity in your country’
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Figure 2 (continued)

b. Other Advanced

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Presentanalysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis
of spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your
country's economic program'

Assistin building capacity in your country®

c.Large

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Presentanalysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis
of spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your
country's economic program'

Assist in building capacity in your country?
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Figure 2 (concluded)

d. Other Emerging

Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's
economic policies and prospects

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies
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Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government _

Presentanalysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis
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country’s economic program'

Assist in building capacity in your country?
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e. PRGF-Eligible

39 43
Provide a clear and objective assessment of your country's

economic policies and prospects === .

Contribute to a good exchange of views, whether or not you agree

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies
Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government
Presentanalysis and assessments of your country's economy to
other countries, donors, or financial markets

Contribute to international policy coordination, including through analysis
of spillover effects

Provide financial or monitoring support for your
country's economic program'

Assist in building capacity in your country?
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Notes: Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions were “very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or “very ineffective” in each role.
Respondents could also indicate that there had been “no interactions in this role” Displayed results give the share of authority respondents who
answered “very effective” or “effective.”

'Includes only those respondents who indicated that their country had an IMF financial or monitoring program in 2001-08.

*Includes only those respondents who indicated that their country received IMF technical assistance or training in 2001-08.
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Figure 3. Authorities’ Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Interactions Overall

15 62
Large advanced
Overall Other advanced
perceived Large emergin,

effectiveness g gng

2007-08 Other emerging

PRGF-eligible

Large advanced

Overall Other advanced
perceived

effectiveness  Large emerging
2001-08

Other emerging

PRGF-eligible
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Notes: Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions overall were “very effective
“ineffective,” or “very ineffective” for each time period. Displayed results give the share of authority respondents who

answered “very effective” or “effective.”

Figure 4. Authorities’ Views on Selected Aspects of Quality

(Percent of respondents)
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Respond in general to your needs and changing priorities

Respond quickly to your requests for analytical work

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Focus on topics of interest to your country

Provide advice and analysis thatis suited to the specific circumstances of
your country

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other
countries

Bring quickly to your attention the implications of changing external
conditions

Presentalternative scenarios and address "what if?" or "what's missing?"
questions

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship
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Figure 4 (continued)
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b. Other Advanced
28 58

Listen carefully to your perspectives

Respond in general to your needs and changing
priorities

Respond quickly to your requests for analytical work

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Focus on topics of interest to your country

Provide advice and analysis thatis suited to the specific circumstances of
your country

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other
countries

Bring quickly to your attention the implications of
changing external conditions

Present alternative scenarios and address "what if?" or "what's missing?"
questions

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship
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c.Large Emerging

Listen carefully to your perspectives

Respond in general to your needs and changing
priorities

Respond quickly to your requests for analytical work

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Focus on topics of interest to your country

Provide advice and analysis thatis suited to the specific circumstances of
your country

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other
countries

Bring quickly to your attention the implications of
changing external conditions

Presentalternative scenarios and address "what if?" or "what's missing?"
questions
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15

65

|
20 40 60 80 100
[ Excellent M Good

133



134

BACKGROUND TECHNICAL DOCUMENT I

Figure 4 (concluded)

d. Other Emerging

Listen carefully to your perspectives

Respond in general to your needs and changing
priorities

Respond quickly to your requests for analytical work

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Focus on topics of interest to your country

Provide advice and analysis thatis suited to the specific circumstances of
your country

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other
countries

Bring quickly to your attention the implications of
changing external conditions

Present alternative scenarios and address "what if?" or "what's missing?"
questions

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship

Listen carefully to your perspectives

Respond in general to your needs and changing
priorities

Respond quickly to your requests for analytical work

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Focus on topics of interest to your country

Provide advice and analysis thatis suited to the specific circumstances of
your country

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other
countries

Bring quickly to your attention the implications of
changing external conditions

Presentalternative scenarios and address "what if?" or "what's missing?"
questions

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship

Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent,
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Table 6.Authorities’ Views on Selected Criticisms of Staff Skills and Style, and of IMF Policies and

Procedures
(In percent)

Background Technical Document |

Large Other Large Other PRGF-
Selected Critiques Advanced Advanced Emerging Emerging Eligible
IMF staff skills and style
IMF staff have had insufficient country knowledge, including
| . . . 8 17 33 22 33
of the decision-making process and constraints
2 IMF staffAhave ha‘d too little p‘ractical experience in policy 8 19 e 19 17
formulation and implementation
3 IMF staff have beer\ uanImg to cqn5|der different 0 6 33 21 33
approaches to achieve desired policy outcomes
4 IMF staff ‘haye not presented their assessments in a clear 8 iy 24 9 21
and convincing manner
5 Insufficieht use qf your country’s language has adversely 0 6 33 14 12
affected interactions
6 IMF stgff have changed positions without well-supported 8 9 14 12 14
analysis
7 IMF staff ha\(e not_had'enoggh relevant techr'lical 33 8 19 7 12
knowledge, including financial market expertise
Inadequate preparation by IMF staff has reduced the
8 effectiveness of meetings and/or wasted time of country 15 I 33 5 9
authorities
9 IME staff have not provided clear written presentation of 8 9 0 7 14
their assessments
0 The nationalities and/or educational background of IMF 8 6 14 3 12
staff have impeded effective interactions
IMF staff have been insensitive or shown insufficient
Il . 0 3 19 3 14
respect towards the authorities
IMF policies and procedures
12 The IMF has not been willing enough to experiment and 8 14 62 46 37
innovate
13 IMF policies and procedures have been inflexible or 5 14 55 38 29
burdensome
14 IMF has not prov!dgd eno_ugh contiquiFy and smooth 0 5 24 28 2
changeover of mission chiefs and mission members
5 Thgre hgs been insufficient accountability for the quality of 3 23 38 28 2%
advice given
There has been insufficient opportunity for the authorities
16 s ; ; A 15 8 14 21 28
to express their views on the effectiveness of interactions
Concerns about possible dissemination of information,
17 including to the Executive Board, have led country 5 17 19 7 14

authorities to withhold certain topics or data from
discussions

Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with each criticism. Displayed results give the

share of authority respondents who answered “strongly agree” or “agree.”
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IV. Survey of IMF Staff

A. Survey process

20. On November 17, 2008, PSRAI delivered
via email a survey to all IMF staff members in selected
departments likely to have participated in interactions
with authorities.”® Selected departments included
all IMF area departments and those functional
departments whose staff regularly interact with
authorities. In total, surveys were sent to 1,251 current
staff members.'® Responses were accepted through
February 6, 20009.

21. Staff recipients of the survey were asked to
identify the single country on which they had worked
the most over the previous two years. For practi-
cal reasons such a limitation was deemed appropri-
ate, even though staff might have worked on more
than one country. Experiences in interactions vary
widely depending on the country, and the team did
not believe it feasible for a single questionnaire to
accurately capture the different experiences of a staff
member who had worked on several. The team also
thought it unreasonable to ask staff to complete a
separate survey for each of the countries on which
they had worked.

B. Description of IMF staff respondents

22. The IEO received responses from 830 staff
members, a response rate of 67 percent. Recognizing
that not all staff selected to receive the survey would
have interacted with authorities over the last two years,
the questionnaire offered recipients the chance to opt
out by indicating that they had not participated in inter-
actions with authorities. Of the 830 staff respondents,
125 chose this option, leaving 705 who submitted a
questionnaire with responses.!”

23. As described above, staff respondents
were requested to select the economy on which
they had worked the most over the last two years,
and the distribution of selected economies across
the groups broadly corresponded to the distribu-
tion of the 187 economies covered by the authori-
ties survey. Table 7 gives the breakdown of staff
responses across the groups and compares this dis-
tribution to that of all economies covered by the
authorities’ survey. Staff working on PRGF-eligible
countries made up 44 percent of responses while PRGF-

SSurveys were sent to staff at the All level (entry level econo-
mist) or above.

“The team’s decision to focus most questions on staff experiences
over the last two years likely mitigated some of the possible prob-
lems caused by not surveying former staff.

"Of these, 48 staff respondents did not select a specific country,
so all reported results are based on a sample of 657 staff responses
except were noted.

eligible countries accounted for 41 percent of the total
number of economies surveyed. The other advanced
group was underrepresented, with 6 percent of staff
responses from a group accounting for 12 percent of
all economies surveyed. Nearly every economy, mean-
while, was represented by at least one staff survey
response, as the IEO received submissions from at
least one staff member working on 170 economies
(Table 8).

24. A majority of staff respondents worked pri-
marily on surveillance and program activities. Table 9
gives the distribution of staff respondents across activ-
ity and position. Nearly 65 percent of staff reported
that they mostly interacted with authorities in the con-
text of surveillance or programs, and another 7 per-
cent primarily through Financial Sector Assessment
Programs or Reports on the Assessment of Standards
and Codes. Staff working on technical assistance and
training made up 18 percent of staff respondents, and
9 percent of submissions came from resident represen-
tatives. Across all activities, meanwhile, 59 percent
of responses came from staff who worked as mission
team members, and 23 percent came from mission
chiefs. In terms of level, 51 percent of submitted
questionnaires came from staff at the Al4-15 level,
32 percent from the A11-13 level, and 17 percent from
B-level.

C. Selected results from the survey of
IMF staff

(i) Purposes of interactions

25. The staff survey followed a structure similar
to that of the authorities’ survey, and included a set of
questions seeking staff views on the extent to which the
IMF aimed to fulfill the set of selected roles over the
previous two years. Figure 5 gives these results for each
country group.'®

(ii) Effectiveness of interactions

26. Staff were also asked to assess the effective-
ness of interactions in selected IMF roles and—at the
very end of the survey—for their overall perceptions
about the effectiveness of interactions. Figure 6 gives
the share of staff respondents working in each country
group who answered that interactions in the queried
role were “effective” or “very effective.””®

®For individual questions, 4-5 percent of survey respondents did
not provide an answer.

Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions were
“very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or “very inef-
fective” in each role. Respondents could also indicate that there had
been “no interactions in this role.” For individual questions, 7-8
percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer.
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Table 7. Distribution of Staff Responses and Surveyed Economies

Share of Surveyed

Group Economies Share of Staff Responses Number of Responses'
Large advanced 4% 4% 29
Other advanced 12% 6% 42
Large emerging 10% 14% 95
Other emerging 33% 31% 201
PRGF-eligible 41% 44% 290
All economies 100% 100% 657

'An additional 48 respondents indicated that they had interactions with authorities but did not select a specific economy.

Table 8. Economies Represented by At Least One Response to the

Staff Survey
Number of Economies Share of Economies
Number of Economies with At Least One with At Least One
Group in Authorities’ Survey Staff Submission Staff Submission
Large advanced 7 7 100%
Other advanced 23 22 96%
Large emerging 19 18 95%
Other emerging 62 54 87%
PRGF-eligible 76 69 91%
All economies 187 170 91%

Table 9. Position and Primary Function of Staff Respondents

Staff Position Number of Responses Share of Responses
Director or front office reviewer 5 19
Mission chief for surveillance or UFR missions 99 15%
Mission chief for FSAP or ROSC missions 23 4%
Mission chief for TA missions 56 9%
Mission member for surveillance or UFR missions 322 49%
Mission member for FSAP or ROSC missions 23 4%
Mission member for TA missions 46 7%
Resident representative 62 9%
TA advisor in the country or in a regional center 6 19%
Training provider 8 19
No response 7

Total responses selecting a staff position and a country' 650 100%

'Excludes the 48 respondents who did not select a country and another seven who did not select a staff position.
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Figure 5. Staff Views on Whether the IMF Aimed to Fulfill Selected Roles

(Percent of respondents)
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c.Large Emerging
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Figure 5 (concluded)

e. PRGF-Eligible
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Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF aimed to perform each role “very much,” “a fair amount,” “not too much,” or “not at al

Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “very much” or “a fair amount.”

Figure 6. Staff Views on the Effectiveness of Interactions in Selected IMF Roles

(Percent of respondents)
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b. Other Advanced
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Figure 6 (concluded)

d. Other Emerging
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Notes: Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions were “very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or “very ineffective” in each role.

Respondents could also indicate that there had been “no interactions in this role.” Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered

“very effective” or “effective.”
'Includes only those respondents who indicated that their selected country
Zncludes only those respondents who indicated that their selected country

had an IMF financial or monitoring program in 2001-08.
received IMF technical assistance or training in 2001-08.
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Figure 7. Staff Perceptions of the Effectiveness of Interactions Overall
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Notes: Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions overall were “very effective,” “effective,” “average,”’
“ineffective,” or “very ineffective” for each time period. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered

“very effective” or “effective.”

27. Figure 7 gives the share of staff respondents
working on each country group who answered the
direct question about perceived overall effectiveness
of IMF interactions as “effective” or “very effective.”*
As shown, the staff’s ratings for the evaluation period
as a whole were lower than for the last two years,
though caution is needed in interpreting the differ-
ences, both in the absence of survey questions on spe-
cific aspects of effectiveness over the whole period,
and since the differences may to some extent be cap-
turing the views of current staff about their prede-
cessors. For the combined ratings of “effective” and
“very effective,” the differences between the two peri-
ods were the largest for the other emerging and large
advanced economies, which, in the case of the latter
were somewhat muted by increases in “ineffective”
and “very ineffective.”

(iii) Quality of interactions

28. Both staff and the authorities were asked to
rate the Fund’s performance on the same set of quality
aspects. Staff views are shown in Figure 8.

2Respondents were asked to choose whether interactions over-
all were “very effective,” “effective,” “average,” “ineffective,” or
“very ineffective.” For individual questions, 18-20 percent of survey
respondents did not provide an answer.

2'For individual questions, 8 percent of survey respondents did not

provide an answer.

»

(iv) Staff incentives for interactions

29. The staff questionnaire included a series of
questions that sought staff views on a set of criticisms
of internal incentives for conducting interactions. Table
10 gives some of these results.?

30. Staff were also asked to assess the useful-
ness of different tools in preparing them for interac-
tions with member countries. Table 11 gives these
results.”

V. Survey of Civil Society

A. Survey process

31. Though the authorities are the IMF’s pri-
mary counterparts in member countries, the Fund
also increasingly interacts with groups and individuals
outside government, so the IEO also sought views on
interactions from representatives of civil society across
the world. In this context, the IEO defined “civil soci-
ety” broadly, including nongovernmental organizations
(NGOs), labor and trade unions, think tanks, academia,
chambers of commerce, business and trade associa-
tions, and the media.

ZFor individual questions, 17-18 percent of survey respondents
did not provide an answer.

BFor individual questions, 17-19 percent of survey respondents
did not provide an answer.
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Figure 8. Staff Views on Selected Aspects of Quality

(Percent of respondents)
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c. Large Emerging
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Figure 8 (concluded)

e. PRGF-Eligible

Listen carefully to authorities' perspectives

Respond in general to country needs and changing priorities

Respond quickly to requests for analytical work
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Provide advice and analysis that is suited to the specific circumstances of the
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Provide analysis based on the experiences of other countries

Bring quickly to authorities' attention the implications of changing
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"what's missing?" questions

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship |*
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'good,” “average,” “poor;” or

“very poor.” Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good.”

32. The evaluation team wanted to survey
a representative sample of civil society across all
economies, but concluded early on that existing
lists of civil society contacts—both within and out-
side the Fund—were not suitable for this purpose,
leading the team to construct its own list. The IMF’s
External Relations Department (EXR) maintains a
database of civil society contacts, but its coverage
across both countries and categories of civil soci-
ety organization was not extensive enough for the
purposes of this evaluation. The IEO also consulted
outside the Fund and examined other lists of civil
society contacts, and came to similar conclusions.
As a result, the IEO decided to construct a particu-
lar database of civil society representatives across
all 187 economies, doing so through two principal
methods.

33. The civil society questionnaire was designed
initially for those groups and individuals who had
participated in interactions with IMF representatives
during the evaluation period, so the IEO asked all IMF
country desks to deliver a list of civil society repre-
sentatives (including contact information) with whom
they had met over the previous two years. Nearly

every country desk complied, though in a variety of
formats and methods—symbolic of the wide array
of approaches to civil society interactions and data
management used by IMF teams. Civil society interac-
tions, including the collection and maintenance of con-
tact information, is largely left to the discretion of the
individual country desk. There was thus no standard
format for delivery of contact information, and infor-
mation for some countries was more comprehensive
than for others.?*

34. In aseparate exercise, the IEO asked PSRAI to
construct independently a new database of civil society
contacts in all 187 economies.” Several factors drove

%For example, some relatively new country team members con-
tacted by the IEO had no list of contacts, and referred the evaluation
team to their predecessors to supply the information. Some desks,
meanwhile, delivered copies of business cards collected during mis-
sions, while others delivered a full schedule of civil society meetings
that had taken place during Article IV consultations. In general,
there did not appear to be centralized and comprehensive mainte-
nance of contact information in individual departments.

A small number of contact addresses were also added by the
IEO, mostly consisting of civil society representatives who had
interacted with the IEO in the context of previous evaluations.



Table 10. Staff Views on Criticisms of Internal Incentives for Interactions

(In percent)

Background Technical Document |

Large Other Large Other PRGF-
Selected Incentives for Interactions Advanced  Advanced  Emerging  Emerging Eligible

I There s little incentive for IMF staff to work on the same country 50 73 64 73 77
for more than two years

2 In performance appraisals, too little weight has been given to 50 57 59 65 68
effective interactions with countries

3 The desire to preserve the relationship with the authorities has led 58 53 49 50 48
to assessments that have been too cautious

4 IMF staff have spent too little time preparing or conducting 52 52 50 44 43
interactions with country authorities relative to time spent
on other work

5  When reassigned, staff have provided insufficient briefing and/or 29 45 36 47 42
country information to their successors

6 IMF staff have received insufficient backing from IMF management or 47 45 29 35 39
senior staff when tensions have arisen between staff and authorities

7 IMF management and/or senior staff have been unable or unwilling 25 30 30 37 34
to consider different approaches to achieve desired policy outcomes

8  IMF staff have received insufficient backing from IMF management 33 29 35 25 25
or senior staff when tensions have arisen between staff and
nongovernmental players

9  Mission chiefs have been unable or unwilling to consider different 22 20 23 25 20

approaches to achieve desired policy outcomes

Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with each statement. Displayed results give the

share of staff respondents who answered “strongly agree” or “agree.”

Table | I. Usefulness of Various Staff Resources for Interactions
(In percent)

“A Great Deal”
or “A Fair “Not At All” or “Did Not

Selected Staff Resources Amount” “Not Too Much” Obtain”

| Experience within the IMF 93 4 3

2 Feedback from authorities 79 15 7

3 Feedback from supervisors 68 28 4

4 Training or experience outside the IMF 65 21 14

5  Guidance from your own department, including from the website 65 29 6

6 Training for oral communications, negotiations, and interpersonal skills 47 23 29

7 Guidance conveyed through PDR/SPR, including from the website 46 39 14

8  Training for preparing written presentations for authorities 33 25 43

9  Media training 31 20 49
10 Language training 28 22 49
Il Training on political economy issues 20 23 57
12 Guidance conveyed through EXR, including from the website 19 58 23
I3 The guide for staff relations with CSOs 12 50 37

Note: Respondents were asked the extent to which selected resources were useful for interactions, and could choose “a great deal,” “a fair amount,” “not too

much,” “not at all,” or “did not obtain.” Displayed results include respondents who did not select a specific country.
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Table 12. Economies Represented by At Least One Response to the Civil Society Survey

Number of Surveyed

Number of Economies

Share of Economies

with At Least One with At Least One Civil

Group Economies Civil Society Submission Society Submission
Large advanced 7 7 100%
Other advanced 23 22 96%
Large emerging 19 18 95%
Other emerging 62 51 82%
PRGF-eligible 76 61 80%
All economies 187 159 85%

the decision to construct this complementary list of
recipients. First, the views of civil society groups who
had met with the IMF may not be representative of
the views of civil society more generally. Indeed, the
evaluation team was interested in obtaining views from
those groups who had not met with IMF representa-
tives, and as such included in the survey a set of ques-
tions targeting these groups specifically.”® A database
not influenced by knowledge of any past IMF interac-
tions with civil society would likely include groups
and individuals who were not part of the department-
provided lists. Second, the complementary database
would also help capture all the relevant groups across
the membership who may have interacted with the IMF
but were left off the lists provided by country desks
because of the differences in delivery described above.
Furthermore, this complementary exercise helped cor-
rect for the possibility that the desk-provided lists were
biased in favor of those groups with more positive
impressions of the IMF.

35. Representation in the PSRAI civil society
database was weighted by economic size, with more
representatives from larger economies and fewer from
smaller economies. At the request of the IEO, PSRAI
also constructed the database using the following dis-
tribution across categories of civil society (for the sam-
ple as a whole and, roughly, for individual country):
30 percent NGO; 25 percent private sector associa-
tion (including chambers of commerce and industry or
trade associations); 25 percent think tank or academic;
10 percent labor or trade union; and 10 percent media
representative.

36. PSRAI sent surveys to the combined list
of contacts via email, delivering a total of 3,622

2°A question at the start of the survey asked recipients to indicate
whether they had met with IMF teams from 2001-08. Participants
were given a different set of survey questions depending on their
response. Questions designed for those who had not interacted with
the IMF touched on, for example, whether these groups would have
wanted to meet with the IMF and why they felt interactions had not
taken place.

questionnaires. Surveys were available in seven lan-
guages, and e-mail recipients had the option of
selecting the language in which they wanted to
complete the survey.”’ Limiting the survey to email
delivery obviously excluded those groups and indi-
viduals who lacked a reliable email contact address
or Internet connection—a nontrivial issue for many
civil society groups—but the evaluation team and
PSRALI decided that such an approach was the only
practical means of conducting a global survey across
all 187 economies.”® Of the 3,622 surveys sent by
PSRAI, 899 were returned due to invalid addresses,
leaving 2,723 surveys delivered successfully. Survey
responses were accepted from November 12, 2008 to
April 17, 2009.

B. Description of civil society respondents

37. The IEO received responses from 704 civil
society representatives in 159 countries. While this
represented only 26 percent of the surveys that were
successfully delivered, the number of total responses
was far higher than that obtained by any previous
IEO survey. Moreover, at least one response was
received from 85 percent of the total economies sur-
veyed (Table 12).

38. Responses were broadly representative of the
surveyed economies. Table 13 gives a breakdown of civil
society responses by country group. Of the 704 responses,
259 came from groups or individuals working in PRGF-
eligible countries (37 percent of total responses). This
group accounted for 42 percent of economies surveyed.
Respondents from other advanced economies repre-
sented 16 percent of civil society responses and 12 per-
cent of the surveyed economies overall.

Y"Fax and hard copy surveys were delivered in the language
deemed most appropriate by the evaluation team, and recipients
were given the option of requesting a copy in any of the other
languages.

The department-provided lists also included approximately 800
contacts without an email address.
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Table 13. Distribution of Civil Society Responses Across Country Group and Surveyed Economies

Group Share of Surveyed Economies Share of Civil Society Responses Number of Responses
Large advanced 4% 6% 43
Other advanced 12% 16% 12
Large emerging 10% 12% 87
Other emerging 33% 29% 203
PRGF-eligible 41% 37% 259
All economies 100% 100% 704
Table 14. Distribution of Civil Society Responses Across Category of Civil Society

Large Other Large Other All Number of
Category Advanced Advanced Emerging Emerging PRGF-Eligible Economies Responses
NGO 16% 19% 22% 24% 46% 30% 214
Private sector association 40% 34% 30% 26% 16% 25% 174
Labor union 2% 7% 5% 6% 8% 7% 46
Think tank/academic 40% 36% 30% 38% 16% 29% 203
Media 2% 4% 14% 6% 14% 10% 67
All categories 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 704

Table I5. Proportion of Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by

Country Group

Number of Responses Share of Responses

Number of Civil Reporting Interactions Who Reported Interactions
Group Society Responses with the IMF with the IMF
Large advanced 43 29 67%
Other advanced 12 65 58%
Large emerging 87 57 66%
Other emerging 203 119 59%
PRGF-eligible 259 173 67%
All economies 704 443 63%

39. The distribution of responses across category
of civil society was also broadly representative of the
distribution used by PSRAI in constructing its database.
NGOs made up 30 percent of responses, academics and
think tanks 29 percent, private sector associations 25
percent, media representatives 10 percent, and labor
unions 7 percent (Table 14).

40. This distribution, however, varied considerably
across country group. Table 14 gives the breakdown
of responses by category of civil society. Unlike for
other groups, the responses from PRGF-eligible coun-
tries came mostly from NGOs (nearly half of submit-
ted questionnaires compared to only around 20 percent
for each of the other groups). A relatively high share
of responses from advanced economies, meanwhile,
came from private sector associations and think tanks/

academics; each of these categories made up 40 per-
cent of the total responses from the large advanced
group and only 16 percent of responses from the PRGF-
eligible group.

41. Of the 704 respondents, 443 reported inter-
actions with the IMF. The share of respondents who
indicated that they had interacted with the IMF
was broadly similar across the country groups, with
58 to 67 percent of respondents from each group
reporting interactions with IMF representatives from
2001-08 (Table 15).%

This does not mean that this proportion was true for the full
population of civil society, as those who did not respond likely
included a number of groups and individuals who did interact with
the IMF.
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Table 16. Proportion of Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by

Category of Civil Society

Number of Responses Reporting

Share of Responses Who Reported

Category Number of Responses Interactions with the IMF Interactions with the IMF
NGO 214 104 49%
Private sector association 174 17 67%
Labor union 46 35 76%
Think tank/academic 203 134 66%
Media 67 53 79%
All categories 704 443 63%

Table 17. Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by

Country Group and Category

a. Number of Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF

Private Sector Think Tank/

Group NGO Association Labor Union Academic Media All Categories
Large advanced 0 14 | I3 | 29
Other advanced 5 23 6 29 2 65
Large emerging 10 16 I 20 10 57
Other emerging 20 38 9 42 10 19
PRGF-eligible 69 26 18 30 30 173
All economies 104 17 35 134 53 443

b. Share of Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF

Private Sector Think Tank/

Group NGO Association Labor Union Academic Media All Categories
Large advanced 0% 48% 3% 45% 3% 100%
Other advanced 8% 35% 9% 45% 3% 100%
Large emerging 18% 28% 2% 35% 18% 100%
Other emerging 17% 32% 8% 35% 8% 100%
PRGF-eligible 40% 15% 10% 17% 17% 100%
All economies 23% 26% 8% 30% 12% 100%

42. A smaller share of NGO respondents reported
having interacted with the IMF than did other types of
civil society representatives. While at least two-thirds
of the submitted responses from each of the other
categories reported interactions with the IMF, only 50
percent of NGO respondents did so (Table 16).%°

43. The distribution of responses across cat-
egory of civil society differed by country group.

¥This, again, does not show that NGOs in general were less likely
than the other types of group to interact with the IMF.

Table 17 gives the breakdown of respondents who
reported interactions with the IMF by country
group and category of civil society. Private sec-
tor associations, academics, and think tanks made
up nearly all responses from advanced economies
(93 percent of large advanced and 80 percent of
other advanced). NGOs, meanwhile, accounted for a
much higher share of civil society respondents from
PRGF-eligible countries than any other group (40
percent compared to less than 20 percent for each
of the other groups).
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Figure 9. Motivations for Civil Society Interactions with the IMF
(Percent of respondents)

To have the opportunity To hear the IMF To hear the IMF explain To have a good To have our views taken To have our views
tO express our views explain its views its views on other exchange of views, into account in the policy taken into account
to the IMF on the economic  on the country countries, or whether or not discussions between in the IMF's policies
policies of the country in which we on regional we agree the IMF and the in other countries, or
in which we are located are located or global issues government on regional or
global issues

M Large advanced M Other advanced M Large emerging [ Other emerging M PRGF-eligible

”

Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” that they wanted to fulfill each selected
purpose in their interactions with the IMF. Displayed results give the share of civil society respondents who answered “strongly agree” or “agree,” and include only
those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF. Shares were calculated excluding those who answered “not applicable” and those who
did not answer the question.

Figure 10. Civil Society Views by Country Figure | 1. Civil Society Views by Category on
Group on the Usefulness of Interactions with the Usefulness of Interactions with the IMF in
the IMF in 2007-08 2007-08

(Percent of respondents) (Percent of respondents)

100 100

80 80

31
60 60
52 33
40 40
20 i 20
126
0! KX B | KX | - | 0. .
Large Other Large Other PRGF- NGO  Private sector Labor union Academic/ Media
advanced advanced emerging  emerging eligible association think tank
[2] A greatdeal M A fair amount [2] A greatdeal M A fair amount
Note: Respondents could choose “a great deal,” “a fair amount,” “not too Note: Respondents could choose “a great deal,” “a fair amount,” “not too

much,” or “not at all.” Displayed results give the share of civil society much,” or “not at all.” Displayed results give the share of civil society
respondents who answered “a great deal” or “a fair amount,” and include respondents who answered “a great deal” or “a fair amount,” and include
only those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF. only those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF.
Shares were calculated excluding those who did not answer the question. Shares were calculated excluding those who did not answer the question.
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Figure 12. Civil Society Views on Whether Their Purposes for Interacting with the IMF Were Met

(Percent of respondents)
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Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly agree,

W "Don't know" or "N/A" I "Strongly disagree" or "disagree" M "Strongly agree" or "agree"

”

agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” that in interactions with the IMF they

were able to fulfill each selected purpose. Respondents could also choose “don’t know” or “not applicable.” Displayed results include only those respondents
who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF. Shares were calculated including those who answered “don’t know” and “not applicable,” and excluding

those who did not answer the question.

C. Selected results from the survey of civil
society

(i) Purposes of interactions

44. The civil society survey included a set of
questions that asked respondents the extent to which

they wanted to fulfill selected purposes during their
interactions with the IMF. Figure 9 above shows these
results.”

3For individual questions, 18-20 percent of survey respondents
did not provide an answer.
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Figure 13. Civil Society Views on Selected Staff Skills and Approaches to

Interactions
(Percent of respondents)

The IMF The IMF The IMF frankly IMF staff were Language was  Discussions IMF staff IMF staff
listened followed up discussed sensitive to  notabarrier wereheldina  treatedus  demonstrated
carefully to our with reactions trade-offs cultural to interactions way that was  with respect adequate
perspectives  to suggestions between policy  differences not too technical expertise in the
and concerns alternatives discussions

M Large advanced M Other advanced M Large emerging [ Other emerging M PRGF-eligible
Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with each aspect
of interactions with the IMF. Displayed results give the share of civil society respondents who answered “strongly agree” or “agree,”
and include only those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF. Shares were calculated excluding those who
answered “don’t know” and“not applicable,” and those who did not answer the question.

Figure 14. Civil Society Views on the Frequency of Their Meetings with the IMF

(Percent of respondents)

28 72

Large advanced

33 67

Other advanced

51 49

Large emerging
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Other emerging

65 34
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Note: Respondents were asked to describe the frequency of meetings with the IMF as “far too many,” “too many,
“too few,” or “far too few.” Shares were calculated excluding those who did not answer the question.

about right,”
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Figure 15. Why Did Some Civil Society Interactions with the IMF Not Take Place?

a. Respondents who reported that they had
interacted with the IMF but that there
had been too few meetings
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We did not know
enough about the
interactions would work of the IMF to
not be useful ask for meetings
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b. Respondents who reported that they had
not interacted with the IMF

We asked for
meetings but they
were not granted

Other 2%

19% We assumed the IMF

would not meet with us
19%

The work of the IMF
was not relevant to
our organization

23% We did not know
enough about the
work of the IMF to ask

for meetings
28%

We were interested in
the work of the IMF
but thought
interactions would not
be useful
9%

Note: Respondents who reported that they had not interacted with the IMF and those who reported that they had interacted with the IMF but that the
frequency of meetings had been “too few” or “much too few” were asked to choose which of the following best described why: “we asked but they were not

o

granted,” “we assumed the IMF would not meet with us,
thought that meetings would be a waste of time,” *

(ii) Usefulness of interactions

45. The survey asked civil society respondents to
assess the overall usefulness of their meetings with the
IMF from 2007-08. The results are illustrated below,
both by country group (Figure 10 above) and by cat-
egory of civil society (Figure 11 above).*?

46. Civil society respondents were also asked
whether they felt their meetings with the IMF met their
intended purposes. (Figure 12 above) illustrates the
main results.*

(iii) Staff skills and style, and IMF relationship
management

47. The survey asked civil society respondents to
rate staff’s performance on a range of selected issues

¥Twenty-nine percent of survey respondents did not provide an
answer.

¥For individual questions, 23-26 percent of survey respondents
did not provide an answer.
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'we did not know enough about the work of the IMF to ask for meetings,” “we were interested but
the IMF is not relevant to our work,” and “other.”

related to skills and approaches to interactions. The
results are shown in (Figure 13 above).*

48. The survey also asked respondents to charac-
terize their views on the frequency of meetings with
the IMF. (Figure 14 above) gives the results for each
country group.®

49.  The civil society survey also asked respondents
why meetings with the IMF had not taken place. Figure
15 gives these results, first for those who answered
that the frequency of meetings with the IMF had been
“too few” or “far too few” (Figure 15a),%® then for those
who reported that they had not interacted with the
IMF (Figure 15b).

#For individual questions, 28-32 percent of survey respondents
did not provide an answer.

$Seventeen percent of survey respondents did not provide an
answer.

*Five percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer.

Y Twenty-seven percent of survey respondents did not provide an
answer.



