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Table 9. Position and Primary Function of Staff Respondents 

Staff position 
Number of 
responses 

Share of 
responses 

Director or front office reviewer 5 1% 

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 1% 

Training provider 8 1% 

No response 7 .. 

Total responses selecting a staff position and a country 1/ 650 100% 

1/ Excludes the 48 respondents who did not select a country and another seven who did not select a staff position.  

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. Chart 5 gives these results 
for each country group.18 

Chart 5. Staff Views on Whether the IMF Aimed to Fulfill Selected Roles 
Chart 5a. Large Advanced 
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18 For individual questions, 4-5 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 5b. Other Advanced 
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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 
all”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “very much” or “a fair amount”. 

Chart 5c. Large Emerging 
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Chart 5d. Other Emerging 

50

41

23

31

21

29

49

67

83

83

33

23

37

45

42

42

39

31

16

16

0 20 40 60 80 100

Assist in building capacity in your country

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

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

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

Help build and maintain policy consensus outside government

Help build and maintain policy consensus within your government

Advise you on operational aspects of implementing policies

Contribute to the development of policy frameworks

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

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

Percent of respondents

Very much A fair amount
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(ii) Effectiveness of interactions 

26.      Staff were also asked to assess the effectiveness of interactions in selected IMF 
roles and—at the very end of the survey—for their overall perceptions about the 
effectiveness of interactions. Chart 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”.19  

Chart 6. Staff Views on the Effectiveness of Interactions in Selected IMF Roles 
Chart 6a. Large Advanced 
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1/ Includes only those respondents who indicated that their selected country had an IMF financial or monitoring program from 2001-08. 
2/ Includes only those respondents who indicated that their selected country received IMF technical assistance or training from 2001-08. 
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”. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
19 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”. For individual questions, 7-8 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 6b. Other Advanced 
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1/ Includes only those respondents who indicated that their selected country had an IMF financial or monitoring program from 2001–08. 
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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”. 
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Chart 6d. Other Emerging 
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27.      Chart 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.”20 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 
differences, both in the absence of survey questions on specific aspects of effectiveness over 
the whole period, and since the differences may to some extent be capturing the views of 
current staff about their predecessors. For the combined ratings of “effective” and “very 
effective,” the differences between the two periods 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.”  

Chart 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”. 

 
(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 Chart 8.21 

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

21 For individual questions, 8 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 8. Staff Views on Selected Aspects of Quality 
Chart 8a. Large Advanced 
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Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent”, “good”, “average”, 
“poor”, or “very poor”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good”. 

Chart 8b. Other Advanced 

50

44

63

69

65

48

52

56

33

55

46

50

31

25

32

45

45

38

28

48

0 20 40 60 80 100

Take a long-term strategic approach to the relationship

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

Bring quickly to authorities' attention the implications of changing
external conditions

Provide analysis based on the experiences of other countries

Provide advice and analysis that is suited to the specific
circumstances of the country

Focus on topics of interest to the country

Actively engage in a constructive dialogue

Respond quickly to requests for analytical work

Respond in general to country needs and changing priorities

Listen carefully to authorities' perspectives

Percent of respondents

Excellent Good
 

Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent”, “good”, “average”, 
“poor”, or “very poor”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good”. 
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Chart 8c. Large Emerging 
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Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent”, “good”, “average”, 
“poor”, or “very poor”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good”. 
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Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent”, “good”, “average”, 
“poor”, or “very poor”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good”. 
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Chart 8e. PRGF-Eligible 
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Note: For each aspect of quality, respondents were asked to choose whether the IMF’s performance had been “excellent”, “good”, “average”, 
“poor”, or “very poor”. Displayed results give the share of staff respondents who answered “excellent” or “good”. 

(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.22 

Table 10. Staff Views on Criticisms of Internal Incentives for Interactions (in percent) 

Selected incentives for interactions 
Large 

advanced
Other 

advanced 
Large 

emerging 
Other 

emerging 
PRGF-
eligible 

1 
There is little incentive for IMF staff to work on the same country for 
more than two years 

50 73 64 73 77 

2 
In performance appraisals, too little weight has been given to effective 
interactions with countries 

50 57 59 65 68 

3 
The desire to preserve the relationship with the authorities has led to 
assessments that have been too cautious 

58 53 49 50 48 

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

52 52 50 44 43 

5 
When reassigned, staff have provided insufficient briefing and/or country 
information to their successors 

29 45 36 47 42 

6 
IMF staff have received insufficient backing from IMF mgt or senior staff 
when tensions have arisen between staff and authorities 

47 45 29 35 39 

7 
IMF mgt and/or senior staff have been unable or unwilling to consider 
different approaches to achieve desired policy outcomes 

25 30 30 37 34 

8 
IMF staff have received insufficient backing from IMF mgt or senior staff 
when tensions have arisen between staff and non-governmental players 

33 29 35 25 25 

9 
Mission chiefs have been unable or unwilling to consider different 
approaches to achieve desired policy outcomes 

22 20 23 25 20 

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”.  

                                                 
22 For individual questions, 17–18 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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30.      Staff were also asked to assess the usefulness of different tools in preparing them 
for interactions with member countries. Table 11 gives these results.23 

Table 11. Usefulness of Various Staff Resources for Interactions (in percent) 

Selected staff resources 
"A great deal" or 
"A fair amount" 

"Not at all" or 
"Not too much" 

"Did not 
obtain" 

1 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 

11 Training on political economy issues 20 23 57 

12 Guidance conveyed through EXR, including from the website 19 58 23 

13 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. 

 

V.   SURVEY OF CIVIL SOCIETY 

A.   Survey Process 

31.      Though the authorities are the IMF’s primary 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 society” broadly, including 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs), labor and trade unions, think tanks, academia, 
chambers of commerce, business and trade associations, and the media. 

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 outside 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 society 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 particular database of 
civil society representatives across all 187 economies, doing so through two principal 
methods. 

                                                 
23 For individual questions, 17–19 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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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 representatives (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 interactions, including the collection and 
maintenance of contact information, is largely left to the discretion of the individual country 
desk. There was thus no standard format for delivery of contact information, and information 
for some countries was more comprehensive than for others.24  

34.      In a separate exercise, the IEO asked PSRAI to construct independently a new 
database of civil society contacts in all 187 economies.25 Several factors drove 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 representatives, and as such included in the survey a set of questions targeting 
these groups specifically.26 A database not influenced by knowledge of any past IMF 
interactions 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 correct 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 distribution across categories of civil society (for the sample as a whole and, 
roughly, for individual country): 30 percent NGO; 25 percent private sector association 
                                                 
24 For example, some relatively new country team members contacted 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 missions, 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 maintenance of contact information in individual departments.  

25 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.  

26 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. 
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(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 questionnaires. Surveys were available in seven languages, and e-mail recipients 
had the option of selecting the language in which they wanted to complete the survey.27 
Limiting the survey to email delivery obviously excluded those groups and individuals who 
lacked a reliable email contact address or internet connection—a non-trivial issue for many 
civil society groups—but the evaluation team and PSRAI decided that such an approach was 
the only practical means of conducting a global survey across all 187 economies.28 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–
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 surveyed (Table 12). 

Table 12. Economies Represented by At Least One Response to the Civil Society Survey 

Group 
Number of surveyed 

economies 

Number of economies with 
at least one civil society 

submission 

Share of economies with at 
least one civil 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% 

 

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 represented 16 percent of civil society responses and 12 percent of 
the surveyed economies overall.  

                                                 
27 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. 

28 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% 112 

Large emerging 10% 12% 87 

Other emerging 33% 29% 203 

PRGF-eligible 41% 37% 259 

All economies 100% 100% 704 

 

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 countries came mostly from NGOs (nearly half of submitted 
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 percent of the 
total responses from the large advanced group and only 16 percent of responses from the 
PRGF-eligible group. 

Table 14. Distribution of Civil Society Responses Across Category of Civil Society 

Category 
Large 

advanced 
Other 

advanced 
Large 

emerging 
Other 

emerging 
PRGF-
eligible 

All 
economies 

Number of 
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 

 

41.      Of the 704 respondents, 443 reported interactions 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).29 

                                                 
29 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 15. Proportion of Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by 
Country Group 

Group 
Number of civil 

society responses 
Number of responses reporting 

interactions with the IMF 
Share of responses who reported 

interactions with the IMF 

Large advanced 43 29 67% 

Other advanced 112 65 58% 

Large emerging 87 57 66% 

Other emerging 203 119 59% 

PRGF-eligible 259 173 67% 

All economies 704 443 63% 

 

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).30 

Table 16. Proportion of Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by 
Category of Civil Society 

Category 
Number of 
responses 

Number of responses reporting 
interactions with the IMF 

Share of responses who reported 
interactions with the IMF 

NGO 214 104 49% 

Private sector association 174 117 67% 

Labor Union 46 35 76% 

Think tank/academic 203 134 66% 

Media 67 53 79% 

All categories 704 443 63% 

 

43.      The distribution of responses across category of civil society differed by country 
group. Table 17 gives the breakdown of respondents who reported interactions with the IMF 
by country group and category of civil society. Private sector 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).  

                                                 
30 This, again, does not show that NGOs in general were less likely than the other types of group to interact with 
the IMF. 
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Table 17. Civil Society Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF by 
Country Group and Category 

Table 17a. Number of Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF 

Group NGO 
Private Sector 
Association 

Labor Union
Think 

Tank/Academic 
Media All categories

Large advanced 0 14 1 13 1 29 

Other advanced 5 23 6 29 2 65 

Large emerging 10 16 1 20 10 57 

Other emerging 20 38 9 42 10 119 

PRGF-eligible 69 26 18 30 30 173 

All economies 104 117 35 134 53 443 

 

Table 17b. Share of Respondents Who Reported Interactions with the IMF 

Group NGO 
Private Sector 
Association 

Labor Union 
Think 

Tank/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% 

 

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. Chart 9 shows these results.31 

                                                 
31 For individual questions, 18–20 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 9. Motivations for Civil Society Interactions with the IMF 
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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.  

(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 (Chart 10) and by category of civil society (Chart 11).32 

Chart 10. Civil Society Views by Country Group on the Usefulness of Interactions 
with the IMF from 2007–08 
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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 respondents who answered 
“a great deal” or “a fair amount”, and include only those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the IMF. Shares were calculated excluding those who did 
not answer the question. 

                                                 
32 Twenty-nine percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 11. Civil Society Views by Category on the Usefulness of Interactions 
with the IMF from 2007–08 
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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 
respondents who answered “a great deal” or “a fair amount”, and include only those respondents who indicated that they had interacted with the 
IMF. Shares were calculated excluding those who did not answer the question. 

46.      Civil society respondents were also asked whether they felt their meetings with 
the IMF met their intended purposes. Chart 12 illustrates the main results.33 

                                                 
33 For individual questions, 23–26 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 12. Civil Society Views on Whether Their Purposes for Interacting with the IMF were Met 
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Note: Respondents were asked to choose whether they “strongly 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. 

(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 related to skills and approaches to interactions. The results are shown 
in Chart 13.34 

                                                 
34 For individual questions, 28–32 percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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Chart 13. Civil Society Views on Selected Staff Skills and Approaches to Interactions 
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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. 

 
48.      The survey also asked respondents to characterize their views on the frequency 
of meetings with the IMF. Chart 14 gives the results for each country group.35  

Chart 14. Civil Society Views on the Frequency of Their Meetings with the IMF 
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Note: Respondents were asked to describe the frequency of meetings with the IMF as “far too many”, “too many”, “about right”, “too few”, or “far 
too few”. Shares were calculated excluding those who did not answer the question. 

 

 

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



  38  

 

49.      The civil society survey also asked respondents why meetings with the IMF had 
not taken place. Chart 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” (Chart 15a), 36 then for those 
who reported that they had not interacted with the IMF (Chart 15b). 37  

Chart 15. Why did Some Civil Society Interactions with the IMF Not Take Place? 

 
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 granted,” “we assumed the IMF would not meet with us,” “we did not know enough about the work of the IMF to ask for meetings,” “we were interested 
but thought that meetings would be a waste of time,” “the IMF is not relevant to our work,” and “other.” 

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

37 Twenty-seven percent of survey respondents did not provide an answer. 
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I.   INTRODUCTION 

1.      As noted in the main report, the evaluation used three main sources of primary 
evidence—surveys, interviews, and internal documents. This background paper focuses 
on the internal documents. It has three sections. The first describes the documents 
themselves, as well as how they were obtained. The second sets out how the documents were 
used in the context of the evaluation’s work on the 49 sample countries, which covered the 
entire evaluation period. The third discusses the evaluation’s cross-country document review 
of selected issues in interactions, which focused on the last two years of the evaluation 
period.  

2.      This examination of the internal IMF documentary record was an important 
pillar of the evaluation. It helped the team to clarify, validate, and/or reject hypotheses that 
arose in the course of its work, and played a key role in its ability to triangulate across 
evidentiary sources and draw conclusions. This said, the evaluation team clearly recognizes 
that the documentary evidence is but a partial record of the relationship between the IMF and 
member countries, not least because many IMF interactions are not reflected in the written 
record. The evaluation team also recognizes that the evidence must be interpreted carefully, 
mindful that most documents were written for another time and another purpose, often under 
strict word limits.  

II.   DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

3.      This section describes the document identification, request, and collection 
process. At the outset of the evaluation, the team identified a set of documents necessary to 
understand the nature of the staff’s interactions with the authorities and other stakeholders, 
and how these interactions were managed. This set consisted of documents related to 
departmental guidance and policy on interactions, and to country-specific documents related 
to interactions. The team also examined Article IV consultation papers and program 
documents prepared for the Board, and the related Board minutes. Most of these background 
documents were available to the IEO from the Fund’s internal institutional repository (some 
of which were also available on the IMF’s external website). In a few cases requests were 
made through the Fund Secretary to obtain confidential documents. The relevant set of 
identified documents covered the entire evaluation period (2001–08). 

4.      The IEO requested the staff documents from the relevant area departments, and 
the request was fulfilled through the combined efforts of the departments and SPR. 
Initially the IEO worked with a contact person within each area department to establish 
efficient ways of transmitting information and avoiding duplication wherever possible. Many 
documents were sent electronically, and when an electronic version was not available, hard 
copies were sent. The team also collected documents from SPR when they were not available 
from the area departments. For all sample countries, the team gathered a core set of 
documents, as summarized in Box 1. IEO staff reviewed all the documents delivered for the 
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49 case study countries and prepared inputs based on them for both the country case studies 
and the cross-country analysis discussed below.  

Box 1. Core Set of Documents Reviewed for Sample Countries 

1. Briefing papers/memoranda for Article IV, UFR, PSI or other staff visits, 
including cover notes 

2. Correspondence with, and comments by, management related to briefing 
papers/memoranda for Article IV, UFR and other staff visits 

3. Back-to-office reports for Article IV, UFR, PSI or other staff visits 

4. Correspondence with, and comments by, management related to back-to-
office reports for Article IV, UFR, PSI or other staff visits, when available 

5. Cover notes to staff reports 

6. Correspondence with, and comments by management related to draft staff 
reports 

7. Surveillance Agendas 

8. Staff reports 

9. Executive Board minutes 

 

III.   COUNTRY-BASED DOCUMENT REVIEW  

5.      The most important use of the documentary evidence was to underpin the 
evaluation team’s country-based analysis. This section highlights issues that arose in the 
course of this analysis, organized around the three country groups: advanced economies, 
emerging-market economies, and PRGF-eligible countries. In conducting this analysis, IEO 
staff reviewed the documents for the 49 sample countries to gain an overall perspective on 
interactions during the full review period and to study specific issues, in both cases building 
on the survey and interview evidence. Particularly important for the review were briefing 
papers and back-to-office reports, along with, in some cases, one-off memoranda between an 
area department and either management or a functional department on specific issues.  

6.      In its review of the documentary evidence related to advanced economies, the 
evaluation team paid particular attention to three issues. The first, as in all country cases, 
was the exploration of issues on which the dialogue was conducted over the years, and 
especially the identification of any recurring disagreements and how they were resolved 
(or not). The second was any intervention by management in the resolution of any 
disagreements, especially important in view of the survey findings that staff provided 
cautious assessments, that staff did not feel they would get sufficient backing from 
management if tensions arose with the authorities, and the degree of satisfaction of the 
authorities with the outcomes of complaints against staff. The third was the question of 
outreach, especially in light of survey evidence (from both the authorities and staff) and staff 
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interview evidence that suggested that authorities of some advanced economies discouraged 
staff from holding press conferences on their mission findings. The documents were also 
reviewed for evidence on the analysis of international policy coordination and spillovers, the 
use of cross-country analysis, and the macro-financial sector linkages, as set out in the 
companion paper on the advanced economies. 

7.      In reviewing documents related to emerging economies, the evaluation team 
focused on program dynamics, country strategy, and outreach, inter alia. For program 
dynamics, the team concentrated on countries where transition to a surveillance-only 
relationship was underway or anticipated and/or where the design and/or flexibility of 
conditionality had surfaced as an issue in the evaluation interviews. These considerations 
also raised questions of country strategy, such as (i) how staff considered possible political-
economy constraints to reform, and the implications for sequencing in its policy advice;  
(ii) how they discussed with senior staff and management the evolution of the country 
relationship in post-program and other surveillance-only economies, including with respect 
to global imbalances and exchange rate policies in systemically important economies; and 
how they perceived the Fund’s value added to the authorities. The team also examined the 
documents for different facets of outreach, especially with respect to any noted tensions 
between the Fund’s role as confidential advisor and its evolving communications strategy, 
which stressed outreach as a way of influencing public debate. The documents were also 
reviewed for evidence of discussions about excessive staff turnover, a recurring theme of 
interviews with authorities from small states and other emerging economies in the evaluation 
sample.  

8.      As in its analysis of the documentary record for the advanced and emerging 
economies, the evaluation team studied the documents on PRGF-eligible countries in 
the first instance (i) to understand the nature of IMF-country interactions over the 
evaluation period and (ii) to follow-up on specific issues raised by the authorities (and 
by staff in a few instances) in the evaluation interviews and surveys. Of particular 
importance in the analysis of interactions with the PRGF-eligible countries was the 
exploration of the theme of flexibility as it played out in the different country cases, for 
example in connection with conditionality-related program interruptions, delays in HIPC 
completion, and the development of the PSI, as well as tensions related to safeguards 
assessments and misreporting. The documents for the PRGF-eligible countries were also 
studied to see the extent to which they set out a coherent strategy for Fund engagement over 
time, taking into account (i) the political economy constraints to reform that the authorities 
faced, and how they affected the sequencing of policy actions and outreach; and (ii) relevant 
implementation capacity constraints and priorities for technical assistance—as these two sets 
of issues were recurring themes in interviews with authorities of PRGF-eligible countries.  
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IV.   CROSS-COUNTRY DOCUMENTARY REVIEW 

9.      Supporting and complementing this country-based review of the documentary 
evidence, which covered the full evaluation period, the team also carried out a cross-
country analysis of specific aspects of interactions, more narrowly focused on 2007–08. 
In part, this exercise was motivated by the need to develop and ensure the usage of common 
standards for the document review by the different IEO staff and consultants engaged in the 
review work. But it also allowed for the exploration of several issues of interest looking 
across the entire sample group.  

10.      This cross-cutting analysis involved a review of 116 surveillance and use of Fund 
resources “events” over this two-year period for the 49 countries in the evaluation 
sample using a consistent approach. “Events” included the set of activities from missions 
leading up to Executive Board meetings, for both, Article IV consultations and program 
discussions (negotiations and reviews). Reviewed documents included briefing papers and 
back-to-office reports (and, where available, comments from management); cover notes and 
clearance memoranda for draft staff reports sent to management (including, where available, 
the Surveillance Agendas); final staff reports; minutes of Executive Board discussions; and 
any press statements.  

11.      In undertaking this analysis, the evaluation team examined several issues, 
including:  

(a) Clear identification of the authorities’ views as distinguished from the staff’s 
views in the Fund’s internal documentation: The analysis found that in about two-
thirds of the studied surveillance cases, there was clear attribution of the authorities’ 
views in the documents. For the use of Fund resources, the corresponding share was 
lower (about one-third), which may reflect in part that agreement between authorities 
and staff is reached before a request for the use of Fund resources is presented in the 
documents to the Board. 

(b) Staff flexibility in negotiations and discussions, in light of complaints raised by 
some authorities during the evaluation interviews: For surveillance activities, the 
analysis found few substantive changes in staff positions between the briefing paper 
and the back-to-office report, though there were some examples of briefing papers 
with flexibility written into the staff position to account for political economy 
concerns. Flexibility in this narrow sense was found to be somewhat more common in 
the context of programs—where either a change in position was flagged in the back-
to-office report as a result of the discussions with the authorities, or the briefing paper 
had been drafted at the outset with flexibility embedded in the initial policy stance. 
However, this analysis is partial as it does not capture the extent to which the IMF 
staff position evolved over time.  
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(c) The content of the Surveillance Agendas, a new initiative launched in late 2006: 
The analysis found that Surveillance Agendas covered economic issues without 
linking the various elements of the Fund’s work program into an overall strategy, 
including their sequencing and links to the proposed outreach actions. Most did not 
contain specific/explicit references to authorities’ views or disagreements between the 
authorities and staff; fewer suggested that they had been discussed with the 
authorities. Technical assistance priorities were often listed, but without the broader 
context of the capacity building goals and complementarities with other providers of 
technical assistance.  
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I.   INTRODUCTION 

1.      This document overviews the collection of interview evidence for the evaluation 
of IMF interactions with member countries. It summarizes the number and type of 
interviews conducted; sets out the methodological approach to the interviews; and discusses 
particular issues that arose in the context of the interviews with members, as well as staff 
working with them, in different country groups. 

II.   INTERVIEW COVERAGE 

2.      The evaluation team conducted interviews with country authorities, IMF staff 
and, for several countries, civil society organizations and representatives of partner 
organizations, such as the World Bank and donors. These interviews were focused 
primarily on 49 sample countries identified for closer study by the evaluation team (see 
paragraphs 7 and 8 below).  

3.      Interviews with authorities were conducted for almost all countries in the 
evaluation sample. These interviews were at the level of finance ministers, central bank 
governors, and/or senior officials. In some cases, interviews were conducted with former 
officials who had interacted with the IMF during the evaluation period. Supplementary 
material included written responses to interview questions received from several countries in 
the sample, for which there were also direct interviews in almost all cases. The evaluation 
also benefited from interviews conducted with authorities in the course of other recent 
evaluations—often in the context of country visits—in which issues related to interactions 
with the Fund had been discussed.  

4.      The interviews with staff covered all 49 countries1 in the sample and with 
current or former resident representatives assigned to 27 countries in the sample. In 
most cases, more than one member of staff per country was interviewed. For a number of 
PRGF-eligible countries, staff from the World Bank knowledgeable about Fund interactions 
with sample countries were also interviewed.  

5.      Also, as opportunities arose, interviews were conducted with officials or former 
officials from countries outside the sample, and with staff or former staff covering such 
countries. In addition, several interviewed staff who had worked on countries outside the 
sample shared their views on interactions with those countries. These additional sources of 
interview evidence are included in the evaluation’s interview data base, and were taken into 
account by the evaluation team in preparing the main report and the companion country 
papers. However, no further research on those countries—such as follow-up examination of 
internal and/or published IMF documents and so on—was carried out.  
                                                 
1 In most cases, the staff interviewed were current or former mission chiefs. In two cases, however, only 
resident representatives were interviewed.  
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6.      Most interviews with civil society organizations took place in four advanced 
economies (Germany, Japan, Switzerland and the United Kingdom) and three PRGF-
eligible countries (Cameroon, Senegal, and Togo). These interviews provided an important 
perspective for the evaluation, especially with the respect to considering interactions outside 
government at different stages of development. 2   

7.      As summarized in the main report, the evaluation considered three main 
country groups—advanced economies, emerging economies, and PRGF-eligible 
countries, subdividing the first two into “large” and “other” subgroups.3 The 49 
countries in the sample are distributed across these groups as follows, and as shown in the 
table below: 4 are large advanced economies; 6 are other advanced economies; 9 are large 
emerging economies; 14 are other emerging economies; and 16 are PRGF-eligible countries. 

Table 1. Evaluation Sample Countries 

  

8.      The countries in the evaluation sample were selected to facilitate the exploration 
of several themes. The evaluation team sought to capture the diversity of interactions with 
the Fund’s membership by achieving broad country representation across, inter alia, different 
regions, sizes, and stages of development. The evaluation team also aimed to reflect 
countries’ diversity with respect to (i) their past experience with economic and financial 

                                                 
2 The evaluation also drew on the interviews with civil society organizations conducted in the context of 
IEO (2007), and Scholte (2009). 

3 For purposes of this report, the “large advanced economies” are the 7 largest industrial countries (the “G-7”), 
while the “other advanced economies” are the 23 smaller advanced economies; the “large emerging economies” 
are the 19 largest such economies, while the “other emerging economies” are the 62 smaller emerging-market 
economies. 

Large Advanced Other Advanced Large Emerging Other Emerging PRGF-eligible 

Germany 
Japan 

United Kingdom 
United States 

Australia 
Austria 
Korea 

New Zealand 
Sweden 

Switzerland 
 

Brazil 
China 
Egypt 
India 

Indonesia 
Russia 

South Africa 
Thailand 
Turkey 

Algeria 
Barbados 
Botswana 
Bulgaria 

Costa Rica 
Czech Republic 

Kazakhstan 
Kuwait 

Lebanon 
Lithuania 

Oman 
St. Kitts and Nevis 

Suriname 
Trinidad and 

Tobago 

Armenia 
Bolivia 

Burkina Faso 
Cameroon 

DRC 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Malawi 

Mozambique 
Nigeria 

Pakistan 
Senegal 

Solomon Islands 
Togo 

Uganda 
Vietnam 
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crises and their systemic importance; (ii) programs supported by use of Fund resources, 
technical assistance, FSAPs; and (iii) the hosting of resident representatives.  

9.      In several instances, countries of similar characteristics were included in the 
sample to provide an opportunity for exploring specific hypotheses. In one such example, 
four small states were included in the group of other emerging economies to enable a focused 
assessment of interactions with this category of countries, which have sometimes expressed 
concerns about being neglected by the Fund (and other international institutions). In another, 
two countries were included in the group of other advanced economies to enable an 
exploration of different members’ experiences with the same mission chief and country team. 

III.   INTERVIEW METHODOLOGY 

10.      Interviews were conducted on a confidential basis. Most took place face to face, 
but in a few cases, interviews were conducted by telephone or videoconference.  

11.      An initial round of interviews was guided by specific questions about 
interactions since 2001. The questions explored: what aspects of the interactions (with the 
IMF or with the country authorities, as appropriate) were the most successful and least 
successful; what the interviewee(s) had hoped to achieve through these interactions and what 
they thought their counterparts (the IMF or country authorities) were trying to achieve; 
whether there were ways in which the interactions (with the IMF or the country authorities, 
as appropriate) could be better managed; and to what extent authorities conveyed their views 
on the nature and efficacy of the interactions to the IMF, via what channel, and with what 
effect. The evidence from this initial round of interviews was instrumental in selecting and 
formulating the questions for the evaluation’s surveys of authorities, staff and civil society 
(see Background Technical Document I).  

12.      Additional questions were posed either in the same interview or subsequent 
interviews with the same or other country officials and/or staff members to follow-up 
on issues that arose. Such follow-on questions and interviews typically pursued specific 
issues, beyond the basic line of questioning, about the effectiveness and management of IMF 
interactions, including diagnostic questions about key drivers of staff actions. In most cases, 
they involved the exploration of complaints by the authorities, but also examples of 
successful interactions highlighted by the authorities or of the evolution of interactions over 
time.  They also involved the attempt by the evaluation team to look at the issues from 
different angles and take into account the views of different observers, including the 
authorities, staff, and others, such as donors and other partners. Other questions that were 
raised when appropriate included the role of Executive Directors and IMF management in 
particular relationships, the manner and extent of outreach, and the role of resident 
representatives.  

13.      The interview evidence provided more textured information about interactions 
and in many cases introduced nuances into the evidentiary base than would have been 
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apparent from the survey and documentary evidence alone. It thus provided an important 
source for triangulation, so that the evaluation could juxtapose the views of interviewed 
authorities and staff with the relevant survey findings and internal documents, as well as dig 
deeper to understand information gleaned from survey evidence. This approach worked in 
both directions, with the interview evidence providing a vehicle for reality checking the 
survey and documentary evidence, and the survey and documentary evidence providing a 
vehicle for reality checking the interview evidence, thereby helping to guard against 
interview bias and possible misinterpretation of interview evidence.  

IV.   COUNTRY GROUPS 

14.      In carrying out the interviews across the different country groups, the evaluation 
team aimed to balance consistency of approach with customization to individual 
country conditions. In so doing, it utilized the basic set of questions described above as an 
initial framework for asking interviewees about interactions, allowing the ensuing discussion 
to follow the interests of the interviewees. In the event, and as discussed briefly below, the 
interviews on the advanced economies focused almost exclusively on surveillance issues, 
while those on the emerging economies covered technical assistance and programs as well as 
surveillance. In the interviews for the PRGF-eligible countries, the focus was on programs 
and technical assistance, with attention to surveillance typically surfacing as it interfaced 
with programs. A brief discussion of the modalities and content of the interviews follow.  

Advanced economies 

15.      Face-to-face interviews were conducted with authorities from all ten advanced 
economies in the evaluation sample. These interviews were mainly conducted during the 
IMF Spring and Annual Meetings in Washington in 2008–09, as well as in visits to some 
countries in late 2008 (after a visit to two countries at a preliminary stage of the evaluation in 
late 2007). The interviews with Fund staff who worked on the ten countries were carried out 
over the same time frame. Follow-up interviews were conducted when further information 
was needed. The evaluation team also conducted interviews with authorities from and staff 
working on advanced economies outside the sample countries as opportunities arose. Visits 
were made to Australia, Germany, Japan, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom, as well to 
U.S. officials. During these visits, the evaluation team met with a wider representative of 
authorities as well as other stakeholders, including, as mentioned earlier, with representatives 
from CSOs in Germany, Japan, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.  

16.      The time frame of the interviews for the advanced economies affected their 
content, with the global financial crisis—both its unfolding and the Fund’s response—
an important contextual factor underpinning many discussions. In interviews with 
authorities, recurring themes concerned questions about the international dimensions of Fund 
surveillance, especially with respect to timely projections and analysis of spillovers, 
including from the financial sector, and the provision of relevant cross-country analysis. For 
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mission chiefs, a striking feature of the interviews was the pressure several said they felt 
from the authorities of some countries to give a positive assessment of their policies and 
prospects, and the lack of support they received—or thought they would receive—from 
management in case of disagreements with the authorities. Mixed messages emerged from 
the authorities and staff on outreach, with authorities suggesting that more might be done and 
staff indicating that they felt constrained by the authorities from so doing.  

Emerging economies 

17.      For the emerging economies, face-to-face interviews were conducted with 
current and/or former country officials of 21 of the 23 sample countries and with staff 
members working on all 23 countries. The authorities of the remaining sample countries 
(one large and one other emerging economy) sent written responses to the interview 
questions. Interviews were conducted with 27 mission chiefs and/or resident representatives 
working on the nine large emerging economies and 27 mission chiefs and/or resident 
representatives working on the 14 other emerging economies. The evaluation team also 
conducted interviews with authorities from and staff working on emerging economies outside 
the sample countries as opportunities arose. Interviews took place in Washington during the 
IMF Spring and Annual Meetings, during other visits by the authorities or staff to 
Washington, and by telephone, as well as by IEO staff during their visits to countries for 
other purposes. A member of the evaluation team visited Algeria, Kuwait, Lebanon, and 
Oman. Additional interviews with authorities of and staff were carried out by a consultant, an 
experienced former IMF staff member, contracted by the evaluation team to assess the role of 
resident representatives and management of them in interactions in five large emerging 
market economies. These additional interviews were conducted with current and former 
resident representatives, as well as mission chiefs and country officials who interacted with 
the resident representatives.4  

18.      As with the advanced economies, the time frame of the interviews with the 
emerging economies affected their content. Among interviewed authorities, a recurring 
theme was concern about surveillance, which many saw as adding little that was new, useful, 
or interesting. Officials also expressed much greater openness to the Fund’s technical 
assistance, conferences, seminars and other vehicles for acquiring knowledge. Fund “style” 
was also a recurring concern—including attitudinal issues, rigidities of analytic approaches, 
lack of appreciation of domestic political economy issues, and excessive turnover (especially 
problematic for other emerging economies, including small states). Interviewed mission 
chiefs and resident representatives reported challenges in engaging authorities in surveillance 
discussions. Although there was a negative legacy in some cases from earlier lending 
arrangements, staff noted that without a program, traction was much diminished. Several 
reported their concern that the particular attention to exchange rate policy issues, including in 
                                                 
4 See Dodsworth (2009). 
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the wake of the 2007 Surveillance Decision, had been at the expense of other topics of 
interest and were seen as counter-productive by some authorities. More generally, staff were 
considering ways to be influential in a surveillance-only relationship. While they saw the 
potential benefits of greater public outreach, staff reported acute trade-offs between pressures 
from headquarters in this direction, and the adverse consequences for their relationship with 
the authorities, many of whom did not want the Fund taking anything but a low key approach 
to outreach.   

PRGF-eligible countries 

19.      For the PRGF-eligible countries, interviews were conducted with current and/or 
former officials of 15 out of 16 countries in the evaluation sample, in some cases by 
telephone and/or videoconference. 5 As in the other country groups, interviews were also 
conducted with Fund staff–including resident representatives–who had worked on the 
evaluation sample countries during the evaluation period. Follow-up interviews were 
conducted when further information was needed, and according to the availability of country 
officials and staff. Such follow-up was extensive, given the large number of program 
countries in the sample and the evolving nature of the Fund’s engagement with them over the 
evaluation period. It also involved interviews with World Bank staff in many of these cases, 
especially those involving the HIPC Initiative and/or a Fund-supported program that was 
paralleled by a Bank-supported budget-support or other policy-based lending operation. 
Importantly, follow-up included country visits to Cameroon, Senegal, and Togo in 
March 2009. There the evaluation team met with a broad representation of current and 
former country officials (including retirees, who had had contact with Fund staff during the 
earlier part of the evaluation period), as well as with partners and stakeholders, including 
representatives of civil society organizations and market participants. These country visits 
enabled the IEO team to detail the evolution of IMF interactions with the authorities over the 
extended evaluation period from 2001–08, especially with respect to perceptions that there 
had been difficulties in the Fund’s style of interactions in the first half of the evaluation 
period and improvements in the second half and more recently. They also provided a basis 
for detailing the different country contexts in which staff conducted outreach activities. The 
team was able to hear first-hand the views of the authorities, civil society, partners, and the 
Fund’s resident representatives about the constraints to more and better outreach and the 
lessons learned for improving them. 

20.      Programs and related issues received the most attention in the interviews on 
PRGF-eligible countries, but technical assistance, surveillance, and outreach also were 

                                                 
5 The evaluation also utilized the interview evidence base from three earlier IEO evaluations, which had 
involved case studies (including IEO country visits) in about half of the 16 countries in the evaluation sample, 
including the one for which there was not a new interview with country officials as part of the present 
evaluation.   See IEO (2004; 2007; and 2008). 
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discussed. Among the authorities, there was a divide on the issue of program flexibility and 
its implications, but general agreement that the Fund had become more flexible over the 
course of the evaluation period. Most interviewees praised the Fund’s contribution to donor 
signaling (including support under the PSI, macro sign-off in the context of PRGFs, which 
donors used to inform their decisions about budget support, and/or assistance with the Paris 
Club) and technical assistance, although some expressed concerns about the strategy both for 
it and for taking into account country constraints more generally in the design of policies and 
programs. Interviewed staff also saw the need for a more country-focused approach, 
including for technical assistance, which some said had improved but still needed greater 
ownership by the authorities and the area departments. Many interviewed mission chiefs and 
resident representatives discussed outreach, and the concerns they felt about pressures to do 
more, but often without the necessary support from the authorities and headquarters 
(including resources and backing from senior staff) that would enable them to make progress.   
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