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Structure of Presentation

• Why evaluation in IFIs? 

• Elements of an effective evaluation 

framework

• Challenges to evaluation effectiveness 

in IFIs
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Why Evaluation? 
What is special about Evaluation in IFIs?
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Evaluation: What is it? 

• Systematic and evidence-based examination 
of experience to learn what works and how

• A source of discipline in the absence of a 
market 

• It provides lessons and incentives for 
improvement

• A tool for the principal (the public?) to be 
informed of and affect the actions of their 
agents (the government?)
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Goals of Evaluation

• Learning and Accountability

–Both can be individual and/or institutional

– They complement each other 

– Lessons set standards for accountability 

–Accountability motivates learning
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Evaluation: 

by whom and for whom?

• Differences in perspectives and incentives

Internal versus External Evaluators

Self versus Independent Evaluation

• Self-evaluation is conducted within an 
institution's management structure, by staff or 
their consultants

• Independent evaluation reports outside the 
management structure (e.g., to Parliaments or to 
a Board that oversees Management)
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Special elements in IFIs: Audience

• A key audience for evaluations are non-

borrowing member countries (i.e., 

donors)

Parliaments and tax payers

Donor agencies and representatives at the 
IFI Board
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Special elements in IFIs: Goals

• This longer Principal-Agent chain 

shifts the emphasis of different goals

Strengthening Legitimacy by enhancing 

Transparency. This contributes to some 

extent to accountability.

Strengthening Operational Effectiveness 

by distilling lessons that inform Board 

decisions, in addition to enabling learning.
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Special elements in IFIs: Systems for 

gathering evidence

• Slow and uneven availability of 

information

IFIs are mostly dependent on borrowers to 

gather information

Weak monitoring systems of projects and 

programs

Impacts the selection of evaluation topics
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Special elements in IFIs: 

Evaluation Work

• Analysis is less quantitative and model-based

• Randomized controlled tests are difficult to 

design and implement

– Complicating establishing counterfactuals, metrics 

and ratings 

• Evaluations focus on quality of inputs, outputs 

and IFI performance

– Difficult to assess outcomes and sustainability

• Wide Coverage (e.g., projects, programs, TA)

10



Special elements in IFIs: 

Follow up

• Modalities for adopting recommendations 

are sometimes unclear, as they often 

involve many agents (e.g., Board, 

Management)

• Systems for tracking implementation are 

weak, as they often depend on borrowers 

and other beneficiaries 
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Elements of an effective 

IFI evaluation framework

12



Evaluation Policies

• Policy or guiding principles establishing: 

Goals for the evaluation function

Well defined, complementary, roles for 

self and independent evaluation functions 

What needs to be evaluated, when, and by 

whom

Utilization and follow-up

Clear delineation of responsibilities 

(including approval of recommendations 

and dissemination of findings and lessons)
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Goals of Evaluation Function

• Enhance transparency and promote greater 

understanding and credibility of the institution

• Contribute to accountability and supporting 

Management and/or Board in oversight

• Strengthen learning culture

• Inform policy development and operational 

changes
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Organizational Arrangements 

for Self-Evaluation

• Some IFIs have dedicated units, in others it is 

conducted within operational units

• Evaluators with deep institutional knowledge

• Some evaluations are statutory, others ad-hoc

 Some submitted to Board or Management, while 

others remain within the evaluating unit

• Evaluation Budget is part of the institution’s 

budget
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Organizational Arrangements 

for Independent Evaluation

• Independent from managerial structure

 In the selection of unit head

 Separate budget and work program

• Links to Self-Evaluation Differ

Validation of results, quality assurance

• Size and scope of evaluation program varies 

greatly across organizations
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Systems for gathering information

• System to gather data and other information 

needed for evaluation (and to monitor programs 

and projects)

• Protocols establishing what data should be 

provided to evaluators and how (e.g., timing, 

format)

• Systems to track and report on implementation 

of recommendations
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The Evaluation Cycle

Topic selection

Issues Paper: scope and design of evaluation

Evaluation work and preparation of report

Issuance of evaluation report

Board discussion and decision on 
recommednations

Follow-up on Board-endorsed recommendations

Outreach



Evaluation work 

and preparation of report

• Topic selection needs to reflect strategic assessment of 

learning and accountability priorities

• Important to have well established evaluation 

methodologies, that are understood and accepted by 

evaluees and other stakeholders

• Length, style and presentation of evaluation reports 

and messages need to be targeted at their intended 

main audience (e.g., authorities, Board, Management, 

or Staff)
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The Follow-Up Process

• Clear processes to approve recommendations

• Established responsibilities for implementation

• Systems to monitor implementation and take 

corrective actions

• Mechanisms for disseminating findings and 

lessons
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Challenges to 

Evaluation Effectiveness: 
Ten lessons from the IMF Experience
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Ten lessons from IMF Experience 

1. The goals of evaluation in IFIs

2. Independent versus Self Evaluation

3. The Size and Scope of the Evaluation Program

4. Selection of Evaluation Topics 

5. Evaluation Approach

6. Recommendations or only lessons

7. Evaluation Reports

8. Monitoring Implementation

9. Utilization of Evaluation Lessons is Costly

10. Evaluating the Evaluators
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The goals of the evaluation function

• The weight of different goals dictates, in part, 

the design of the evaluation function 

• Trade-offs and complementarities between:

Learning and Strengthening Operational 

Effectiveness

Accountability and Transparency
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Balance between Independent and 
Self Evaluation

• Depends on the governance of the IFI and on 

the main goals ascribed to the function  

• Self-evaluation has more ready access to 

information

Can have a more timely impact on policies and 

practices, as well as on staff learning

• Typically, independent evaluation can 

question more fundamental issues

Speak truth to power
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Size and Coverage of the Evaluation 
Program

• How big an evaluation program?

Should it be determined by resource availability?

Or by the IFI absorptive capacity?

• What issues should it cover?

Comprehensive coverage or selective/risk-based

Rules based or opportunistic?

Policies? Projects? Programs?

Inputs, Outputs, Results? 
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Selection of Evaluation Topics 

• Probably the most important decision for 

relevance and traction

• Evaluation of policies, events, or activities?

Evaluation of an event is mostly targeted to 

transparency and accountability

Evaluation of activities is mostly targeted to 

learning 

• Consultation is critical to ensure traction

Board, Management, Staff, civil society
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Evaluation Approach

• Against externally given objectives 

Typical of project and program evaluations in IFIs

Geared towards learning

• Or “goal free”

e.g., Evaluations of performance in a crisis

Geared towards transparency and accountability

Allows the possibility of evaluating policy goals

May generate strong resistance
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Recommendations or only lessons?

• Evaluation offices are best placed to draw 

conclusions and lessons from evaluation findings

• Sometimes they are also well placed to provide 

high level general recommendations

• But Boards need specific monitorable

recommendations to track implementation

• Management and Staff may be better placed to 

suggest specific actions to implement the more 

general recommendations
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Evaluation Reports

• Presentation and dissemination of main 

findings and lessons should be aimed at their 

main intended audience

Length of reports and technical discussions (e.g., 

reports need to be short to reach authorities, but for 

staff they may need to cover all technical aspects)

• Outreach helps with transparency, while 

“inreach” helps with learning
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Monitoring Implementation of 

Recommendations

• Board (or the organ that approves a 

recommendation) is best placed to monitor its 

implementation

• How to monitor implementation of actions 

aimed at “perennial issues”?

• When should monitoring be discontinued?

– At the IMF these decisions are made by the Board 

in the context of reviewing a periodic monitoring 

report
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Utilization of Evaluation Lessons is 
Costly

• Utilization of evaluation lessons is costly

• Evaluation lessons would generate less 
resistance if resources are explicitly set aside 
for their implementation

• At the IMF, Management Implementation 
Plans include cost estimates that the Board 
approves when it endorses the corresponding 
actions. 
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Who evaluates the evaluators?

• The independent evaluation function can 
validate the work of self-evaluation

• Periodic “independent” evaluations of the 
independent evaluation function can enhance 
its legitimacy and effectiveness

• The framework for these evaluations is best 
established by statute rather than ad-hoc

The IMF IEO is evaluated every five years by an 
external team appointed by the Board
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Thank you! 

And visit us at 
http://www.ieo-imf.org/
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