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Abstract:

Understanding the accountability relationships that surround the operations of the World Bank is a pressing concern in the analysis of global politics. Outside the Bank, the charge is repeatedly made by NGO critics that the organization is ‘undemocratic’ and unresponsive to the constituents whose needs it professes to serve, while within the Bank diverse views exist as to what form the operational interactions with in-country populations should take. In examining the ‘politics of stakeholder accountability’, this paper serves to investigate the processes through which change occurs to the mechanisms through which the Bank and domestic groups interact. The paper is framed around a conceptualisation of stakeholder accountability as a fluid, socially constructed relationship. As such, the paper provides a useful counterpoint to academic analyses of international organisations that presuppose the existence of a ‘gold standard’ accountability model, against which an institution’s performance is then assessed.

Introduction
Accountability is a concept most commonly analysed at the domestic level, and indeed is often held to be a defining component of a democratic polity (Flinders 2001). Within academic works, the ideational dominance of a ‘Westphalian’ notion of state sovereignty acted to restrict interest in the intricacies of global structures of governance: indeed, the field of international studies is said to have established ‘a conceptual firewall between domestic and international politics in which democracy is confined to the domestic realm’ (Caporaso 2003: 361). However, pushed by a growing acceptance of the importance of multiple and overlapping sites of authority in the contemporary global economy, in recent years the level of focus placed on political processes beyond the state level has increased. International organisations in particular have attracted a large amount of attention, including much work that is heavily critical of their lack of accountability to the domestic populations directly affected by their actions.


A common approach taken by critical appraisals has been to set out an ideal standard of democratic accountability, and to assess the performance of IOs against this yardstick. Sometimes the ideal is laid out explicitly, although often assessments are made with the somewhat vague assumption that ‘real’ power should be in the hands of stakeholders with a direct interest in the operations of a given IO. Following this analytic framework, works have emerged ranging from broad calls for the incorporation of models of ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ into the structures of IOs (e.g. Dahl 1999, Held 1995), to critiques of the operational performance of particular IOs (e.g. World Development Movement 2006, Grusky 2000). Although such works justify their value in terms of the pressure they exert on IOs to improve existing mechanisms of stakeholder accountability, a number of recent analyses have challenged the assumed efficacy of this approach. Within this strand of work it is common for the attempts to apply a ‘gold standard’ of stakeholder accountability to be dismissed as misguided or even damaging to attempts to reform IOs: rather, the favoured approach is to focus on elucidating the intricate processes through which accountability relationships are formed and re-formed in particular arenas of global governance (Philp 2008: 45, Grant and Keohane 2005: 41, Moravcsik 2002: 621). It is in line with the exploratory nature of such works that this paper is presented.  


The opening section examines the processes by which relationships of stakeholder accountability are developed in arenas of global governance. Rather than simply presupposing the existence of a ‘natural’ or ‘gold standard’ ideal type against which to measure the performance of IOs, I concentrate on uncovering the practices through which stakeholder accountability relationships are constructed and re-constructed. This approach allows for a comprehensive understanding of the contemporary dynamics of stakeholder accountability at the Bank to be put forward. In the second section I review the institutional characteristics of the Bank that influenced the initial genesis of a delegated form of stakeholder accountability, and outline the factors that led to this structure being slowly challenged. Through the third section of the paper I outline the mechanisms of participatory accountability that have developed within the Bank’s project based lending, and show that over time a range of stakeholders have been identified and incorporated into accountability structures. In the fourth section I track the evolution of stakeholder accountability that has taken place under the rubric of policy based lending. Significant moves have been made to re-frame stakeholder accountability at the domestic level as being a prerequisite of economic development, and innovations in the lending instruments available to the Bank have served to provide the organisation with the material resources to compel states to reform political processes. However, these reforms to policy lending are subject to considerable contestation both inside and outside the Bank. The support of key constituencies means that the reform of stakeholder accountability at the domestic level will remain on the operational agenda of the Bank, although the degree to which the organisation is willing to ‘push’ recalcitrant low-income states will remain variable. The concluding section of the paper draws together the lessons leant regarding the politics of stakeholder accountability at the World Bank.

Stakeholder accountability at the global level
Rather than holding the legitimacy of accountability structures to be a ‘natural’ property possessed only by an ideal type, within this paper legitimacy is seen to be conferred by an intersubjectively held consensus between the decision-making authority and the stakeholders (Shearer 2002: 543, Ezzamel et al 2007: 167). Depending on the form and function of particular IOs, it is equally possible that a ‘delegated’ or ‘participatory’ model of stakeholder accountability could emerge as the preferred structure. The general types differ according to who is given the direct capacity to hold the powerful accountable: with the delegated model those who entrust the IO with its responsibilities have this capacity, with the participatory model it is those who are affected by the activities of the IO (Grant and Keohane 2005: 31).

By conceiving of stakeholder accountability as a fluid, contestable relationship, the conceptual space in which to investigate sources of stability and change is opened up. Accountability is viewed at a fundamental level as a socially constructed relationship: both the form of the relationship and range of actors involved in the relationship is open to contestation. The claims of stakeholders that they are entitled to a direct accountability relationship must be broadly accepted within the IO’s social environment in order for such institutional mechanisms to be established and sustained (Shearer 2002: 544). In the world of IOs, with blurred lines of causation and responsibility, the establishment of such a consensus can be particularly challenging. However, over recent decades NGO advocates have become increasingly successful in combining general critiques of operational practices with high profile campaigns focussing on specific examples of ‘worst practice’ to highlight the plight of groups that have been negatively impacted by IOs’ actions (Fox 2000: 304, Keck and Sikkink 1998: 199-201). In this way, NGOs have at times played a prominent role in the construction of ‘stakeholders’ to IOs’ activities, and have fought for institutional appendages with which to enable a more participatory model of accountability.

Despite this over-arching malleability, institutional contexts can make the parameters of the stakeholder accountability relationship more-or-less ‘sticky’: organisations with highly formalised, legally-based accountability structures tend to exhibit greater evidence of continuity over those that rely more heavily on informal, interpersonal relationships (Page 2004: 592). Within these boundaries, the process of change is shaped by emerging ‘discourses of accountability’, whose success relies on the extent to which they cohere with the beliefs and experiences of actors both inside and outside the IO (Ezzamel 2007: 167). Radical periods of change often rely on the successful forging of alliances between groups within the IO and external advocates, and access to material resources can also play a key role (Francis and Jacobs 1999, Aycrigg 1998). Although ideas matter, sources of funding help a great deal to encourage and enable IO staff to embed new practices of stakeholder accountability.

It is possible, in very general terms, to identify a historical trend in the external pressure to reform that has been placed on the main institutions of global governance since the Bretton Woods era. In the early post-war decades, there was a broad acceptance of the legitimacy of the delegated form of stakeholder accountability. The lines of accountability to stakeholders ran exclusively through their political representatives at the domestic level, and the secrecy that surrounded the activities of IOs meant that even these distant methods were highly imperfect (Keohane and Nye 2000: 1-2).
 In more recent decades, however, a number of forces have coalesced that together have served to push many IOs to engage more directly with stakeholders. Aided by reduced costs of communication and organisation, NGO transnational advocacy groups have been a significant force in global politics from as far back as the 1960s, and have from the late 1970s actively campaigned for IOs to make reforms to the accountability mechanisms embedded in their operations (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 24-5, 135-40). In addition, the more recent emergence of a ‘liberal aid agenda’ in the post-Cold War world has fuelled this trend, as major states have also began to require that key institutions of global governance improve the means through which they are accountable to stakeholders (Nelson 2000: 413). Together, these developments have helped to shift the broad understanding of the appropriate form of stakeholder accountability mechanisms away from an acceptance of distant delegated forms and towards a more directly participatory model.

In common with the case of shareholder accountability previously examined, periods of crisis play an important role in catalysing major developments in the politics of stakeholder accountability. When a concerted challenge is presented to the established means through which IOs construct their legitimacy, a recurrent IO response is to profess a desire to re-engage with stakeholders and foster institutional learning (Lazarus 2008: 1216). In the case of the Bank, crisis did indeed play a significant role in fostering change through the mid-1990s; however, for the deeper dynamics to be fully grasped it is necessary to investigate the evolution of stakeholder accountability within the organisation over the longer term. As the following sections of the paper make clear, the form of stakeholder accountability at the Bank has evolved following the complex interplay of deep-rooted ideational change, internal and external alliance building, and the use of material incentives.

The process of change in the relationships of stakeholder accountability surrounding an IO commonly takes place through a nuanced, multi-track series of events. Multiple forms of stakeholder accountability can emerge that, although subject to similar pressures, have the potential to continue to evolve according to distinct paths. Such multiple accountability practices have developed at the World Bank, whereby different operational strands have led to two identifiable trends within the politics of stakeholder accountability. Figure 1.1 provides an overview of this process, centred on policy- and project-based lending.
Figure 1.1. The reconstruction of stakeholder accountability
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As the following sections show, the initial creation of a delegated ‘club model’ of stakeholder accountability left a deep impression on the Bank, not least for the ‘apolitical’ self-image that developed amongst the staff of the organisation. For many years this structure remained largely unchanged, until eventually a tipping point was reached following increasing levels criticism of the Bank’s lending projects. NGOs played a key role in highlighting the negative impact of Bank supported projects as an issue requiring attention, which eventually led to a series of institutional and operational changes at the Bank that formalised a structure of participatory stakeholder accountability, albeit on a limited scale. In addition to this path of change, major reforms also occurred in relation to the policy lending carried out by the organisation. Through the 1980s, increasing dissatisfaction over the performance of countries following structural adjustment programmes opened the ground for internal advocates of domestic governance reform in low-income borrowers. Through a process of alliance building, over recent years the idea of stakeholder accountability at the domestic level as a necessary component of sustainable development has been operationalised within the Bank’s policy lending. Notably, in order to access multilateral debt relief, low-income countries must meet participatory ‘process conditionality’ when designing developmental programmes.
 Additionally, in a lower profile manner, participatory requirements are increasingly being inserted into standard development policy loans. Although internal contests over the role of the Bank in promoting domestic governance reform remain heated, the inclusion of key actors within the coalition in support of this development means that, over the medium term, the promotion of more effective accountability relationships between low-income country governments and populations will remain embedded within the Bank’s policy based lending operations.

The World Bank and delegated accountability
The formal structure and mandate of an IO leaves a deep impression on its accountability mechanisms, and can cast a long shadow over their evolution even at much later stages in the life of the IO. It is for this reason that it is necessary to begin the examination of stakeholder accountability relationships at the Bank by going back to the early history of the organisation. When the Bank was established in the mid-1940s, mechanisms of stakeholder accountability were not on the agenda for discussion. The Bank was mandated to work solely with representatives of client governments, and with the embedding of a technocratic, apolitical approach to issues of economic development, there were few ideational challenges to the model of delegated accountability that underpinned the Bank’s approach. Although pressures to engage more directly with stakeholders did emerge in later years, the pattern laid out in the early years continues to influence the direction of the changes forged by these dynamics.


On New Year’s Eve, 1945, representatives of the governments of 20 states met in Washington, DC, to formally bring the World Bank into being. The original signatories of the organisation’s Articles of Agreement laid out the institutional governance structure and general modus operandi of the Bank, both of which had a major influence over the story of the evolution of stakeholder accountability in later years. At the centre of the governance structure that was laid out for the Bank was a chain of delegation up to an Executive Board, through which member governments maintained oversight of the organisation. By 1947 the number of member states had risen to 44, and between them they collectively selected 12 Executive Directors to sit on the Board. Directors exercised (and continue to exercise) two closely linked roles, presenting the case for the countries that they represented when particular projects were being discussed, and advocating Bank-wide policy reforms in line with the interests of their selectors. Over time the number of both member states and Directors has increased, but the general arrangement of delegation has remained (Kapur et al 1997: 1204-6). The implicit chain of delegation through which stakeholders have access to these formal governance structures has remained somewhat extended, flowing from on the ground actors, up to their domestic representatives, and in turn up to the relevant Bank Directors (Woods 2001: 84-5).


The state-centric, delegated model of stakeholder accountability was reinforced by other provisions of the Articles of Agreement. The first of these was the stipulation that the Bank was empowered to deal only with representatives of member governments when making loan arrangements, which served to inhibit the emergence of more directly participatory forms of accountability. Article III Section 2 of the Bank’s founding mandate sets this limitation clearly:

Each member shall deal with the Bank only through its Treasury, central bank, stabilization fund or other similar fiscal agency, and the Bank shall deal with members only by or through the same agencies.

In addition, a rigid barrier was erected to restrict the agents of the organisation from acting in a manner that would impact upon the internal political sphere of member states. Article IV.x explicitly prohibited the Bank from undertaking any ‘political action’:

The Bank and its officers shall not interfere in the political affairs of any member; nor shall they be influenced in their decisions by the political character of the member or members concerned. Only economic considerations shall be relevant to their decisions.

Though at the time these provisions were considered to be uncontroversial aspects of the Articles of Agreement, over time their existence has significantly affected the manner in which the politics of stakeholder accountability at the Bank have developed.

A second feature of the Bank’s structure that served to secure the delegated model of stakeholder accountability came from its physical location. The Bank’s Articles of Agreement stated that its headquarters must be in Washington, DC, and the massive expansion of staff numbers during the early decades of its operations occurred almost exclusively at its 18th Street base (Mason and Asher 1973: 37-8, 66-72).  The heavy centralisation of staff at the Bank’s headquarters restricted the potential for interactions with borrowing country populations, an issue that was compounded by the tendency for staff visits to developing countries to be of limited duration and involve meetings with a small number of government representatives (Cernea 2004: 11). Although a number of personnel shake-ups have been carried out throughout the lifetime of the Bank, it was much later, during Wolfensohn’s tenure as President, that a concerted attempt was made to increase the proportion of staff based permanently in borrowing countries (Neilson et al 2006: 123).


A final aspect of the Bank that from the outset restricted the effectiveness with which the delegated model of stakeholder accountability could function – and insulated the IO from demands to reform its stakeholder accountability mechanisms – was the control of information. For many decades, the Bank functioned as an archetypal ‘club’-style IO, in which decisions were made at an elite level and remained largely invisible to on the ground stakeholders (Keohane and Nye 2000: 2). Many project documents remained legally the property of the borrowing government, to be released by the Bank only with the government’s explicit consent. It was only in 1985 that a policy of ‘presumption in favour of disclosure’ was adopted by the Bank, and it was another decade later still that the first CAS document was made publicly available (Fox and Brown 2000: 516, Vianna 2000: 466-7, World Bank 1994). 


The restriction of stakeholder accountability at the Bank to distant (and imperfect) mechanisms of delegation was consolidated during the early decades of its operations by the evolving internal culture of the organisation. An avowedly technocratic approach to its operations worked to restrict the ability of domestic populations in borrowing countries to access discussions over projects. This trend was particularly the case in the lowest income countries that joined the Bank through the 1960s,
 amongst whom weak administrative capacity meant that even governments often had a negligible ability to influence project design. Rather than developing plans in partnership, it was in fact common that staff would seek out borrowers willing to take on Bank-designed projects (Kapur et al 1997: 36, Lancaster 1997: 162). The exclusionary language of expertise continued unchecked through to the 1970s. A preface written by the Bank President to a review of the organisation’s operations exemplifies this approach, in which Robert McNamara spoke of his staffs’ efforts ‘to test and change [policies] as we learn more about the science of development’ (World Bank 1971: vi).


The dominance of trained economists amongst Bank staff helped to maintain the ‘scientific’ approach to development, and so bolster the separation between stakeholders and Bank operations. Although through the late 1960s and 1970s the number of full time staff employed by the Bank multiplied almost four-fold, the dominance of economists not only remained but actually increased (Cernea 2004: 5, Kapur et al 1997: 1181, Mason and Asher 1973: 68). The absolute control by staff with an economics background of the Bank’s research division in particular helped to embed a culture in the Bank according to which development was conceived as a ‘top-down’ process, with little benefit to be had from cultivating closer ties with the populations that were the target of Bank-supported interventions (Ellerman 2006: 1-7, Bebbington et al 2004: 50, Mehta 1994:117-34, Hancock 1989: 124-31). Within this dominant view, ‘development’ was conceptualised as consisting of a series of project interventions aimed at generating aggregated ‘economic growth’. Stakeholders, in the form of a discrete, identifiable group, remained invisible to Bank staff (Cernea 1985: 5).


It was during the 1970s that roots began to be put down that would eventually allow for shifts in the politics of stakeholder accountability at the Bank to develop. Although the governance structure and bureaucratic culture of the Bank were not ideally prepared for the cultivation of more direct forms of stakeholder accountability, changes that occurred inside the Bank and in its external environment laid the groundwork for what in the 1990s were a series of significant developments. It is possible to distinguish analytically between the developments in the politics of stakeholder accountability that occurred around the Bank’s project- and policy-based lending. The evolution in the mechanisms of stakeholder accountability within project lending is examined first, within which incremental improvements have occurred to strengthen the ability of stakeholders to participate at various stages of project cycles. In the following section policy-based lending is turned to.

The evolution of direct stakeholder accountability in Bank project lending
Key features of the World Bank that were codified in the organisation’s Articles of Agreement and that emerged in the early decades of its operation served to deeply embed a model of delegated stakeholder accountability. During this time, the relationship between the domestic populations of borrowing countries and the Bank was conducted largely through official national representatives. In general, the process through which transformations take place in the stakeholder accountability relationships surrounding IOs is often incremental, involving both informal and formal restructurings that occur in response to internal and external stimuli. The process through which ‘stakeholders’ are constructed as identifiable groups, holding a legitimate entitlement to a direct accountability relationship with the IO, occurs through the forging of alliances between external critics and internal advocates, in which periods of crisis often play a key role. At the World Bank, it is possible to trace the transformational dynamics back to the 1970s, when internal champions of reform were able to lay the groundwork for eventual institutional reforms in the 1980s and 1990s. The intersection of internal dynamics and external pressures, as well as the provision of material resources by state actors at key moments, played a central role in the gradual opening up of new mechanisms of participatory stakeholder accountability at the Bank.


It was under the stewardship of Robert McNamara that, in important respects, the undercurrents were stirred up that gradually served to reposition domestic stakeholders within the organisation’s operations. In part because of his background as US Defence Secretary, McNamara and the advisory staff he brought in had a preoccupation with the links between poverty, rural unrest, and the spread of global communism. As President of the World Bank, a central objective of McNamara was to refocus the work of the organisation on poverty reduction, and one of the means of accomplishing this aim was to push staff to explicitly focus projects on improving the living conditions of the poorest 20 or 40 percent of the population, depending on specific country conditions. The relevance of this refocusing on poverty is that, for the first time, staff were forced to think clearly about an identifiable group of stakeholders in interventions. Whereas the dominant conceptualisation of development in the pre-McNamara Bank held that development was about engineering and physical infrastructure, and its impact was assessed and justified in terms of abstracted aggregate indicators, under McNamara a shift occurred so that ‘the poor’ as a tangible group became the focus of development (Bebbington et al 2004: 39, Cernea 2004: 6-7). In the minds of individual operational staff, and in the collective consciousness of the Bank, the idea of a distinct social collective with a special interest in the activities of the organisation began to take root. 


At the same time as poverty reduction and the importance of ‘the poor’ to Bank operations were being foregrounded, a concerted effort was also made by McNamara’s senior management to expand the academic background of staff. The creation of a more heterogeneous intellectual environment helped to build up the internal pressures to reform the mechanisms through which the Bank engaged with domestic groups. A watershed was reached in 1974 when, three decades after the Bank opened for business, the first social scientist was given a permanent position in the Bank. The appointment of Michael Cernea was followed by a steady trickle of social scientists that, through an industrious process of alliance building, set about the process of challenging the Bank’s approach to development. As Cernea later noted:

[Social science] did not land in an intellectual vacuum [at the Bank]. It landed on territory long colonised by economic and technical thinking, both with entrenched tenure. It landed onto an in-house culture unfamiliar and resistant to this new socio-cultural knowledge and expertise (Cernea 1995: 15).

Although the Bank environment was not immediately receptive to the attempts to reshape understandings of the development process, the new breed of social scientists were rapidly able to establish a number of institutional structures that enabled them to gain a foothold from which to advance their ideas.


By the mid-1970s, an informally arranged ‘Sociological Group’ began to meet in the Bank. The Group was used by staff that pushed for an ideational revolution, agitating for a fundamental reposition of the targets of development at the centre of the cycle of project design, implementation, and assessment. Papers were commissioned and disseminated by the Group toward this end, and eventually in 1985 members secured the publication of the Bank’s first ‘sociological’ volume. The resulting book, Putting People First, was explicit in its call for paradigmatic change at the Bank, noting that the developmental framework that it was advocating was ‘tantamount to asking for a reversal of the conventional approach to project making’ in the Bank (Cernea 1985, Cernea 2004: 15). With the setting down in print of a manifesto for the Sociological Group, published with the Bank’s official ‘seal of approval’, the credibility of the ‘counter-culture’ in the Bank was enhanced. 


During the years that the Sociological Group was beginning to take part in the burgeoning internal contests at the Bank over the appropriate mechanisms for engaging stakeholders, external pressures for reform also began to build. With the use of increasingly sophisticated campaigning models, grassroots movements and NGOs worked to highlight domestic groups that, owing to the impact of Bank supported projects on their conditions of existence, had a legitimate claim to be systematically incorporating into Bank decision making structures. Two early subsets of stakeholders that campaigns were formed around were the groups subject to ‘involuntary resettlement’ in order to make way for Bank-supported infrastructure projects, and the indigenous peoples whose sacred or ancestral lands were threatened by agricultural and forestry developments. In the early 1980s approximately 15 percent of Bank lending went to projects that incorporated resettlement schemes, but powerful NGO campaigns helped to propel this issue towards the top of the Bank’s agenda. The protests around the Chico River developments in Indonesia and the Polonoroeste project in Brazil were early examples of widely publicised campaigns that drew together grassroots movements and transnational NGO networks in support of indigenous and resettled populations (Gray 2000: 269-70, Keck and Sikkink 1998: 24-5, Rich 1994: 26-38).


In conjunction, the internal changes in the Bank and the increasing external pressures led to a series of policy declarations by the Bank’s senior management that served to formally recognise the existence of distinct groups of stakeholders in Bank projects.
 In 1980 senior management issued operational guidelines to staff on ‘Social Issues in Involuntary Resettlement in Bank-financed Projects’. According to the guidelines, staff were permitted to only approve plans for projects that demonstrated an effort to minimise involuntary resettlement and provided details as to how groups’ needs would be met in their new environment (Brown and Fox 2000: 459, Fox 2000: 304). Two years later, operational guidelines were issued on ‘The Protection of Indigenous Populations Living in Project Areas’, which similarly clarified that Bank staff should only approve projects that included mitigating measures in support of vulnerable indigenous populations (Gray 2000: 273).


Following on from these early successes, agitators for reform on both the inside and the outside of the Bank continued over the next decade. A series of guidelines were issued to staff by senior management that served to increase the range of stakeholders whose interests had to be taken account of in project cycles. Something of a dialectic engagement between the Bank and NGOs developed over this time: the Bank tended to need prodding into its initial pronouncements by NGO pressure but, once issued, the Bank’s statement of best practice served as a target around which increasingly well coordinated campaigns were arranged (Fox 2000: 303-5, Rich 1994: 10). A combination of external monitoring and internal auditing has helped to ensure growing levels of staff compliance with operational guidelines (Fox 2000: 320-1).

Table 1.1. Constructing stakeholders through operational guidelines

	Code
	Description
	Date Issued

	OP 4.10
	Indigenous Peoples
	1982

	OP 4.12
	Involuntary Resettlement
	1980

	OP 4.15
	Poverty Reduction
	1993

	OP 4.20
	Gender Dimensions of Development
	1994


Source: Adapted from Fox and Brown (2000: 516) 


In terms of the politics of stakeholder accountability, the provisions accompanying the Bank’s guidelines entail a decisive shift toward a directly participatory model. OP 4.10 and 4.12 both contain rules laying out the steps that must be taken to elicit these stakeholders’ input into the design of both projects and policies to mitigate their negative impact. Regarding the former, the Operational Manual states that:

The Bank provides project financing only where free, prior, and informed consultation results in broad community support to the project by the affected Indigenous Peoples.

Detailed guidance on the process that governments must follow when consulting indigenous groups is provided, to the extent that the social scientists used and terms of reference issued must be deemed acceptable by Bank personnel.
 Similarly, OP 4.12 guarantees that resettlement plans must include:

measures to ensure that the displaced persons are consulted on, offered choices among, and provided with technically and economically feasible resettlement alternatives.

Furthermore, the operational policy outlines the financial and technical assistance that can be incorporated into project plans to allow for such activities to be undertaken.


The more recently issued directive on the Gender Dimensions of Development serves to commit the Bank to systematically incorporating gender assessments into interactions with borrowing countries. These assessments outline the differences in the ‘socioeconomic roles’ of females and males, as well as imbalances in the control of productive resources, disparities in human development indicators, and the formal and informal institutions that lead to gender discrimination.
 Where it is deemed necessary by Country Directors and Sector Managers, individual Task Teams are required to appraise and ensure that their project addresses:

The local circumstances that may affect the different participation of females and males in the project; the ways in which the project might be disadvantageous to one gender relative to the other; and the project's proposed mechanisms for monitoring the different impacts of the project on females and males.

A set of mechanisms exist within the Bank to ensure that operational staff integrate the gender dimension into their work, whereby the Board guidance to staff on the use of gender assessments is accompanied by regional and Bank-wide monitoring and reporting processes.
 In this way, gender has become an issue that is ‘seen’ by the Bank, and where deemed necessary increased efforts are made to foster the direct participation of women in project cycles.


As is the case with any complex bureaucratic organisation, the link between policy guidelines issued by senior management at the Bank and the actions of ‘on the ground’ operations staff can be less than perfect. Pressure to engage the formally identified stakeholders within project cycles continued to be placed on the Bank by NGOs after the guidelines had been published, and egregious examples of projects that failed to comply were on many occasions flagged up.
 In 1993, aided by the successful lobbying by NGOs of US politicians during IDA replenishment negotiations, the Bank was pushed by a group of creditor states to address this problem through the establishment an Inspection Panel. The Panel was mandated to hear complaints from groups that were negatively impacted on through the Bank’s failure to follow its own operating procedures (Weaver 2008: 52). As of late 2009, 58 requests had been received by the Inspection Panel.
 Although there are competing interpretations of how effectively it is functioning,
 the Inspection Panel now provides stakeholders with a formally institutionalised mechanism through which to proactively engage with the Bank. This, in combination with the staff guidelines examined, has served to embed the reformed, directly participatory model of stakeholder accountability at the Bank.


In the years since the formation of the Inspection Panel, efforts have continued by both internal and external actors to further develop the opportunities for participatory stakeholder accountability relationships to develop around Bank projects. In contrast to the formal developments that occurred through the establishment of operational procedures and the Inspection Panel, these efforts have focussed on changing the behaviour of key Bank actors through the process of informal networking and alliance formation. From the very earliest days of the operations of the Bank, internal norm entrepreneurs have played a key role in promoting the acceptance of particular practices or behaviour (Chwieroth 2008): by joining forces with external partners, and particularly drawing on the material resources these partners are able to provide, such actors are central to the process of embedding mechanisms of direct stakeholder participation in the contemporary period. Whereas the period preceding the formation of the Inspection Panel was a time of contests to reform mechanisms of stakeholder accountability in order to minimise the harm done by Bank supported projects, the contemporary period is characterised by attempts to disseminate a view of domestic populations as a resource to be drawn upon to improve the efficacy of project design, implementation, and monitoring.


The roots of this internal norm diffusion lie back in the early 1990s. The earliest institutional sub-unit dedicated to the promotion of civil society engagement by operational staff was the Bankwide Learning Group on Participatory Development. Formed in the early 1990s, in its first few years staff efforts culminated in the production in 1994 of the World Bank and Participation report and, two years later, the Participation Sourcebook. In these early years, supplementary financing for training and networking events – a vital component of successful ideational diffusion in as large an organisation as the Bank – came from bilateral sources, particularly the Scandinavian countries. Under the leadership of Ismail Serageldin, the Vice Presidency for Environmentally and Socially Sustainable Development (which housed the Learning Group on Participatory Development) became the lead section in the Bank for promoting deeper engagements with domestic populations in project cycles (Bebbington et al 2004: 42, Francis and Jacobs 1999: 343).


Through the mid- to late-1990s, internal funds began to be released that were earmarked for the development of projects that incorporated an innovative approach to stakeholder engagement. This occurred partly as a result of the successful lobbying of the staff within the Sustainable Development Vice Presidency, but was also evidence of an underlying shift in the Bank’s institutional culture. Initial resource pools included the Fund for Innovative Approaches in Human and Social Development and the Africa Region’s Client Consultation Fund.
 With the launch of the Strategic Compact in 1997, a further tranche of resources were released for the promotion of stakeholder engagement: in its first year, an additional US$12 million was made available to fund operational work and capacity building in social development (Francis and Jacobs 1999: 347).


The resources available within the Bank to support greater engagement with stakeholders have been rated by a recent review as ‘significant’. There are some 120 staff at the global level that have access to funds for organising consultations with CSOs, and there are around 300 communications officers across the institution available to operational staff to enhance their outreach activities (Ebrahim and Herz 2007: 5).
 A crucial factor in determining the extent to which mechanisms of direct stakeholder accountability are integrated into operations to a level over and above the floor set by formal operational guidelines is the mindset of individual Country Directors. Where Country Directors are ‘on board’, and view civil society participation as a useful means of improving project effectiveness, operational staff tend to be given the time and support to integrate these activities into project cycles; however, the converse is also true (Bebbington 2004: 52, Rosenburg and Korsmo 2001: 297, Aycrigg 1998: 18). The micro-level of staff incentives also varies according to the ideational framework held by their immediate management. It remains standard practice for staff appraisals to concentrate on the ‘big numbers’ – the volume of loans processed and the ratings given to projects by the Independent Evaluations Group – rather than to explore the more qualitative aspects of operations (Ebrahim and Herz 2007: 5). Again, Country Directors and other high level management have the capacity to control these aspects of Bank procedure, and some do incorporate measurements of engagement into staff performance criteria and assessments.


Although the extent to which stakeholders are being identified and engaged in project cycles varies across the Bank, there is evidence suggesting that a cultural shift has taken place within the organisation over the previous decade. An internal evaluation carried out by the 

Figure 1.2. Embedding the participatory model of stakeholder accountability
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Bank in 2006 found that, in the years since 1990, an upward trend in both the absolute and relative number of Bank projects that incorporated civil society engagement into the project cycle was identifiable. From a base point of just 32 percent in 1990, by the mid-2000s the proportion of total projects with a participatory element was consistently above 70 percent (World Bank 2006: 23). Although there were methodological weaknesses associated with the study,
 and unresolved debates remain as to how ‘deep’ the form of civil society engagement tends to be (e.g. Stewart and Wang 2006, Bradshaw and Linneker 2003), it appears that it is becoming increasingly routine for operational staff to institute mechanisms of stakeholder participation in project cycles. The pressure that is being exerted through the Bank-wide monitoring system being established by the Participation and Civic Engagement Group to track the scope of the participatory mechanisms employed by operations staff (World Bank 2006: 25), and the Group’s promotion of ‘participatory monitoring’ as a means of promoting project effectiveness (World Bank 2004), suggest that this trend is likely to continue into the foreseeable future. The ever-present prodding from critical NGOs will further spur these activities.


Through a process whose dynamics can be traced back several decades, the model of stakeholder accountability in World Bank project lending has been comprehensively reconstructed. Driven by the intersection of internal and external pressures, from the 1970s the institutional features of the Bank that had acted to entrench a distant model of delegated stakeholder accountability were re-formed. Important changes in the composition and location of staff, the interaction of internal advocates and external critics, the formal identification of stakeholder groups, and the institutionalisation of participatory mechanisms all combined to reshape how the Bank conceptualised and operationalised the role of on the ground populations in project design, implementation, and monitoring. From an initial situation in which domestic populations’ relationship with the Bank were conducted exclusively through formal governmental channels, minimum mechanisms of participation now not only exist but also are backed up, in the form of the Inspection Panel, with the powers of an independent ombudsman. Moreover, in the past decade there has been a continued shift in the bureaucratic culture of the Bank. In advance of the baseline laid out by formal guidelines, operational staff increasingly hold the direct participation of civil society organisations in project cycles to be of intrinsic merit. A combination of continuing internal and external pressures suggest that, over the medium term, this trend will continue to take root around the Bank’s project lending activities.

Policy based lending and stakeholder accountability as a domestic governance tool
Owing to the complexity of IOs and the existence of competing sites of authority within their operations, the evolution of the stakeholder accountability relationships surrounding these arenas of global governance is often a multi-track process. Although there is an inevitable overlap, different structures can emerge within the various operational strands of the same IO. In parallel to the emergence of participatory mechanisms of stakeholder accountability around World Bank project lending, changes have occurred within the organisation’s policy based lending that have served to reconstruct understandings of stakeholder accountability in this sphere of operations. Although from early on in its foray into policy lending there was an awareness within the Bank of the importance of domestic governance structures, over recent years it has taken a more proactive approach to the issue. In common with the developments to project lending, the interaction of external and internal factors have contributed to these reforms. Contests over the appropriateness of the Bank’s involvement in reforming domestic governance processes continue, but there is clear support from senior management and significant material resources to support the incorporation of governance reform into policy based lending. Because of this support, the operational refocusing will likely, for the foreseeable future, remain. After providing some background information on policy based lending at the Bank, I then outline the ideational shifts that helped re-position stakeholder accountability as a tool to promote ‘good governance’, and review the other internal and external developments that have enabled the operationalisation of domestic accountability reform within World Bank policy based lending.

The use by the World Bank of lending instruments that were specifically designed to induce macroeconomic policy reforms is a relatively recent phenomenon. It was only in 1980, at the end of the McNamara Presidency, that a new era of Structural Adjustment Loans (SALs) was ushered in. Although the Bank’s shift into policy lending attracted much comment and criticism, the amount of resources channelled through this route remained relatively limited.
 After the initial fillip that came with the 1982 debt crisis, when SALs became a useful vehicle for transferring resources to heavily indebted countries, through the decade the proportion of new Bank lending made up by policy based hovered around the 25 percent level (Kapur and Webb 2000: 2, Kapur et al 1997: 516-18). From 1990 to the present time, the relative level of policy based lending has decreased marginally, on average accounting for between 20-25 percent of total resource flows.
 Although it has remained a minority interest in the Bank’s overall budget, policy based lending became of significant importance to individual borrowers. Policy lending remained concentrated amongst low-income countries, for whom the resources released by agreements formed a non-negligible proportion of state revenue (Kapur et al 1997: 534). For this reason, the incorporation of governance reform into policy based lending is an important development in the Bank’s engagements with low-income countries.


Policy based lending emerged at the Bank because of an increasing frustration amongst senior management that the often chaotic macroeconomic conditions in low-income borrowing countries were inhibiting the impact of projects. The overall aim of policy based lending was to assist borrowers to create a stable environment capable of sustaining balanced 

Figure 1.3. Persistent Conditions
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growth and poverty reduction. To this end, three broad categories of policy conditionality were attached to loans. First, on the supply side, were policies designed to increase productive growth and efficiency. As is shown by Figure 1.3, the proportion of conditions directed toward supply side reform was consistently around 75 percent of total loan conditions. Second and third in terms of frequency came policies aimed at reducing the absorption effect of rising incomes and policies aimed at switching inputs from producing domestically consumed goods and services to the production of tradable goods, respectively (Kapur et al 1997: 524).


By the late 1980s, there was a widespread dissatisfaction over the performance of countries engaged in policy based lending. The failure of these programmes to produce the predicted rates of growth, and in many cases the visible social hardships caused by budgetary cutbacks and rising unemployment, led organisations including the United Nations Commission for Africa to publicly rebuke the Bank’s approach. Influenced by evolving trends in developmental economics, the Bank’s response transferred attention onto the political economies of borrowing countries, specifically focussing on the importance of ‘getting the institutional context right’ to allow policy reforms to take root (Weaver 2008: 97, Nelson 2000: 413). This shift marked the start of a reconceptualisation of the role of civil society in the process of development at the Bank, and laid in place the ideational underpinnings for the move toward the use of civil society as a governance tool within policy based lending. In order to be operationalised, changes in how the Bank ‘saw’ governance issues required the support of internal advocates and changes in the organisation’s external environment.


The rise to prominence of ‘new institutional economics’ in the early 1990s, spurred by Douglas North’s Nobel Prize-winning work, coincided with the push from the Bank’s research department to explore the apparent failures of policy based lending. North’s contribution was to highlight the importance of market-supporting institutions in facilitating individuals’ economic transactions. In so doing, North challenged the ‘institution-free zone’ approach of neoclassical economics (Toye 2008: 517). Institutions, whether formal or informal, were seen as vital to securing transparency and predictability in the enforcement of property rights and commercial transactions. Within the institutional milieu, the relationship between ‘the state’ and ‘the people’ gained particular importance, as civil society was held to be a vital corrective to the counterproductive tendencies of government. In the words of North (1990: 59):

Third-party enforcement means the development of the state as a coercive force able to monitor property rights and enforce contracts effectively… However, if the state has coercive force, then those who run the state will use that force in their own interest at the expense of the rest of the society.

The paradigmatic shift within economic theory ushered the language of ‘governance reform’ into the lexicon of the World Bank (Weaver 2008: 98-9), and helped shape the research agenda of the organisation.


Through the 1990s, the World Bank research department put significant efforts into proving that institutional arrangements were important to the process of sustainable development. These efforts culminated with the publication in 1999 of the Policy Research Working Paper Governance Matters. In the Paper, aggregate indicators for six governance concepts were established, and evidence of a ‘strong causal relationship’ from better governance to better development outcomes put forward (Kaufmann et al 1999: 1). Although the direction of the causal relationship remains contested within developmental economics (e.g. Chang 2007: 12),
 the Paper acted as an intellectual anchor for internal advocates of a governance reform agenda. The framing in economic language of the argument in support of the Bank’s engagement in governance reform was vitally important to the process of internal alliance building; it allowed what could have been understood as an intrusion into the domestic affairs of borrowers to be constructed as within the Bank’s remit. This was important both to allow governance reform to cohere with the bureaucratic culture of the Bank, and also to secure the legal basis for its incorporation into policy based lending (Weaver 2008: 107, Kapur and Webb 2000: 2).


Alterations in the Bank’s external environment also helped to open the door for the governance agenda. At a general level a major change in international political culture took hold during the 1990s, whereby the concept of ‘state sovereignty’ became far less revered in international discourse (Kapur and Webb 2000: 2). Linked to this shift was the rise of a ‘liberal democratic aid agenda’, whereby donor states began to conceive of governance reform and the promotion of human rights as intrinsically valuable goals in their own right (Nelson 2000: 413). By the mid-1990s, the Bank’s major creditor states had already begun to put pressure on the organisation to include mechanisms to empower domestic stakeholders within lending instruments (Clegg 2010). However, the factor that most helped to push the governance agenda from a part of development discourse to being a part of development practice, operationalised through Bank policy based lending, was the strong support within the organisation from senior management (Weaver 2008: 108, World Bank 2001: 7). 

Shortly after assuming the Bank Presidency, James Wolfensohn publicly affirmed his commitment to governance reform through the ‘Cancer of Corruption’ speech, delivered at the organisation’s 1996 Annual Meeting in Hong Kong. With Wolfensohn’s clear backing, the necessity of opening up governance processes to allow for the input of civil society actors quickly gained traction in key Bank publications. The 1997 World Development Report articulated, for the first time, the Bank’s commitment to good governance, and further works including Helping Countries Combat Corruption and Assessing Aid added signalled a shift in the Bank’s approach (Weaver 2008: 108-10). The discursive practice of linking governance reform to anticorruption helped to undercut potential criticisms that the Bank was overriding the sovereignty of borrowing country governments.

The coalescence of these internal and external factors led, in 1999, to the dramatic operationalisation of the governance agenda. As part of the efforts to ‘enhance’ the process heavily indebted poor country debt relief, the World Bank (in partnership with the IMF) announced the launch of the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) initiative. Under the initiative, in order to receive multilateral debt reduction governments were required to submit a PRSP laying out a long term developmental strategy, and vitally the document was to be produced following consultation with civil society groups and other stakeholders. The initial guidelines on PRSPs noted that:

Poverty reduction strategies are expected to be… designed in a participatory fashion, taking into account the views of Parliaments and (where they exist) other democratic bodies, the donor community, civil society and specifically the poor themselves (World Bank & IMF 2000: 1). 

With the initiative, the Bank for the first time systematically incorporated process conditionality into their interactions with low-income countries (Lazarus 2008: 1216). Although the actual participatory processes surrounding PRSPs have been criticised by several observers (e.g. World Development Movement 2006, Bradshaw and Linneker 2003, Craig and Porter 2002), and the Bank’s own evaluations have concluded that standards varied from country to country (World Bank and IMF 2005),
 the incorporation of this new form of conditionality marked a shift in Bank practices. For the first time, financial resources were systematically being used to leverage low-income country governments into reforming domestic accountability mechanisms in order to enhance stakeholders’ capacity to influence policy making. 


With the breaking of the operational watershed through the PRSP initiative, in the years since 1999 the inclusion of participatory requirements within development policy lending by the Bank has increased markedly (see Figure 1.4). In 2000, some 38 percent of policy based loans contained prior actions, triggers, or benchmarks relating to stakeholder participation in their policy matrix; by 2005, this had risen to 67 percent. These new forms of
Figure 1.4. Restructuring domestic governance through conditionality
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‘hard’ process conditionality are particularly prevalent in the policy lending agreements reached between the Bank and the lowest income group of countries, with some 83 percent of loans made by the Africa Group of the Bank containing such provisions (World Bank 2009: 4).


Although these aggregated figures capture the extensity of conditions relating to reforms of domestic accountability structures, they fail to capture the intensity of this development within Bank policy lending operations. Should the increasing use of process conditionality be taken as evidence of a significant shift in the Bank’s operational practices, or is it more of a cosmetic, ‘box ticking’ exercise? In order to explore this issue it is necessary to closely examine contemporary developments within the Bank, focussing on the organisation’s institutional structure, the micro-level incentives presented to staff, and developments in the Bank’s external environment.


In terms of the Bank’s institutional structure, governance related issues now have a secure ‘home’ within the organisation. Established in 1997, the Poverty Reduction and Economic Management network’s Public Sector Group (PRMPS) is tasked with improving the Bank’s focus on ‘building efficient and accountable public sector institutions’.
 The Group continues to present its work in terms of enhancing the effectiveness, as measured by economic impact, of development assistance. Through the ‘Governance and Anticorruption’ (GAC) strategy, PRMPS has fixed upon the discursive practice initiated by Wolfensohn of linking governance reform to anticorruption, and by so doing has been able to present its work in an attractive discursive framework (World Bank 2008: i). Although PRMPS got off to a slow start, and was initially provided with insufficient resources to effectively promote its ideas within the Bank’s competitive internal environment (Weaver 2008: 118, World Bank 2001: 25), there is evidence of a recent turnaround. Throughout his brief Presidency, Paul Wolfowitz was a staunch supporter of GAC, establishing a monthly Governance Council to provide high level leadership for the GAC agenda. The council is chaired by the Bank’s Managing Directors, and comprised of Vice President level representatives from across the organisation.
 Support for this and other GAC structures continues to be publicly voiced by the new Bank President (e.g. Zoellick 2008).

Working alongside the Financial and Private Sector Development Vice Presidency, PRMPS have developed a series of analytical instruments for use by country teams to assist their incorporation of the GAC agenda into their operations. Templates for Country Financial Accountability Assessments and Country Procurement Assessments are available to ‘help the Bank and client countries deepen their knowledge of governance settings’,
 and their findings are intended to inform the design of agenda setting documents such as CASs (World Bank 2001: 45). During 2008, in an effort to ensure that such resources were utilised more effectively, a ‘needs assessment’ of all Country Directors and Country Managers was undertaken. As a consequence, US$3.8 million in new funds and US$8.4 million in redeployed funds were released to situate GAC-specialist staff within both Network and Regional Vice Presidencies (World Bank 2008: 45-6). Under the guidance of the Governance Council, significant material resources are being targeted at encouraging operational staff to utilise domestic accountability structures as a means of optimising resource use within policy based lending.


In 2008, PRMPS and the GAC agenda received a significant material boost, when the UK, Danish, and Dutch governments created a ‘Governance Partnership Facility’ with a US$100 million endowment. The Facility was set very broad terms of access, in order to encourage experimentation by Bank staff. When announcing its formation, the creditors stated that:

[The Facility] complements the World Bank’s efforts in the area of good governance and provides additional resources with which country teams can ramp up their efforts to help governments to improve their internal accountability and provide better services to their citizens.

In an early initiative to publicise the Facility, the Bank’s regional Vice Presidents nominated 27 countries, and each country team was awarded US$100,000 on the broad proviso that the resources be used to ‘engage a broad spectrum of participants in each country’ in furtherance of the GAC agenda (World Bank 2008: iii). Assisted by these resources, supporters of the GAC agenda have continued their attempts to mainstream the focus on domestic accountability structures in Bank operations.


Although significant resistance remains within the organisation, there is evidence that the ideational shift has begun to permeate previously hostile corners of the Bank. The Development Economics Vice Presidency, long considered a bastion of orthodoxy (Broad 2006), is a particularly noteworthy case. Within DEC, research on governance, political economy, and public sector management now ranks fourth out of 14 thematic groupings in terms of the number of projects carried out (World Bank 2007: 2). The formation of an informal working group on participation in the early 2000s suggests that research in this area has a deep level of support within DEC (Cernea 2004: 16). At the least, by translating debates around stakeholder accountability and participation into an economistic language acceptable to the Bank’s mainstream, the work of DEC will support a continued shift in the organisation’s bureaucratic culture.


Despite these high profile activities and attempts to mainstream domestic accountability reforms into Bank operations, it remains the case that micro-level staff incentives are not well aligned with this priority. As was the case with project based lending, the incorporation of stakeholder accountability issues into policy lending operations is a time consuming business that, in an organisation that still largely rewards staff for disbursing large quotas of funds, is often regarded as a luxury. The conflict with rapid lending turnaround is heightened as these types of governance issues also tend to require more intensive monitoring, and are less likely to generate rapid, quantifiable results. In addition, staff continue to traverse an ‘apolitical tightrope’. Aspects of policy loan agreements that are considered too overtly political may be filtered out by Country Directors, concerned to maintain good relations with borrowing governments (Weaver 2008: 117-20, Rosenburg and Korsmo 2001: 297). Although these micro-level disincentives make the ‘participatory turn’ in project lending problematic, it should be remembered that change in bureaucratic organisations occurs through (interlinked) changes to both logics of consequence and logics of appropriateness (Nielson et al 2006: 107). The performance criteria set by senior management are not immutable, and interviews with staff suggested that the bonds of the ‘disbursal imperative’ may in fact be weakening.
 With the continued, and highly visible, support from the highest levels of management for the promotion of good governance and domestic stakeholder accountability reform, the potential for such a shift is increased.


Over the last decade, the World Bank has come a long way in relation to the promotion of good governance and domestic stakeholder accountability reform. Within the Bank, the ideational links between governance and development are well established, and with visible support from senior management this agenda is gaining traction in the organisation. The continued public backing from the new President for the Bank’s push to reform domestic accountability structures in the name of its anticorruption strategy, and the sheer volume of resources that are currently flowing through to operations aimed at mainstreaming GAC work, suggests that the commitment needed to push through significant change in the culture of the Bank will be maintained over the medium term. Change in as complex a bureaucratic organisation as the World Bank is an inevitably uneven process, whose progress is difficult to track; however, the trends outlined above suggest that advocates of the use of stakeholder accountability as a tool of domestic governance now have a secure foothold in the Bank from which to continue with their proselytising efforts.

Conclusion
In the world of IOs, stakeholder accountability is an essentially contested relationship. Although an organisation’s the formal structure and operating procedures served to define its initial accountability mechanisms in a manner that can cast a long shadow over their future evolution, the relationship between IO and stakeholder groups enjoys a high level of malleability. The process of change is shaped by emerging discourses of accountability, whose success relies on the extent to which they fit with the beliefs and experiences of actors both inside and outside the IO. Reconstructions in the accountability relationships surrounding an IO can take place along a multi-track process, and rapid periods of change typically relies on the intersection of external and internal pressures, with material resources at times playing a vital role in the process of alliance building. In the politics of stakeholder accountability ideas matter, but funding enables staff to disseminate and embed new practices.

From an initial structure in which borrowing country stakeholders’ accountability relationship with the World Bank ran through a distant and highly imperfect chain of delegation, the contemporary situation has been substantially transformed. In the realm of project lending, a slow process of internal and external agitation led, in the early 1990s, to the formal identification of a range of stakeholder groups. These groups were provided with special claims to be included through participatory mechanisms in project cycles, and with the formation in 1993 of the Inspection Panel a legal mechanism was created through which failures to adhere to Bank guidelines could be challenged. Following these formal developments, the process of internal alliance building has continued, and although barriers remain, advocates have enjoyed some success in disseminating the view of civil society as a potentially valuable resource to be drawn upon in project cycles. In the realm of policy based lending, moves have been made to reconstruct stakeholder accountability at the domestic level as a vital component of the developmental process. With the ideational underpinnings of new institutional economics, large efforts were made by Bank researchers through the 1990s to provide hard evidence that ‘governance matters’. Supported by an increasingly sympathetic external environment, and with the continued support of senior management, process conditionality has increasingly been incorporated into development policy lending operations. The conspicuous success of the Governance and Anticorruption agenda over recent years shows that in this area of Bank operations, too, a ‘participatory turn’ has begun to take root.


In spite of the existence of these trends, barriers preventing the ‘deep’ absorption of stakeholder accountability into either the project or policy based arms of Bank operations remain. Perhaps most seriously, the remnants of the Bank’s much criticised ‘disbursal culture’ continues to structure the micro-level incentives of staff in such a way as to make stakeholder participation in project cycles and the promotion of stakeholder accountability at the domestic level appear a costly luxury. The promotion of stakeholder participation remains a minority pursuit and something of a ‘bureaucratic sub-culture’ in the Bank. Nonetheless, with the continuing assistance of senior management, a supportive external environment (bolstered, somewhat paradoxically, by vocal NGO critics), and substantial material resources, it is a sub-culture that over the foreseeable future will continue to expand.
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� Keohane and Nye characterise this early period as following the ‘club’ model of IO accountability, whereby regimes for trade and monetary stability operated exclusively at the elite level in a manner that was ‘largely invisible to publics’ (2000: 2).


� The term ‘process conditionality’ is used by Lazarus (2008: 1216) to refer to the requirement that low-income countries’ Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers be formed after broad in-country consultation.


� African membership of the Bank rapidly expanded over this time period. By 1957 there were just two African members, which by the start of the 1970s had expanded to 40 (Lancaster 1997: 162). 


� As Fox and Brown (2000: 489) note, although there were few direct links between the external campaigners and internal advocates, ‘each reinforced the other, with the external critique tipping the balance in an internally divided Bank’.


� OP 4.10, paragraph 1. See World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/EXTPOLICIES/EXTOPMANUAL/0,,menuPK:64701637~pagePK:51628525~piPK:64857279~theSitePK:502184,00.html. 


� OP 4.10, paragraph 9.


� OP 4.12, paragraph 6a(ii).


� OP 4.12, paragraph 32.


� BP 4.20, paragraph 1a(i.v).


� BP 4.20, paragraph 3a, c, and d.


� BP 4.20, paragraph 5.


� See Fox and Brown (2000: 500-5) for a comprehensive overview of these campaigns by NGOs and grassroots movements.


� For further information of these requests and the status of investigations see World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTINSPECTIONPANEL/0,,menuPK:64129249~pagePK:64132081~piPK:64132052~theSitePK:380794,00.html. 


� Compare, for example, Udall’s criticism of the Panel’s lack of independence and subjugation to managements’ legalistic parrying of requests (2000: 421-7), with Fox and Brown’s judgement that the Panel ‘gave teeth’ to the Bank’s social and environmental reform policies (2000: 489).


� The former released approximately US$4.25 million over FY1995, 1996, and 1997; the latter approximately US$750,000 in FY 1995 (Francis and Jacobs 1999: 347). 


� Although these resources are available, finding them is often a problem. It is generally necessary for Task Team Leaders or their immediate superiors to be experienced, well connected individuals with a solid knowledge of the Bank’s often opaque structure. Interview with Senior Communications Officer, Development Communications Division, External Affairs. 


� Several interviewees made the observation that management tried to integrate a focus on processes employed at various stages of project cycles into appraisals. Two interviewees (one of the Independent Evaluation Group and one of PRMPR) even spoke of a ‘post-Wapenhams’ context.


� The desk review of projects relied primarily on Project Appraisal Documents, which are produced between the design and implementation phases of the cycle. The civil society engagement registered by the review, then, consisted of both events that had occurred during the planning phase and events that were due to occur during the implementation or monitoring phase. Also, there is no grading of the ‘strength’ of the engagement: one meeting to disseminate information was given the same weighting as a series of consultation in which CSOs were empowered to re-design significant elements of a project (World Bank 2006: 25).


� Ritzen (2007: 576) makes the point that outsiders tend to over-state the relative importance of policy lending to the Bank’s total portfolio.


� World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/PROJECTS/0,,contentMDK:20120732~menuPK:268725~pagePK:41367~piPK:51533~theSitePK:40941,00.html. 


� In direct opposition to the conclusion of Governance Matters, Chang (2007: 12) suggests the in an introduction to a recent edited collection: ‘A less obvious principle in the technology of institution building that the volume suggests is that it is often more effective to start the process of institutional reform by introducing the desired economic activities than by introducing the desired institutions’. 


� The placing of a participatory process requirement within the PRSP initiative was never likely to evolve into a ‘hard’ condition. The pressure on Bank and Fund staff to get the E-HIPC rolling meant that no countries’ progression to ‘completion point’ was held up on the grounds of inadequate participatory practices.


� See World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTPUBLICSECTORANDGOVERNANCE/0,,menuPK:286310~pagePK:149018~piPK:149093~theSitePK:286305,00.html. 


� As a senior PRMPS staff member said of the influence of the Governance Council: ‘Countries now feel the light is on them’. Interview, November 2008.


� See World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTPUBLICSECTORANDGOVERNANCE/0,,contentMDK:20223795~menuPK:468641~pagePK:210058~piPK:210062~theSitePK:286305,00.html. 


� Indeed, the approach being used is reminiscent of the earlier attempts of senior management back in the late 1990s to embed the operational changes they wished to see relating to the Strategic Compact. On the Strategic Compact reforms, see Nielson et al (2006).


� See World Bank Official Website, at http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/WBEUROPEEXTN/NORWAYEXTN/0,,contentMDK:21997367~pagePK:1497618~piPK:217854~theSitePK:402751,00.html?cid=3001. 


� Several interviewees made the observation that although the ‘disbursement imperative’ as outlined by the Wapenhams Report still structures individual staff incentives, there was significant Bank-wide variation in the extent to which this was the case. A Country Economist, for example, noted that his performance criteria included the successful dissemination of research findings beyond governmental partners.
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		WB projects with civil society involvement in project cycle (Source: World Bank - Civil Society Engagement: Review of fiscal year 2005-2006

				Number projects approved		Number with CSO participation in project cycle		Proportion

		1990		220		50		22.7272727273
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		1996		250		120		48
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		World Bank Adjustment Lending 1980-91, Frequency of Policy Conditions

		Source: Kapur et al 1997: 521

		PERCENT		1980-82		1983-86		1987-90		1991

		Supply side / growth orientated		75		81		77		77

		Trade		17		18		11		11

		Industry		8		9		4		2

		Energy		9		4		4		2

		Agriculture		19		22		13		8

		Social		1		0		2		7

		Financial		4		8		12		16

		Public institutions and regulations		7		7		12		15

		Public enterprise reforms		9		12		17		11

		Other		1		1		2		5

		Absorption-related policies		21		16		18		22

		Fiscal		20		15		17		20

		Monetary		1		1		1		2

		Switching policies		4		3		5		3

		Exchange rate		3		2		2		1

		Wage		1		1		3		2
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