Demanding
Accountability

Civil-Society Claims and the
World Bank Inspection Panel

Edited by
DANA CLARK, JONATHAN FOX,
AND KAY TREAKLE

ROWMAN & LITTLEFIELD PUBLISHERS, INC.
Lanham » Boulder + New York * Oxford



ROWMAN & LITTLEFIELD PUBLISHERS, INC.

Published in the United States of America

by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Rowman & Littlefield Publishing Group, Inc.
4501 Forbes Boulevard, Suite 200, Lanham, Maryland 20706
www.rowmanlittlefield.com

PO Box 317
Oxford
0X2 9RU, UK

Copyright © 2003 by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a
retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical,
photocopying, recording, or otherwise, without the prior permission of the publisher.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Information Available

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Demanding accountability : civil-society claims and the World Bank Inspection Panel /

edited by Dana Clark, Jonathan Fox, and Kay Treakle.

p.cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 0-7425-3310-7 (alk. paper)—ISBN 0-7425-3311-5 (pbk. : alk. paper)

1. World Bank Inspection Panel. 2. Economic development projects—Developing
countries—~Evaluation. I. Fox, Jonathan, 1954— 1I. Treakle, Kay. III. Title.

HG3881.5.W57C54 2003

338.91'09172'4—dc21 2003008543

TM The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements of American
National Standard for Information Sciences— Permanence of Paper for Printed Library
Materials, ANSI/NISO Z39.48-1992.

Contents

Acknowledgments
Acronyms

Introduction: Framing the Inspection Panel
Jonathan Fox

1 Understanding the World Bank Inspection Panel
Dana Clark

2 The Arun III Hydroelectric Project, Nepal
Richard E. Bissell

3 The Planafloro Inspection Panel Claim: Opportunitips
and Challenges for Civil Society in Rondo6nia, Brazil
Maria Guadalupe Moog Rodrigues

4 Accountability at the World Bank: What Does It Take?
Lessons from the Yacyretd Hydroelectric Project,
Argentina/Paraguay
Kay Treakle and Elias Diaz Peiia

5 The Experience of Jamuna Bridge:
Issues and Perspectives
Majibul Huq Dulu

vii

X

Xi

25

45

69

93



Vi

Contents

6 The Biobio’s Legacy: Institutional Reforms

10

11

and Unfulfilled Promises at the
International Finance Corporation
David Hunter, Cristidn Opaso, and Marcos Orellana

The Inspection Panel Claims in Brazil
Aurélio Vianna Jr.

Singrauli: An Unfulfilled Struggle for Justice
Dana Clark

Social Protection Conditionality in World Bank
Structural Adjustment Loans: The Case of
Argentina’s Garden Program (Pro-Huerta)
Victor Abramovich

The China Western Poverty Reduction Project
Dana Clark and Kay Treakle

Lessons Learned
Kay Treakle, Jonathan Fox, and Dana Clark

Concluding Propositions

Jonathan Fox and Kay Treakle

Index
About the Contributors

115

145

167

191

211

247

279

287
307

Acknowledgments

First and foremost, we wish to thank our coauthors, whose contributions, in
addition to their case study chapters, have included important experiences,
perspectives, and insights that have informed considerably our analysis of
the Inspection Panel: Victor Abramovich, Richard Bissell, Elias Diaz Pefia,
Majibul Huq Dulu, David Hunter, Cristidn Opaso, Marcos Orellana, Maria
Guadalupe Moog Rodrigues, and Aurélio Vianna Jr.

We would also like to thank the guest participants in our June 2001 authors’
workshop in Washington, D.C., many of whom commented on early drafts of
case study chapters and all of whom helped us to collectively analyze the
broader patterns and trends across the claims. These include Soren Ambrose,
Delphine Djiraibe, Oronto Douglas, Manuel Fernandez de Villegas, Tom Grif-
fiths, Steve Herz, Petr Hlobil, Madhu Kohli, Smitu Kothari, Satoru Mat-
sumoto, Graham Saul, Steve Tullberg, Ka Hsaw Wa, and Nurina Widagdo.

Thanks are also due to Karen Decker, Abigail Parish, and Elizabeth Sweet,
dedicated staff from the Bank Information Center who provided extensive
support organizing the workshop and made helpful research contributions to
the project. In addition, we thank Eric Brewer-Garcia for helping with the
workshop, and Riccardo Rivera for checking citations.

The Inspection Panel members and secretariat staff who have shared so
much of their time, perspectives, and lessons over the years deserve a special
thanks. Eduardo Abbott, Edward Ayensu, Richard Bissell, Ernst-Giinther
Broder. Antonia Macedo, Jim MacNeill, Alberto Nifio, Maartje Van Putten,
and Alvaro Umafia have all enriched our engagement with the claims process,
and gave valuable help for our research on specific cases.

vii



viii Acknowledgments

We also would like to thank our friends and colleagues who have gener-
ously commented on one or more chapter drafts, including Eduardo Abbott,
John Ackerly, Robbie Barnett, Tom Barry, Peter Bosshard, Karen Decker,
John Gershman, Robert Goodland, Lisa Jordan, Margaret Keck, Madhu
Kohli, Smitu Kothari, Sydney Key, Juliette Majot, Wangchuk Meston, Josh
Schrei, Hanna Schmuck, and Lori Udall. And many thanks are due to Lori
Pottinger for editing an early version of the Jamuna chapter, and to Josh Kar-
liner for editing both the Yacyretd and China/Tibet chapters.

For providing insider perspectives on the World Bank and the Inspection
Panel in interviews and e-mail exchanges, we wish to thank Kristalina
Georgieva, Maninder Gill, Robert Goodland, Ian Johnson, Steve Lintner,
Robert Picciotto, Joanne Salop, Pieter Stek, and Shengman Zhang.

While many of the claimants are anonymous, and in some cases too nu-
merous to list, we would like to acknowledge the many individuals and com-
munities that have made the courageous and oftentimes daunting choice of
filing their claims with the Inspection Panel. Their efforts on behalf of them-
selves, their families, their environment, and their future, have been pro-
foundly inspirational. The organizations and individuals that have contributed
to the efforts described in this volume are also to be acknowledged for their
commitment to the principles of accountability, transparency, and sustainable
development. They give us all hope that change is possible.

To our families and friends, we would like to note our deep appreciation
for their support and encouragement during this project.

Finally, this project would not have been possible without the generous
support from the C. S. Mott Foundation and the Ford Foundation. We would
especially like to thank Ed Miller and Sandra Smithey, of Mott and Lisa Jor-
dan, of Ford, for their strong commitment to the issues of accountability at in-
ternational financial institutions.

ADB
BIC
BP
CAO

CIEL
EA
EBY
EDF

ED
EIA
FOE
GABB
GP
IBRD
IDA
IDB
TUCN

IFC
IRN
masl
MIGA

Acronyms

Asian Development Bank

Bank Information Center

Bank Practice

Compliance Advisor/Ombudsman (International Finance
Corporation)

Center for International Environmental Law

Environmental Assessment

Entidad Binacional Yacyretd

Environmental Defense Fund (now known as Environmental
Defense)

Executive Director

Environmental Impact Assessment

Friends of the Earth

Grupo de Accion por el Biobio

Good Practice

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development

International Development Association

Inter-American Development Bank

International Union for the Conservation of Nature and
Natural Resources

International Finance Corporation

International Rivers Network

meters above sea level

Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency



NGO
NTPC
OD
)3
OED
TGIE
UNDP

Acronyms

Nongovernmental Organization
National Thermal Power Corporation
Operational Directive

Operational Policy

Operations Evaluation Department
Tibetan Government-in-Exile

United Nations Development Program

Introduction: Framing the Inspection Panel

Jonathan Fox

The global political debate over the future of international economic institu-
tions brings together both protest and proposals for change. Widespread civil-
society action has put social and environmental justice issues on the interna-
tional agenda, leading both official and alternative policymakers to respond
with a growing array of institutional innovations. Some of these reforms may
be dead ends, while others are potentially significant because they build
leverage for further change. This book analyzes one such reform, a citizen-
driven public accountability process called the World Bank Inspection Panel.

The World Bank has been a lightning rod for transnational protest for at
least two decades, foreshadowing today’s debate over economic globaliza-
tion. The World Bank’s global influence made it a strategic target for public
interest campaigners seeking to link local and global struggles against so-
cially and environmentally costly development strategies. In the process, ad-
vocacy coalitions have come together across borders and causes, linking mass
mobilizations and direct action to media-savvy campaigners and to alterna-
tive policy analysts in often mutually reinforcing synergy. In the context of
the great diversity of civil-society actors involved in questioning the domi-
nant development model, the World Bank plays a key role by influencing the
global “political opportunity structure” for joint action.!

For leaders of the dominant international institutions, the idea that they
should be transparent and held publicly accountable was once unthinkable 2
Sustained public pressure from human rights, environmental, and social jus-
tice campaigns is leading a wide range of international and national institu-
tions to begin to accept these goals to some degree.

Xi
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What difference does it make in practice when powerful global institutions
become answerable —at least sometimes—for breaking their own rules? The
Inspection Panel process allows local people who are affected by a World
Bank-funded project to file a complaint and request an independent investi-
gation into whether the bank complied with its own environmental and social
policies. This book provides a comprehensive assessment of the process in
practice, assessing the strengths and weaknesses of the panel process through
case studies of key claims during its brief history. These original case studies
offer insight into how local, national, and international civil-society actors
mobilize to hold the World Bank accountable for noncompliance with its own
commitment to fight poverty and pursue sustainable development. This case-
based approach allows readers to come to their own conclusions about
whether and how the Inspection Panel can serve as a political handhold in the
hard climb toward increasing the voice and direct representation of people ex-
cluded from policy decisions.

This volume is the result of campaigners and analysts working together to
learn from “accountability politics, or the effort to hold powerful actors to
their previously stated policies or principles.”® Accountability refers to the
process of holding actors responsible for their actions. This involves
answerability—usually formal processes in which actions are held up to stan-
dards of behavior or performance. For some, this definition is sufficient,
while others prefer more rigorous criteria, which include sanctions for viola-
tions of standards. Accountability is inherently relational, and its meaning
varies greatly depending on the actors involved (for example, contractual,
corporate, and political accountability are all quite different). The standards
themselves—what counts as compliance—as well as the scope and meaning
of public accountability more generally, are all contested and shaped through
political conflict.

The World Bank’s accountability reforms combined promises to meet
higher social and environmental standards with “more of the same” institu-
tional behavior. The lessons from the World Bank’s often contradictory re-
sponses to its critics can help to inform the broader, ongoing debate over the
future of multilateral institutions.

The case studies of the Inspection Panel claims, primarily written by direct
participants, are an especially rich source of lessons for understanding today’s
emerging transnational civil society. These studies provide original insights
into the dynamics of civil-society efforts to challenge powerful global insti-
tutions and to shed light on the ways in which “globalization from below” can
influence the institutions that guide “globalization from above.”

Because of the bridging nature of the Inspection Panel process, the ques-
tions examined here unfold at the crossroads of two distinct bodies of re-
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search, one dealing with transnational civil society and the other dealing with
global governance and international institutions.” The lessons from this
process are also critical for understanding new developments in international
law.5 Before the contested construction of the World Bank’s minimum social
and environmental standards and the creation of the Inspection Panel, the
World Bank was a “lawless institution,” insofar as it was insulated from any
legal responsibilities to people directly affected by its actions.” The Inspec-
tion Panel’s most important innovation is that it is designed to respond di-
rectly to grievances from citizens of developing countries about the environ-
mental and social impacts of World Bank—funded projects.

WAVES OF PROTEST AND POLICY RESPONSES

Back in the 1980s, caught in the hot reflective glare of burning rain forests
and dam-displaced villages, the World Bank first conceded that it needed
mandatory minimum social and environmental standards. Since then, cam-
paigners have repeatedly focused on vivid cases of “development disasters”
that revealed the bank’s persistent difficulty in meeting its own promises of
reform.

Another wave of international protest shook the bank in the early 1990s.
Local-global public interest networks were gaining increased leverage and
credibility, bringing together broad-based protest movements and public in-
terest groups in the South with environmental and human rights advocacy or-
ganizations in the North.® One wing of the campaign turned the tables on the
bank’s planned celebration of its fiftieth anniversary by organizing under the
slogan “Fifty Years Is Enough.” Meanwhile, the United Nation’s 1992 widely
hailed Earth Summit in Rio was encouraging international policymakers—
including those at the World Bank—to at least pay lip service to the concept
of “sustainable development.”

To push for greater accountability and transparency at the World Bank,
campaigners targeted a key pressure point, threatening to push for cutting
U.S. congressional aid appropriations unless the World Bank agreed to re-
forms that directly addressed not just its “problem projects” but alsc the
flawed decision-making processes that caused them. This strong message
coming from the World Bank’s external critics resonated with some donor-
government policymakers as well as growing internal concerns about the
need to improve the development effectiveness of its investments. In 1993,
these pressures led North-South advocacy coalitions to win a pair of new
procedural reforms: one greatly increased public access to information about
bank projects and the other created the Inspection Panel.’
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as many other environmental accords have also set promising precedents.
However, most of these agreements have not led to the emergence of institu-
tions with resources or enforcement powers. They therefore fall into the grow-
ing category of “soft law.”!” In contrast, the new International Criminal Court
(ICC) is endowed with the authority to prosecute human rights violators from
countries if their national judicial systems fail to act.'®

These two competing sets of rights—one agenda for corporate investors ver-
sus another that puts people and the environment first—both assert universal
mandates. For their respective advocates, each set of rights therefore trumps
sovereignty (at least for countries that have agreed to cede some authority by
treaty —or by contract, as in the case of World Bank loans). The World Bank’s
environmental and social policy reforms operate at an intersection between
these two very different conceptions of universal rights. Most of the bank’s
money and power focuses on promoting policies and institutions that encour-
age conventional growth and economic globalization. At the same time, other
parts of the bank, such as its social and environmental units, are charged with
promoting sustainable development, poverty reduction, and more recently,
“empowerment” of the poor.!” The institution’s various branches and factions
pursue different goals and strategies, some with much more clout than others.

Public interest groups and policymakers continue to debate the significance
of the bank’s “sustainable development” reforms, and the degree to which they
have led to changes in the institution’s decision-making processes. In the
process, the bank and advocacy groups have been involved in many other kinds
of “stakeholder consultations” and “policy engagement” around the bank’s so-
cial, economic, and environmental policies, with mixed results so far.?® In prac-
tice, the bulk of the bank’s lending, which involves macroeconomic and sec-
toral lending rather than antipoverty projects or infrastructure investments, has
largely eluded the “sustainable development” policy reforms.?!

The uneven degree to which the bank applies its own social and environ-
mental policies in practice reflects the balance of power between pro-
sustainable development forces between and within three different kinds of
actors: civil societies, nation—states, and the bank itself.?2 This balance of
power is not fixed or predetermined, however, and that is where potential
levers for change such as the Inspection Panel can play a role.

ARENAS OF CHANGE: WHERE TO LOOK FOR LEVERAGE?

The Inspection Panel experience is a test case of the “reformability” of mul-
tilateral institutions. This raises a more general dilemma faced by the diverse
actors that challenge the dominant globalization process: where do they look
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to gain leverage? Constituencies concerned about the environmental and so-
cial costs of corporate globalization differ over where the key alternative do-
main is located. In practice, advocacy strategies vary in terms of their relative
emphasis on different arenas of change —the local, the national, or the
international —depending on their own locations, resources, allies, and ide-
ologies.? At the same time, these multilevel strategies are often mutually re-
inforcing. Specific campaigns often bring the actors together, most recently
under the broad umbrella slogan “Another World Is Possible,” associated
with the World Social Forum—a Brazilian-led process of local-global con-
vergence that has since inspired other “social forums” around the world.

Within the broad movement for global justice, some see local arenas as the
principal sites for resistance and alternatives. For example, the International
Forum on Globalization, an influential South—North coalition of critical in-
tellectuals, NGO (nongovernmental organization) activists, and movement
leaders, consistently stresses that the most promising alternative to top-down
globalization is to strengthen local social, civic, and economic actors and
institutions — based on grassroots democratic energy and innovation. This ap-
proach includes calls for public regulation to create space for grassroots ini-
tiatives, but it tends to be ambivalent about whether and how to empower
nation—states and multilateral institutions.>* Many panel claims emerge from
grassroots causes that focus primarily on the local arena, get blocked, and
then turn to an international instrument in an effort to shift the balance of
power.2® By using the panel, they are “thinking locally and acting globally.”

Other campaigns focus primarily on the national arena and bolstering and
democratizing nation-states. For example, the Hemispheric Social Alliance —
a coalition of social organizations and NGOs that questions the proposed Free
Trade Area of the Americas—consistently prioritizes the need to increase the
leverage of nation-states. In this view, the key challenge is for nations to re-
shape the terms of integration with international markets by increasing their
states’ institutional and legal capacity to regulate trade and investment 2

A third campaign strategy focuses on the emerging alternative norms and in-
stitutions of global governance as a promising domain for defending social jus-
tice, the environment, and peace. Some advocates see new or reformed interna-
tional institutions as a key pathway to offset the power of private capital and to
challenge the impunity of human rights violators. For example, human rights de-
fenders are pioneering a promising approach that seeks to enforce international
human rights law in national courts.?” The global governance approach includes
within it diverse approaches, ranging from radical internationalists who want to
contain or reverse corporate globalization, to moderates who promote global
economic institutions that can redistribute from winners to compensate losers.?®
Both radical and moderate internationalists are skeptical that efforts limited to
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local or national arenas will be sufficient to offset the power of unregulated
global capital ** Internationalists often differ, however, over how to weigh the
conflicts between universal norms and national sovereignty. At the same time,
many campaigners focused on local and national arenas wonder how and when
changes at the international level will produce tangible progress on the ground.

The Inspection Panel is a test case for one current within the global gover-
nance approach: the focus on reforming the multilateral institutions. Reforming
official discourse is easy for policymakers, but how do they react when they ac-
tually have to submit to official oversight bodies that investigate whether they
are putting their enlightened-sounding promises into practice? Because of its
focus on compliance, many different actors—bank management, both donor
and borrowing governments on its board, other international agencies, public
interest campaigners, and the panel itself —have staked it out as a major politi-
cal battlefield * Because the panel is a policy innovation designed to influence
the actual behavior of the World Bank, this study will contribute to the broader
debate over the “reformability” of dominant multilateral institutions.3!

This analysis of the civil-society claims to the Inspection Panel examines
cases where local, national, and international campaigns were mutually rein-
forcing. Local, national, and international arenas each offer advocacy cam-
paigns distinct sets of allies, resources, and obstacles. Change initiatives in
one arena are often interlinked with efforts in others.’> The campaign case
studies that follow will shed light on the different kinds of “vertical” linkages
between arenas or “levels” of action, as well as the “horizontal” linkages be-
tween counterparts across sectors and borders. Both of these processes are
key to strategies for empowering civil-society actors.

When analyzing patterns of unity and diversity among transnational social
and civic actors, as well as when assessing their impact, where one stands de-
pends on where one sits. The different case studies that follow assess the
processes and outcomes in light of the interests and goals of the different ac-
tors involved. In some cases the goal was to prevent a project from happen-
ing, in other cases the goal was to get authorities to carry out a potentially
positive project as promised, while in other cases the best that could be hoped
for was some degree of mitigation or compensation for damages. In addition,
several of the panel claims created opportunities for broader institutional re-
form that would affect future project decisions.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE BOOK

This book explores the Inspection Panel’s case history in order to draw broader
lessons about the dynamics of reform at the multilateral institutions. What dif-
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ference did the panel make? Did panel claims produce tangible results for the
communities involved? Did they lead to broader policy reforms? Who were
the key actors behind the panel claims and how did they come together?

Although the civil-society actors, goals, and strategies involved in efforts
to use the Inspection Panel process have been extremely diverse, they have
all attempted to enter the same small but potentially significant international
“policy space”—to put “a foot in the door” of a powerful global institution.
The actors involved range from broad-based national advocacy coalitions to
North—South partnerships that pursue a “boomerang” strategy by local cam-
paigns to bring international pressure to bear against unresponsive
nation—states.** Some panel claims led to significant direct impacts, such as
policy reforms, or the withdrawal of bank funding for a potentially devastat-
ing project, while others led to minimal mitigation measures or had no impact
at all. Several claimants had to face a political backlash from their govern-
ments, including human rights violations in some cases.

Each case study tells a different part of the story of the Inspection Panel’s
first eight years. The book is built around nine original case studies that to-
gether illustrate the strengths and limitations of civil-society efforts to use the
panel process. The mix of cases is broadly representative of the many differ-
ent kinds of campaigns and bank projects that have engaged the panel so far.
The cases are all based on extensive, independent field research and reflect
the views of direct participants in the claims.**

Chapter 1 provides overall context by explaining the Inspection Panel in
terms of international law and the reform of international institutions. This
chapter provides an overview of the Inspection Panel’s history and dynamics,
explaining its origins, procedures, and relationship to the World Bank’s
broader environmental and social policies. The chapter also offers analysis of
the panel’s changing relationship with the bank’s management and board, as
well as the uneven ripple effect on other international financial institutions.

Chapter 2 reviews the very first claim brought to the Inspection Panel, a
claim that questioned the Arun III Dam project in Nepal. The Arun claim was
a key test case, showing that a claim could provoke the cancellation of a proj-
ect. The claim obliged then-incoming President James Wolfensohn to take
sides in a preexisting internal debate over the project’s viability, and revealed
how transnational advocacy networks can sometimes tip the balance. The
claim and the panel’s report provoked the bank to withdraw its support of the
project, which was considered a victory for the claimants and their interna-
tional supporters. This tangible impact quickly established the panel as a vi-
able institution.

Chapter 3 analyzes the claim dealing with the Rond6nia Natural Resources
Management project in Brazil, also known as the Planafloro project. The state
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of Ronddnia was the site of one of the world’s most visible and infamous “de-
velopment disasters™: the World Bank—financed Polonoroeste road and colo-
nization project in the Amazon rain forest. With Planafloro, the World Bank
and the Brazilian government tried to make amends by promoting sustainable
development in the same province. This project was designed to promote par-
ticipatory and sustainable natural resource management, but its problems in
practice led a local/transnational coalition to submit an Inspection Panel
claim. In contrast to many other campaigns, this one did not attempt to block
a project; instead the goal was to promote compliance with its objectives. The
claim led to a significant restructuring of the project, encouraging more
power-sharing with local civil-society actors and the demarcation of pro-
tected areas.

Chapter 4 analyzes a claim involving the massive Yacyretd Dam, which is
located on the Rio Parand on the Argentina—Paraguay border and was fi-
nanced by both the World Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank.
SOBREVIVENCIA/Friends of the Earth—Paraguay filed claims at both insti-
tutions on behalf of locally affected people. The chapter focuses on the World
Bank process, including the responses of borrowing governments, bank man-
agement’s attempt to distort the panel findings, the increased capacity of lo-
cal communities to articulate and demand their rights, and the difficulty in
translating the panel’s findings into real change at the project level.

Chapter 5 documents a claim involving yet another large infrastructure
project, the Jamuna Bridge in Bangladesh. The claim was brought by a local
NGO, the Jamuna Char Integrated Development Project, on behalf of thou-
sands of people who lived on seasonal islands—called chars—affected by
changes in the Jamuna River due to the construction of the bridge. The
claimants did not challenge the bridge project; rather, they objected to their
exclusion from resettlement and compensation plans, given that their homes
and livelihoods would be lost. Bank management and government responded
quickly with an action plan that recognized the legitimacy of “char people”
as affected people for the first time, but the resulting compensation plan was
seriously undermined by the same systematic social discrimination that led to
their exclusion in the first place.

Chapter 6 shows how a project campaign can lead to significant insiitu-
tional reform yet offer little recourse for those displaced at the local level. The
Pangue/Ralco hydroelectric dam complex on Chile’s Biobio River raised
questions about indigenous peoples’ rights, the adequacy of environmental
impact assessment, and how to extend accountability mechanisms to the
growing private sector side of the World Bank’s operations. Chile’s Grupo de
Accién por el Biobfo filed a claim, which was rejected by the Inspection
Panel on the grounds that it lacks jurisdiction over the International Finance
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Corporation (IFC), the World Bank'’s private-sector lending arm. Neverthe-
less, the claim led President Wolfensohn to commission an environmental
NGO leader to investigate the project. The chapter traces the history of the
claim, the TFC scandal revealed by the independent review, and the resulting
adoption of social/environmental policies and an accountability mechanism
for both the IFC and MIGA (the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency,
the World Bank’s private-sector political risk insurance agency).

Chapter 7 provides a comparative analysis of the five Brazilian claims filed
to the Inspection Panel. These claims involved three different projects:
Planafloro, the failed Itaparica resettlement project, and the controversial Cé-
dula da Terra “market-assisted” land reform program. All three projects were
created in response to previous waves of social and environmental concern.
In practice, however, all fell short, and the land reform project in particular
provoked nationwide rejection. All three campaigns produced partial project
changes, although in the Itaparica and land reform cases claimants saw the
concessions as attempts to divide their social organizations. The analysis pro-
vides a national overview of the evolution of Brazilian public interest advo-
cacy strategies, and their pioneering efforts to frame international campaign-
ing in terms of their national campaigns to democratize the closed partnership
between the World Bank and the Brazilian government.

Chapter 8 provides a vivid example of borrowing-government resistance to
the Inspection Panel process. The industrialization of the Singrauli region in
India, supported by the World Bank, has resulted in the involuntary displace-
ment of hundreds of thousands of people and intense pollution. Local efforts
to resist unjust resettiement and to utilize the Inspection Panel process were
met with beatings and abuse. When the panel recommended an investigation,
the government of India indicated it would not allow its entry into the coun-
try. As a result, the board confined the panel to a Washington-based “desk re-
view.” The Singrauli case underscores the devastating impacts of displace-
ment, the board’s inability to play an effective remedial role, the importance
of national sovereignty concerns in the panel process, and management’s fail-
ure to fully implement “action plans” developed in response to panel] claims.

Chapter 9 tells the encouraging story of a case called Pro-Huerta (the Gar-
den Program), where the panel process not only worked, but also set a prece-
dent for applying social and environmental standards to macroeconomic ad-
justment loans. The social safety net conditions built into Argentina’s
structural adjustment program provided the leverage for the first Inspection
Panel claim that focused on the impact of macroeconomic lending on an-
tipoverty programs. The Inspection Panel claim led to an unusually rapid and
positive policy response when the government of Argentina agreed to restore
funding to the Garden Program, which helped the urban poor to grow their
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own food. This successful claim involving a macroeconomic structural ad-
justment project was quite different from most of the other cases, which fo-
cused on more “tangible” infrastructure projects.

Chapter 10 documents the China Western Poverty Reduction Project, one
of the most important “turning point” cases in the history of the Inspection
Panel—and in the World Bank’s history. In 1999, the bank sought to support
the Chinese government’s plan to resettle approximately fifty-eight thousand
poor farmers onto lands traditionally inhabited by nomadic Tibetan and Mon-
golian peoples. The project involved serious social and environmental risks,
and local people sent letters seeking international support. Tibet solidarity
groups worked with World Bank-watching organizations to generate wide-
spread critical media coverage and skepticism in donor governments. The
campaign against the project led to high-level diplomatic tensions between
the bank, its largest borrower, and its largest donor; an unusually intense level
of board engagement; a scathing report by the Inspection Panel; and, ulti-
mately, the cancellation of the bank project. In addition to documenting the
project’s systematic violation of many of the bank’s safeguard policies, the
panel report went further to reveal dramatic weaknesses in the bank’s entire
system for avoiding and mitigating social and environmental risks. In re-
sponse, bank policymakers developed a new strategy to bolster internal
checks and balances to encourage more consistent staff compliance with so-
cial and environmental “safeguard” policies. Once more, a project campaign
managed to leverage bankwide policy reform—although it is too soon to as-
sess its impact in practice.

Chapter 11 assembles these detailed pictures into a larger portrait, taking
stock of the panel experience by assessing its impacts on various actors, in-
cluding the affected people and the bank itself. This chapter evaluates the
trends that emerge across the full set of claims, including those not covered
by case studies profiled in this book. For claimants on the ground, the results
have varied widely, ranging from significant impacts to partial damage con-
trol, to no change at all. The full set of claims shows that the majority of panel
claims over the first eight years have come directly from affected people and
their NGO allies in the South, without even Northern coalition partners. The
concluding chapter draws analytical lessons for understanding the dynamics
of promoting public accountability.

On balance, the panel itself has been remarkably autonomous, permitting
people negatively affected by World Bank projects the opportunity to gain
some degree of international standing, access to transnational public interest
allies, potential global media coverage, and even the possibility of some tan-
gible changes in bank projects. In many of the cases, the process changed
whose voices count, and who listens. Just how far the Inspection Panel’s mul-
tiplier effects will travel within and across powerful institutions remains to be
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seen, but this innovative experiment is taking its place as one of many fronts
in the larger political contest over how to redefine accountability from below.
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