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Abstract 
This paper takes the view that national legislatures can delegate responsibility for development projects to international agencies.  As such, periodic hearings can constitute important accountability mechanisms in evolving patterns of global governance.  How has the composition of this network changed across time?  Using the prism of Congressional testimony on the establishment and replenishment of the International Development Agency (IDA), I trace the changing mobilization of interests in overlapping national and international policy subsystems to demonstrate movement from a narrow group of interests favorable to multilateralism as an institutional form, to a more multi-faceted conflict seeking different international policy outcomes from international organizations.  
A fundamental paradox exists with respect to democracy and contemporary international organizations (IOs):  by their nature IOS are more responsive to the advanced, industrial states from which they derive their funding, yet their representative structures comprise individuals selected by the executive branches of these governments who are not accountable to citizenries at large.  When parliaments do play a role, it is through informal mechanisms largely out of view, and through formal national appropriations processes necessary to fund the operations of IOs that are blunt instruments which influence policy at certain key intervals.  The role of the US Congress is particularly important within these processes in the international political economy because the International Monetary Fund and World Bank are headquartered in Washington, DC, and the US government is the largest donor to these organizations.  Yet little is known about the relationship because it is officially mediated by the Treasury Department and conducted within the rather opaque committee structure of Congress.


To begin to explore the nature of the relationship between Congress and the international financial institutions, I borrow Baumgartner and Jones’  framework developed for analyzing changing agendas in American politics and use it to examine agenda change in the International Development Association (IDA), an international agency within the World Bank Group.  Therefore, this paper uses insights from interest group theories of American politics to deepen our understanding of how stakeholders in a given issue-area operate with respect to institutions that forge global governance.  IDA was established in 1960 as a source of long-term, low-interest loans to poor countries that would reduce poverty and extreme inequalities in global living conditions.  Its replenishments offer member states and interest groups the opportunity to influence policy because they involve a discussion of the allocation criteria that will be used by the Bank in its lending procedures for the three years ahead.  I use data from fourteen replenishments of IDA to consider the chief formal mechanism for interest groups to exert influence, the appropriations process necessary to replenish it every three years.  
Through the use of hearing testimonies from 1958 to 2005 supplemented with interviews and other records at the time, I find that policy communities that once existed independent of each other, now intersect.  New groups have entered the community of development finance, and others have exited.  Previous work on Congressional support for the international financial institutions misses this degree of instability because it has analyzed roll-call votes that isolate a member of Congress’s position on a particular piece of legislation at a particular moment in time (Broz, 2007; Broz and Hawes, 2006).  By its nature, this type of analysis presents a far more static view.  The historical argument offered here rests upon the Janus-faced nature of contemporary globalization processes.  These processes have been fueled both by the activities of transnational production, as well as by the transnational advocacy networks that construct meaning and negotiate interests and identities (Cooper, 2001; Keck and Sikkink, 1998).  Thus, both interest groups attached to transnational business enterprise, as well as those attached to transnational advocacy conduct activities in broader international political processes.  However, one set of groups participates more openly than the other in pressing for policy change in the US Congress and other domestic political institutions, which has implications for their study in international relations.  

The relationship between Congress and the international financial institutions matters because international governance systems lack a universal understanding as to whether IOs are accountable to those states that authorize their activities, or those populations that are affected by their policies (Grant and Keohane, 2005; Held, 1995; Kapur, 2002).  An understanding of how national and transnational advocates have mobilized across time in order to effect policy change in the issue-area of development finance will help to elucidate potential mechanisms for fiscal and supervisory accountability in IOs for the remainder of the twenty-first century.  Whereas political accountability is generally considered to be a national problem, representative structures need to be more transparent and intelligible to changing conceptions of “the people” in an era where the effects of national policies are felt across borders (Held, 1995: 16).  
The paper proceeds in four sections.  The first considers analyses of policy and agenda change in American politics and how an international dimension could be incorporated into these analyses.  The second section presents evidence from Congressional hearings on the transformation of policymaking by interest groups in American politics using this venue to press for desired changes.  By expanding the analysis to the international level, the third section considers interest groups addressing issues of development finance and IDA to set forth the parameters of the national and international policy monopoly in this issue-area.  The concluding fourth section explores the implications for connecting the national with the international to understand how legislative involvement can contribute to developing future accountability mechanisms in global governance.  

1.  Democratic Systems of Limited Participation

International organizations have democratic features insofar as they make decisions through voting.  Despite the emphasis placed on voting and elections, studies of participation in politics demonstrate that many more vehicles exist which influence the a policy process, (Milbrath, 1965; Schlozman, 2002).  Carole Pateman (1970) argues for the virtues of political participation, maintaining that it has a transformative effect on those engaging in political activity, yet she acknowledges a possible connection between rising levels of political participation and instability (Keim, 1975).  Grant and Keohane (2005: 29) show that democratic accountability at the international level cannot simply replicate the familiar procedures and practices of democratic states.  Observers should not conflate accountability with participation. 

As opportunities for participation in international politics have grown in recent years, scholarship has nonetheless had a tendency to isolate analysis, given the different nature of authority at the national and international levels.  Studies of American politics have been dominated by debates over pluralism, whereas international relations has taken states as unitary actors that are not disaggregated below the state level.  Literature on IOs understands them to be the bureaucratic recipients of delegated authority from states, albeit IOs are able to carve out a degree of autonomy from them based on the worldviews of the professionals who staff them, and the absence of effective feedback loops that would allow IOs to use new information to connect established routines (Barnett and Finnemore, 1999: 723, 2004: 22).  The different approaches to understanding authority at the national and international levels thus contributes to the confusion over whether international institutions are accountable to those that authorize their activities, or those populations that are affected by their policies.  
1.1  American-style Pluralism and Policy Monopolies in the Business Community
Analyses of policy subsystems are heavily informed by notions of pluralism and participation.  Pluralism is commonly understood to be the organization of politics in democratic societies wherein diverse associations funnel multiple concerns, values, and interests to the state for deliberation and resolution (Connolly, 1987).  Groups thus mediate between individuals and the state by screening and aggregating demands; as such they are autonomous from the state (Alford and Friedland, 1985: 92; Hamilton et al., 1988: 42-9; Tocqueville, 1966; Zetterbaum, 1972).  Most studies point to an early critique of pluralist understandings of American politics, wherein Schattschneider argued that theorists cannot simply assume a balance of power exists among groups in the US, nor that there is universality of group representation.  His insight is that powerful groups seek private resolution of their demands, and weaker groups seek public resolution.  By going public, weaker groups raise visibility of a given conflict, widen its scope, and make certain that the power ratio among private interests will not prevail.  Nonetheless, if literally everyone were equally involved the pressure system, it would result in a stalemate.  According to Schattschneider’s oft-repeated phrase, “the flaw in the pluralist heaven is that the heavenly chorus sings with an upper class accent (Schattschneider, 1975: 34-5).”  Schattschneider’s insight is that frequently counter-mobilizations fail to occur, or differential intensities of preference in society favor some minorities over the public interest.
Analysts of American politics have noted that certain areas of activity are marked by the provision of benefits to the same group of elites, with little change over time.  These areas of limited interference and deference to the judgment of experts have been variously termed “policy monopolies,” “iron triangles,” “policy whirlpools,” and “subsystem politics” (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: 7).  Traditional notions of policy subsystems in American politics understood “iron triangles” to encompass administrative agencies, legislative committees and interest groups at a single level of government that formulated policy in a consensual manner (Berry, 1999: 80).  More sophisticated understandings broadened the concept to include journalists, researchers and policy analysts who play an active role in disseminating policy ideas, and actors at all levels of government active in policy formation and implementation (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999: 119).  These later advocacy coalition models introduced an element of conflict that is inherent within groups seeking to influence policy outcomes and responded to the dramatic expansion in associational life since the 1960s (Skocpol, 1999).  

Baumgartner and Jones emphasize the lack of a true equilibrium in these processes, despite the apparent stability that results from the apathy of elites within intervals.  Political actors can become convinced of the value of a new policy and create institutions to preserve it (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  The system may operate for years in the absence of serious opposition, with only incremental change.  Yet policy subsystems are constantly in a process of creation and destruction.  Most change occurs when public attention becomes focused on a problem (Kingdon, 1984).  A high degree of media attention can shake public indifference and result in dramatic changes in policy outputs.  For this reason, policy entrepreneurs fight to either get their issue onto the public agenda, or keep it away (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: 20).  

When literature on policymaking in the financial arena addresses group influence, it tends to present a more static, monolithic structure than Baumgartner and Jones, as well as the pluralists.  Much of the literature situates interest representation within notions of C. W. Mill’s (1956) power elite in what Bhagwati (2004: 205) termed a “Wall Street-Treasury complex”, or within notions of Gramscian hegemony in what Peet (2003) termed a “Washington-Wall Street alliance.”  These understandings of the influence of financial services firms on economic policy generally exclude considerations of the third point in the old “iron triangle”, i.e. the legislative committee, or considerations of experts or the financial press with their allies in administrative agencies that the newer policy subsystems models emphasize.  The Wall Street-Treasury complex is presumed to act in concert with, and at times include the IMF, although the mechanisms for coordination are not specified (Wade and Veneroso, 1998).  

Financial interest groups do operate within a policy subsystem of limited participation.  The highly specialized expertise required to take part in policy discussions alone limits the number of participants (Porter, 2003).  However, I argue that like other policy subsystems, it is far from static.  Individual firms with a stake in international financial issues generally lobby either alone, or in concert with a business association, which in turn lobbies on behalf of the entire industry.  This method of seeking influence differs dramatically from that in Europe and Japan, where national business associations generally have other business associations as members; hence the national associations are “peak” organizations (Lehne, 2001: 128).  The chief US general business associations are the US Chamber of Commerce, National Federation of Independent Business (NFIB), Business Roundtable, Business Council and Committee for Economic Development.  Some significant trade associations in the financial politics area are the American Bankers Association, Financial Services Council, Securities Industry Association, American Council of Life Insurance, Financial Services Forum, Financial Services Roundtable, Financial Services Coordinating Council.  Large banks and financial service firms also maintain their own lobbying offices in Washington, DC and new groups form constantly to address policy proposals.  

These groups interact with all three points in the old “iron triangle.”  Top US business lobbyists attempt to cultivate personal relationships with officeholders and their staffs.  They also seek to shape public opinion through media campaigns and research funding of universities and think tanks.  In addition, they work at the grassroots, and by building coalitions on behalf of specific legislation or proposals.  Significantly, however, they influence the US government through their use of financial resources in elections.  Although corporate political action committees are generally smaller than labor or association PACs, they are also more numerous, and tend to target their contributions to legislators who are members of committees that handle issues related to the corporation (Lehne, 2001: 142).  Finally, corporations have influenced campaigns in the past by donating “soft money” to political parties, and providing information about candidates in connection to a cause.  

1.2  International relations and policy monopolies
Literature in international relations did not address policy monopolies of the type in American politics because these concerns were reserved for the study of foreign policy within an individual state (Sondermann, 1964: 9-11).  However, more recent work on international organizations posits that it is not enough to examine only what occurs within the international and domestic spheres, but also to examine what occurs across the domestic-international divide (Krause & Knight 1995:4).  Given differences in state structures, certain societal elements such as non-governmental organisations (NGOs) based either in the North or the South could more readily enter, or exit, international space.  Keck and Sikkink refer to this phenomenon as a “boomerang pattern” in their study of activist networks in international relations (Keck and Sikkink, 1998: 12).  An activist network addressing problems of development finance was late to form, relative to other policy issues like the environment or women’s movements.  Nonetheless, a clearly discernable network has emerged in this area (Scholte and Schnabel, 2002).

When such networks are integrated into international relations, however, they are not situated within fixed, or semi-fixed institutional points such as an “iron triangle” in American policy studies.  International relations has emphasized the role of ideas.  Goldstein and Keohane (1993: 3) argue that the content of ideas themselves makes them persuasive, and they matter the most when the principled or causal beliefs they embody provide road maps that clarify actors' goals or ends-means relationships, when they affect the outcomes of strategic situations in which there is no unique equilibrium, and when they become embedded in political institutions.  Another approach to the study of ideas and policy networks considers them to be held in epistemic communities of individuals, i.e. professionals share normative and causal beliefs, notions of validity, and a common policy enterprise (Haas, E. 1990; Adler & Haas 1992; Haas, P. 1992; Drake & Nicolaidis 1992).  In a time of uncertainty, policymakers turn to these networks for their expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that domain.  The approach overtly seeks to find a dynamic for persistent cooperation independent of the distribution of international power wherein the epistemic community provides meaning to structural changes and alternative strategies to frame political and economic reality.  Conversely, the Italian school of international relations theory firmly attaches ideas to the structure of power (Augelli & Murphy 1988; Gill 1990; Gill 1991; Cox 1977; Cox 1991).
  The Italian school draws on Gramsci's conception of hegemony, i.e. a relation between social classes, in which one class fraction takes a leading role by gaining the active consent of other classes through ideology (Gill 1990:42).  Transferring Gramsci's idea to the international system, writers in the Italian school argue that a state is hegemonic in the international system when it founds and protects a universal world order characterized by popularly conceived common interests.  Thus hegemony entails a globally-conceived civil society, i.e. a mode of production which brings about links among social classes of the countries encompassed by it.  It is in its beginnings an outward expansion of the internal (or national) hegemony of the dominant social class (Gill 1990:47; Cox 1991:61).  

1.3 Integrating domestic and international networks of limited participation in politics

The argument offered here combines the insights of conflict in US policy sybsystems with more recent ideational work in international relations.  According to this combined view, relatively powerful groups would seek to avoid the public realm.  They would prefer to operate out of view, and to resolve their demands directly with the state or IO in question.  As with American policy subsystems, intense media focus on a particular issue can serve as a catalyst for more dramatic change.  Relatively weaker groups (such as NGOs and advocacy networks) can indeed gain considerable advantage by taking their conflicts with powerful groups public, adding greater numbers of states and international organizations involved, and thus widen the conflicts’ scope.  However, as with American politics, important constituencies fail to mobilize in the international sphere, or mobilization takes years to occur.  Most of the world community may, in fact, be excluded from the international pressure system.  Having “access” to the system requires financial resources, and access to offices in Washington DC and/or New York, depending on the issue.  These requirements are not practical for most NGOs from the South, who are dependent on Northern-based NGOs for funding, and a presence in Washington or New York (Abugre and Alexander, 1998).  Kamat points out that national and international agencies can serve to legitimate certain NGOs at the expense of others.  However, these “legitimated” NGOs are really only one specific kind, even when the term NGO is used as if it were universal (Kamat, 2002: 9).  

In the international development finance subsystem, political actors created a web of international institutions at the end of World War II that embodied the norms and policy agendas of elites at the time and sought to preserve them.  When they did create a soft loan facility for developing countries in the late 1950s, the context of the international economy had changed considerably from that at the close of the war.  Notably, a great number of colonies became sovereign states.  Initial discussions had taken place within the framework of the United Nations among all developing countries during the 1950s.  Nonetheless, IDA was designed with the payment needs of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development’s (IBRD) poorest major client countries in mind (Libby, 1975).
  Therefore, the policy subsystem connected to international development finance in the postwar era overlapped with the international policy subsystem that included the diplomatic representatives of states, banks, and financial services firms that participated in the market for World Bank securities, the resolutions of the United Nations concerning IDA once it was established, and eventually the conferences of the UN covering Financing for Development (FfD) initiative.  It also included a simultaneous growth in the number of development experts at the United Nations and major research universities who played a role in shaping outcomes.
The international policy subsystem differs from the domestic monopoly because it accesses both national and international political institutions.  The early development finance network was one where states sought an institution within the UN framework.  Interest groups operated in domestic institutions.  But after IDA was formed, and as the mobilization progressed, interest groups press for reforms in domestic and international bodies.  States do not have the same access to legislatures, nor have NGOs in poorer states mobilized on all issues.  Change can be incremental for years when a certain event, such as a financial crisis, receives a great deal of media attention.  At that time, new groups can enter or exit the network and more substantial change becomes possible.  However, unlike the domestic political process in the US, an international crisis offers a greater number of institutions to access.
In order to trace the mobilization of the intersecting national and international development finance policy subsystem, the next section will present evidence on interest group mobilization from participation in Congressional hearings on IDA.  Representatives of the World Bank group are prohibited by its Articles of Agreement from testifying before Congress.  Nonetheless, representatives of the Department of the Treasury, as well as interest groups active on the issue, can and do, testify.  Therefore, the composition of witnesses before Congressional committees can serve as a beginning point from which to measure the degree of participation groups exhibit on these issues at regular intervals across time, albeit it is not a definitive statement on which groups’ testimony mattered the most.  The subsequent section will broaden the context within which IDA replenishments occurred and the major international disruptions that triggered agenda change.  Thus it demonstrates the transformation of the process from a circumscribed network to a more expansive subsystem with internal conflict among actors over which institution and course of action to pursue.
2.  Congressional Hearings on IDA:  Domestic to International Policy Conflict 
Since their founding, a competition of sorts has existed between the United Nations agencies and the Bretton Woods financial institutions for pre-eminence in the policy subsystem of development finance.  In the immediate postwar era, the distinction between the agencies can be attributed to the priority of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) in financing the reconstruction of Europe, and the carryover activities of the UN from the economic work of the League of Nations in promoting an international welfare agenda.  In later years, Krasner (1985) attributed the rivalry among IOs to the preferences of states with respect to voting arrangements among IOs that favor developing countries in the UN, and developed countries in the IMF and World Bank.  Regardless, in its early years, the UN was viewed as embodying humanity’s aspiration towards unity, whereas the World Bank and the IMF were still finding their way, and on the periphery.  Within the UN, ECOOSC concerned itself overwhelmingly with appropriate international measures to promote full employment, GATT and trade (Toye and Toye, 2004: 92).  

The idea for an International Development Association emerged from a set of policy discussions in the UN and US government.  The initial debate began in the United Nations over the need for a concessional lending facility for developing countries.  The chairman of the UN Subcommission on Economic Development, Dr. V. K. R. V. Rao, proposed an agency that would provide financing for development projects, among other activities (Shaw, 2005: 45).  As the debate over the proposal wore on, the debt level of developing countries grew.  Eugene Black, then President of the World Bank, eventually became amenable to the concept of a soft loan facility within the structure of the Bank (Shaw, 2005: 56).  Therefore, although the Association did not become a part of the UN development framework, experts and officials from each organization contributed policy proposals to the development finance community from the founding of IDA to the present.
When the International Development Association commenced operations, it aimed to raise the standard of living in less developed areas of the world by financing carefully selected and prepared projects.  The early development credits were repayable in foreign exchange over fifty years, free of interest (IDA, 1963).  Since IDA would not be able to replenish its resources from repayment, it would need fresh contributions from member countries in order to continue its lending operations.  The Board of Governors adopted a resolution directing the executive directors to work toward the initial replenishment in September of 1962.  

Therefore, the postwar world economy changed considerably in the late 1950s.  The European economies experienced an industrial boom and the IBRD borrowed most of its funds from Germany, with a significant amount from Europe.  The additional revenues made the IBRD so successful that observers at the time argued that it had begun to price itself out of the development market (Libby, 1975: 1067).  When IDA was established within the World Bank Group, three of the four largest recipients were also among the twelve largest Bank clients, who would have had considerably difficulty repaying Bank loans in the absence of IDA credits (Libby, 1975: 1068).  Therefore, the Bank was successful in using IDA to mobilize its own constituency of developing country governments.
 
Despite the fact that IDA was not incorporated into the UN system, the UN General Assembly responded with resolutions recommending that its funds be increased once it was established (Libby, 1975: 1071).  When McNamara assumed the Presidency of the Bank in the 1970s, he rejected proposals that IDA be organized independent of the Bank (Clark, 1981: 171; Libby, 1975: 1072).  Hence, this section will show that early international policy subsystem connected to development finance emerged from discussions within the United Nations and developing country representatives, the World Bank, and the US agricultural community.  During these discussions, concessional loans were considered preferable to “hand-outs” to poor countries that would help to change the global imbalance of wealth and simultaneously fight communism.  

2.1 The Early Subsystem in Congress:  Interest Groups, States, the United Nations, and IDA

In the US government, pressure for an international agency also grew from the US food aid program.  In 1954, it had begun to sell US agricultural surpluses overseas and thus to accumulate capital in non-convertible foreign currencies.  By the late 1950s, the government needed a way to draw down these holdings to avoid embarrassment over their size.  These resources could be used to make long-term loans at low rates of interest in local currencies to supplement IBRD loans that were at market rates (Shaw, 2005: 57).  Senator A. S. Mike Monroney (D-OK) proposed such a body in 1958 (Sanford, 2002: 744).  Representatives from the Department of Agriculture testified before the Senate committee on behalf of the proposal, and agricultural interest groups submitted letters to the committee supporting it.  

Congress in the late 1950s was a different institution than it is today.  Committee chairs, particularly in the House, were more powerful, and interest groups less so.  At the time, Truman (1962: 63) argued that the climate for foreign aid, and alteration between military aid and economic assistance could be traced to changes in the outlook of the Cold War, but also from the “disposition of critics in the Congress” depending on trends in the world’s news (Truman, 1962: 63).  The requirement for an annual authorization for the foreign aid program in the 1950s “indulged the demands of particular domestic interests, notably shipowners and farmers, at the expense of the program’s objectives (Truman, 1962: 64).  Other groups that traditionally operated in the Congressional system either refrained from primary involvement in foreign aid questions or were considered “politically unimportant” in the day (Truman, 1962: 69).  

These same groups were active when IDA was conceived.  While generally supportive of foreign aid, the American Merchant Marine Institute opposed participation in IDA in 1960 because the US shipping industry at the time benefited from a Congressional provision that 50% of the commodities or materials procured with Government assistance funds would be moved by US-flag commercial vehicles.  Such an opportunity for US ships to participate in IDA was not included (International Development Association Act, 1960: 104; To Provide for the Participation of the United States in the International Development Association, 1960: 117).  The Merchant Marine argued that IDA would not guarantee US producers their contracts, and therefore US shippers would likewise lose revenue.  The “Citizens Foreign Aid Committee” and “Liberty Lobby” also opposed US participation because the groups opposed foreign aid on principle.  Individual countries would be eligible for aid through IDA that were not the recipients of bilateral programs, such as Argentina, Brazil, and the United Arab Republic (Amendments to the Inter-American Development Bank and International Development Association Acts, 1963: 43; International Development Association Act Amendment, 1964: 101).  The lobby therefore argued that IDA was a “backdoor” form of aid over whose expenditures Congress had no effective control (Increased Resources for International Development Association, 1968: 41; To Provide for Increased Participation by the United States in the International Development Association, 1968: 147).

Consistent support for IDA in the early years came from David Rockefeller of the Chase Manhattan Bank, the League of Women Voters, US Catholic Conference, the National Council of Churches and the Society of Friends.  These groups testified in order to voice support for American participation and not to offer policy suggestions about IDA’s practices.  The Quakers referenced their own first-hand experience with poverty and development in Kenya and India, pointing out that one in five Quakers lived in Kenya in 1971 (To Provide for Increased Participation by the United States in the International Development Association, 1971: 131).  When Bread for the World formed in the early 1970s, it likewise joined the supporters (Us Contribution to Ida, 1974: 81).  The business community supported IDA insofar as its infrastructure projects could promote economic development that would in turn fuel US imports (Us Contribution to Ida, 1974: 73).  Mr. Robert Abboud of the First Chicago Corporation emphasized the importance of IDA to the image of the American business community during the oil shocks of the 1970s, when American oil companies could be blamed for the rise in prices (Us Contribution to Ida, 1974: 74).  Therefore, the main conflict in the Congressional testimony arose over the use of US funds and the principle of foreign aid.  Those opposed were opposed to multilateralism as an institutional form because the decisions would not be made exclusively by American policymakers.     

2.2  IDA Through Congressional Authorization Hearings


Given the financial arrangements when IDA was established, the opportunity to revisit American participation arises in appropriations every year and authorizations every three years.  Studies of the policy process argue that media attention figures prominently into the degree of Congressional attention paid to a domestic policy issue (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1984).  Applying this logic to an issue that cuts across the national/international divide, Congressional attention in development finance should similarly respond to events that receive a great deal of coverage.  Figure 1 shows the attention paid to the World Bank in Congressional hearings since 1947 in relation to all Congressional hearings on international financial issues, and in relation to media coverage of related topics.  Media attention (as demonstrated in the New York Times) clearly spiked around the breakup of the Bretton Woods fixed monetary arrangements in the early 1970s, and following the 1997 Asian financial crisis.  Likewise, growing Congressional attention to the multilaterals and World Bank in particular can be seen in these years, as well as in the years surrounding the debt crisis of the early 1980s, when international finance figured prominently on the international agenda and was resolved through a transformed International Monetary Fund (Kahler, 1990).
Figure 1.
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Source:  Policy Agendas Dataset, Penn State University
The influence of the US Congress in particular has grown as a result of the IDA process because it has a two-step authorizing and appropriating system that opens multiple pressure points for influence (Woods, 2006: 28).  The first step in the process is at the authorizing committee level.  In the House of Representatives, the House Committee on Financial Services authorizes funds for the Bretton Woods institutions; whereas in the Senate, the Foreign Relations committee holds jurisdiction.  The next step in the process is the annual budget appropriation that is handled in the House and Senate appropriations committees, and in their respective subcommittees on foreign aid.  The initial hearings in 1958 and 1960 were dominated by representatives from the Department of Agriculture, Banks and supporting letters from the National Farmers Union, the American Farm Bureau Federation, and religious groups.  The first replenishment was described as “relatively uneventful” and official representatives from the Department of the Treasury testified {Association, 2001 #819}.
In order to roughly sketch the policy subsystem connected to development finance and IDA in particular, Table 1 shows the reliance on government officials from the departments of Treasury, State, and Agriculture, with some involvement of banks in the early years of IDA.  A review of the testimony reveals that individuals in these early hearings made direct references to the SUNFED proposals of the 1950s (International Development Association Act, 1960: 105).  Figure 2 plots the affiliations of non-governmental witnesses across time and shows the absence of agriculture in the later years, and rise of academic, environmental and other witness groups in hearings on IDA that were not exclusively governmental representatives.
In the early 1970s, participants included academics and a greater number of NGOs.  Moreover, business associations began to take a more active interest in development finance in the late 1970s when Congress became reluctant to approve legislation funding the Bretton Woods institutions, partly due to pressures from the environmental and human rights NGOs that sought policy changes, and partly due to legislative bargaining with the White House over other issues (Orr, 2002: 202).  At first, firms worked through the existing trade groups such as the National Association of Manufacturers, the American Bankers Association, and the US Chamber of Commerce.  Later, they created new organizations such as the Bretton Woods Committee and Institute for International Finance that focused corporate lobbying efforts on funding the IMF and World Bank (Orr, 2002: 202-3).  

Table 1.  Percentage of Total Number of Interest Groups Testifying on IDA by Year for House and Senate (excluding appropriations committee hearings)
	Year (Replenish-ment)
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	5%
	
	
	
	

	1985
	50%
	25%
	
	
	
	25%
	
	
	

	1987 (8th)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1990 (9th)
	25%
	
	25%
	25%
	25%
	
	
	
	

	1993 (10th)
	25%
	
	13%
	13%
	50%
	
	
	
	

	1995
	50%
	
	
	
	50%
	
	
	
	

	1996 (11th)
	100%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1997
	100%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1999 (12th)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2002 (13th)
	30%
	6%
	12%
	24%
	
	12%
	
	
	18%

	2005 (14th)
	100%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*figures indicate letters submitted to the record
**government includes witnesses appearing as former employees of the World Bank, or former US Executive Directors of the World Bank

Source:  Hearing testimony records and Lexis
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Source:  Congressional testimonies and Lexis.  


Underlying cracks in the development finance subsystem came to the surface in the 1979 (sixth) replenishment cycle over the longstanding issue of the lack of US control over each project.  In short, IDA can make loans to countries the US considers to be enemies.  After the US war in VietNam had ended, the Bank negotiated an agricultural loan with the country to deal with the effects of a famine.  The Board approved the loan, over the objections of the US Executive Director.  When Vietnam invaded Cambodia in 1979, other loans were in the planning process.  Congress sought to prevent these loans, although earmarking monies in this way would have violated the Bank’s Charter.  The President of the World Bank at the time, Robert McNamara, attempted to assure Congress that the Bank had no intention of making further loans to VietNam and drafted a letter to this effect.  When the contents of the letter were made public, the Board protested McNamara’s actions.  The letter did not resolve the situation on Capital Hill and further IDA funds were not approved through the remainder of McNamara’s term as President (Clark, 1981: 181; Mitchell, 1994).  Nongovernmental groups did not testify during the sixth replenishment in 1980 or 1981.  During these years, the Group of 77 in the UN and UNCTAD continued to call for a change in the voting structure of the Bank away from the donor states and towards the recipients.    
When non-governmental groups began to re-enter the Congressional forum, they did not merely support IDA funding, or seek to control individual country projects.  They sought policy changes in the overall practices of the World Bank.  Environmental groups were the most significant new actors seeking change by expressing conditional support for the Association, contingent on improved environmental issues in development projects.  The media focus had been on the World Bank funding for the Narmada River dam in India and subsequent Morse Commission.  After the Commission was concluded, NGOs approached Representative Barney Frank on the House Committee on Financial Services, who had taken over as chair of the Domestic and International Monetary Policy subcommittee.  
Frank sought to institutionalize the results of the Commission so that it would not be an ad hoc mechanism for each World Bank project.  When the IDA authorizations came before the subcommittee, he demanded the creation of the World Bank inspection panels as well as Country Reports on projects.  A series of hearings were held on the topic during which time NGOs and the Bank negotiated the specific details of the panels (van Putten, June 2006: 297).  As Frank recalled the event, Matthew McHugh, who served as an assistant to the President of the World Bank, told him “’look, you can’t order us to do anything’.  I (Frank) said:  ‘I agree, and you can’t order me to pass the bill with the money.’ (van Putten, June 2006: 298).”
After the Cold War had ended, the 1997 Asian financial crisis prompted a review of IDA’s policies and its role in development finance (Mosley, 1997).  Initially, academics called for switching the Bank’s operations from lending, or commercial, terms to concessional ones based on North-South economic welfare criteria.  Likewise, scholars explored alternate ways to fund it (Sanford, 1997).  Legislation enacted in 1995 as part of US participation in the most recent quota increase of the IMF called for an International Financial Institution Advisory Commission.  Following the release in 2000 of the report, or Meltzer Commission Report, the debate over whether IDA should finance activity with loan or grants heated up (Barnebeck et al., 2006; Sanford, 2002).  The recommendations of the report continue to figure into the Congressional agenda because of the use of IDA monies to finance debt cancellation (Sanford, 2004).  

  3.  International Organizations, NGOs, and Agenda Change in the International Development Association:  International to Domestic Policy Conflict 


As argued previously, the policy subsystem influencing IDA is not limited to Congress as a venue.  Transnational civil society operates both within domestic political institutions, and in international forums.  Just as American politics witnessed an expansion of the political activity of groups to the degree that has been termed “hyperpluralism”, social advocacy networks exploded in the international realm as well, and were fostered through the growing UN conference system.
  Have these same groups operated within the multilateral system?  

The 1997 financial crisis led to a resurgence of interest in development finance in UN bodies, and specifically in the UN conference system.  As a result of the contagion connected to the crisis, officials in a variety of formal public organizations commenced discussions concerning the inadequate nature of the international financial architecture.  The UN participated in these discussions, itself attempting to situate the meaning of the crisis within the context of the affected countries’ long-term development and poverty eradication processes (Nations, 2002).  Discussions came to incorporate debates about policy proposals to reform the global financial architecture, and how to best integrate global trade and investment regimes within it.  The rediscovered interest culminated in the UN Monterrey Conference on Financing for Development (FfD) wherein the UN reached out to NGOs active in other issue-areas and encouraged them to expand their involvement in financial topics.   

3.1  Civil Society Networks and the 1997 Financial Crisis

Discussions leading to the UN Monterrey Conference originated in both official venues and in civil society networks.  Within the formal venues, the UN had agreed to prepare for “high-level international intergovernmental considerations” of financing for development as early as 1997; yet it left the intended goals of the meeting unspecified (Herman, 2002: 162).  When the issue of the conference goals came onto the agenda of the General Assembly, some major governments sought to exclude the international financial architecture, whereas some developing countries sought to include it.  The governments eventually compromised, and agreed to include the item, but to allow for the opportunity to exclude it if it became too controversial (Herman, 2002: 163).  
As the discussion progressed in these various forums, the UN held a series of preparatory committee meetings to develop the financing for development conference agenda.  During these meetings, the committee sought to keep policy resolutions informal (and in so doing, avoid lengthy compromise texts), and to keep texts brief (and in so doing reduce the amount of text that must be negotiated) (Herman, 2002: 167).  They commenced outreach efforts to the NGO community as early as 1998, by surveying a wide range of “stakeholders” at the outset.  Thus, many NGOs that may not have thought they had a vested interest in the FfD issue-area became involved in it nonetheless (Herman, 2002: 173).  This level of outreach to NGOs was necessary because NGOs were initially not as involved in the work of the UN on financial issues, as they were on other issues.  The UN perceived that it needed to change NGO perceptions of the UN on financial matters, and build NGO confidence in the institution.  

Which NGOs took a leadership role, among those participating in the preparatory meetings?  As discussed earlier, many of the oldest continually-functioning NGOs have a religious orientation that can be discerned by the mention of a religion in their titles.  Only 12 of the 134 Monterrey preparatory NGOs had such a religious affiliation.  Nonetheless, these groups’ participation was significant because they joined at an early, more formative, stage.  Of the original eighteen at the first preparatory committee meeting, three had an outward religious orientation.  Of the 28 at the February 28 meeting, five did.  Table 2 summarizes the additional joining of outwardly religious-affiliated NGOs to the preparatory process.  Two organizations from the New Rules Coalition (the Center of Concern, and the Friedrich Ebert Foundation) took a particular interest in this effort, and together with the Group of 77 were successful in forcing systemic issues onto the agenda during the preparatory phase.  When it became certain that Mexico would host the conference, Mexican NGOs likewise played a more prominent role within the NGO caucus.

Table 2.  NGOs with an Outward Religious Affiliation Participating in Monterrey Preparatory Meetings

	Meeting
	Total Number of NGOs with Outward Religious Affiliation
	Total NGOs Participating

	30 October 2000
	3
	18

	11 February 2001
	5
	28

	2 May 2001
	6
	41

	14 January 2002
	9
	81

	(14 January 2002)*
	
	18 Business Groups Join

	15 October 2002
	9
	100

	14 January 2002
	12
	134


*Business Groups Join “Independent Forums” in January meeting

Source:  UN Financing for Development Office


Business groups and developing countries likewise reformed their lobbying efforts after the 1997 crisis.  The Group of 7 (G7) governments established alternative venues, the Financial Stability Forum (FSF) and the Group of Twenty-two (G22, now Group of 20 or G20), to address weaknesses in the financial architecture (Herman, 2002: 163). The finance ministers and Central Bank Governors of the G7 countries sought recommendations for new structures for enhancing co-operation among national and international supervisory bodies and international financial institutions to promote international financial stability in October 1998.  In 1999, the Ministers and governors sought a Financial Stability Forum (FSF) and it was first convened April 14, 1999 in Washington.  The Forum seeks to bring together national authorities (such as treasuries central banks and supervisory agencies), sector-specific international groupings of regulators, international financial institutions charged with surveillance, and committees of central bank experts concerned with market infrastructure and functioning.
  These venues did not include NGOs in the discussion, nor did they use the UN as a vehicle for policy change.  
3.2  The UN Conference System and Congressional Hearings

The connection of these international conference proceedings to Congressional activity is apparent in hearing testimony of the period.  The thirteenth IDA replenishment in 2002 involved two significant policy reforms:  the expansion of grants and the establishment of a monitored evaluation system that measures borrowing countries’ progress against development indicators.  As a part of the second reform, the US conditioned $100 million during the second year of the period, and $200 million during the third year, on satisfactory progress toward select, high-development impact objectives.  The Europeans opposed the move to grants on the ground that it would contribute to a culture of dependency and hinder countries’ ability to develop credit worthiness.

At the House hearing requesting reauthorization, NGO witnesses drew on their experiences at international meetings in expressing their support for the policy reforms.  Rev. David Beckmann, a former World Bank economist and President of Bread for the World, argued that the European reluctance to move to grants has been “nutty” (Services, 2002: 36).  He related his understanding of their position to negotiations between the Europeans and the US over the Monterrey Conference and the Millennium Challenge Account.  In another example from the same hearing, Raymond Offenheiser of Oxfam America referenced discussions of the multilateral institutions at the World Social Forum (Services, 2002: 50).  Therefore, by 2002, NGOs and the activities of the NGO movement operating through the UN conference system had established a definitive position on Capital Hill with respect to policy reforms at the Bank. 
3. Summary and Conclusion 
A review of hearing testimony in the US Congress reveals a policy subsystem that is constantly in flex and subject to dramatic change in the time of a financial crisis when media attention becomes fixed on the apparatus of global financial governance.  Between crises, relatively little attention is paid to IOs like the World Bank, and policy change instigated externally is incremental at best.  

In the international realm, policy subsystems such as the one connected to development finance emerged within discussions in the UN General Assembly and have been picked up as a part of the UN Conference system preparation and follow-up mechanisms.  Literature on IOs depicts institutions with a high degree of insularity from many of their members, as well as populations at large.  In the extreme form, they can adopt “pathologies” that can lead them to exercise power autonomously and in ways that were unintended and unanticipated by states at their creation (Barnett and Finnemore, 1999).  For some authors, the World Bank is under the control of the world’s richest nations and the world’s most powerful private corporations.  It is not at all democratic or inclusive (Young, 2000).  For others, a kind of “global civil society” could build on the accomplishments of NGOs in future issue areas to account for the democratic deficits of IOs (Falk and Strauss, 2000).

Yet for member states that are themselves democratic, the organization of their political institutions, and particularly their budgeting processes, can serve as supervisory and accountability mechanisms (Grant and Keohane, 2005).  States confer authority to act in the international arena on IOs, whereas states, subunits of states, multinational firms, and NGOs were either not authorized to act, or not authorized to act by the world population as a whole (Grant and Keohane, 2005: 33).  Therefore, the right to participate in global governance is ambiguous.  As Grant and Keohane point out (Grant and Keohane, 2005), consumers of gasoline are affected by OPEC’s deliberations, yet are not entitled to participate in them.  In the absence of a juridical global public, the gap between rich and poor countries could be widened by relying on domestic democratic accountability because rich countries are generally more democratic than poor ones.

Interest group activity in the international sphere is therefore complicated by the overlapping forums to which groups bring their demands.  When viewed through the prism of interest group’s Congressional testimony on IDA, the configuration of group bias has changed from a narrow mobilization of interests fighting communism and seeking soft loan opportunities, to a much more conflictual, multifaceted, and transnational configuration.  The agricultural component of the policy subsystem dropped out; whereas new groups in the business and NGO communities emerged.  While these groups participate in international governance systems, there is no generally agreed upon understanding as to whether organizations like IDA are accountable to those states that authorize their activities, or those populations that are affected by their policies (Grant and Keohane, 2005).  These categories can be, but are not necessarily, mutually exclusive because some members of Congress can demand that the IO answer to the population affected, and not just US national interest.  IDA funding and the creation of the World Bank inspection panels is a case in point.  

As conflict among interest groups active on issues of global development finance grows, more work is necessary to determine which groups carry the day, and what harm can come from arbitrary intervention on individual loans.  Such work will inform future discussions of the potential for multilateral institutional forms to influence globalization.
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�Stephen Gill (1991:21) refers to this body of literature as "the Italian School" although many of the theorists are not Italian.  


� The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development was the initial organization established at Bretton Woods that became known as the “World Bank.”  Nonetheless, it is a distinct legal entity that borrows money on international capital markets and lends to poor countries at market rates.


� “Hyperpluralism” refers to the current state of excessive representation in which groups protect their interests tenaciously and effectively, making policymaking highly responsive to individual interests and less so to broad societal challenges � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Cigler</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>818</RecNum><Pages>381</Pages><record><rec-number>818</rec-number><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Cigler, Allan J.</author><author>Loomis, Burdett A.</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Cigler, Allan J.</author><author>Loomis, Burdett A.</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Always Involved, Rarely Central:  Organized Interests in American Politics</title><secondary-title>Interest Group Politics</secondary-title></titles><pages>381-391</pages><edition>6th</edition><dates><year>2002</year></dates><pub-location>Washington, DC</pub-location><publisher>CQ Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Cigler and Loomis, 2002: 381)�.  


� See www.fsforum.org.
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