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Introduction: Power and Ideas in Multilateral Institutions - Towards an Interpretative Framework

Morten Bøås and Desmond McNeill

Introduction

The impact that multilateral institutions have on development is hotly debated, but few doubt their power and influence. This book is about the role of ideas in such institutions. It is remarkable how little is known about this subject: why some particular ideas are taken up by the multilateral institutions; how they travel within the multilateral system; and how they are translated into policy, modified, distorted or resisted. This book seeks to redress this situation by offering perspectives that can be used to critically assess the political processes around some of the ideas that have informed the current development discourse, as evident in the policy prescriptions of the major multilateral institutions. 

An ‘idea’ in this context is a concept which powerfully influences development policy. It is more than simply a slogan or "buzzword" because it has some reputable intellectual basis, but it may nevertheless be found vulnerable on analytical and empirical grounds. What is special about such an idea is that it is able to operate in both academia and policy domains.


The relationship between power and ideas is challenging. Do ideas have power in themselves? Or only to the extent that they are actively taken up by powerful individuals or groups? And what sort of power do ideas have: to motivate, or to alter the actions of individuals or groups? Clearly, their power must be tied up with the institutionalisation of social action and the material capabilities that such kind of institutionalisation is built upon.  What then is the nature of the relationship; to what extent do ideas change institutions; or do institutions change ideas?


We claim that ideas have real power in the political world. But they do not acquire political force independently of the constellation of institutions and interests already present (Hall 1989). Rather, "the structure of any social system will contain three elements: material conditions, interests and ideas" (Wendt 1999:139). Interest formation ultimately has both a material and a social basis. Materialist interpretations of the relationship between power and ideas will give privilege to material conditions, under the assumption that they generally determine interests
. By contrast, ideational interpretations of the same relationship will give privilege to ideas, under the assumption that it is they that broadly determine interests (Wendt 1999). These two contrasting approaches may be applied also at a deeper level. In other words, it may be claimed that material conditions directly influence ideas; or, alternatively, that ideas directly influence material conditions.  

Ideas are here defined more widely than in the CANDID project. In discussing ideas, in this broader sense, Cox makes a useful distinction, between ideas as intersubjective meaning (e.g. shared notions of social relations which shape habits and expectations of behaviour),
 and as collective images of social order (held by different groups of people). Collective images differ both according to the nature and legitimacy of prevailing power relations and structures, and with respect to the meanings attached to issues such as justice or the distribution of and access to collective public goods. The difference between ideas as intersubjective meanings and as collective images is thus that whereas the former are generally agreed/shared throughout a particular historical period and constitute the common framework for social discourse (conflict included), the latter may be several and opposed (Cox 1986).
 One may
thus, drawing on both Wendt and Cox, suggest that interests are formed in part by ideas as intersubjective meaning (independent of material conditions) and in part by ideas as collective images (influenced by material conditions). Ideas can be used, knowingly or unknowingly, to promote interests or even more deep-seated worldviews. Where these run counter to the interests or worldviews of others, they may be imposed not through the direct use of power, but through the exercise of what Gramsci calls ‘hegemony’ (see below); through the adoption of shared ideas, and agreement concerning collective images. 

Such a process depends crucially, we suggest, on institutionalisation. From both a material and an ideational interpretation, this is a way of stabilising and perpetuating one particular social order in the nexus between material conditions, interests and ideas. This is so because institutions reflect the power relations prevailing at their point of origin and tend, at least initially, to facilitate the collective images in accordance with ideational and material power relations. The current multilateral system can therefore be seen as the institutionalisation of the "order of things." The institutions within this specific system are particular amalgams of ideas, interests and material power which in turn influence the development of ideas, interests and material conditions. The approach in this volume is to see the multilateral system as a social construction, and not as a pre-existing entity. Thus, we interpret institutions within this system as institutions that take on a life of their own. They may become battlefields for opposed ideas, and rival institutions may reflect different ideas. But the tensions between different interests cannot be wholly resolved, or even masked, by the adoption of shared ideas. The distortion of ideas, with which this research is largely concerned, arises precisely from this.

Institutions, ideas & approaches


Multilateral institutions, often in association with academia, seek to establish global consensus around certain ideas that they see as important for their policy purposes and international image. Such ideas arise and are developed in the interplay between the two domains of academia and policy-making, but they derive their credibility from their basis in the former. Examples include the informal sector, sustainable development, governance and social capital – which have contributed both to the development of new policy approaches and to institutional change. It is ideas such as these that are the focus of our interest here, ideas which are widely used by policy-makers and have significant influence on them. Legitimacy in the making of development policy is often sought from grounding the proposals in a theoretical base and in supporting empirical analysis. In multilateral institutions, whose constituency is relatively ill defined, this is especially important. Moreover, originality in ideas seems to be highly valued – whether because of the beauty of new ideas or the hope that new policies will be more successful than old ones; hence the often heard critical comment on "fashions" in development assistance policy.


This volume makes reference to all the major multilateral development institutions: the World Bank and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP); the regional development banks: Asian Development Bank (ADB), Inter-American Development Bank, and the African Development Bank. Also included are the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Trade Organisation (WTO) and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC); because although not strictly development institutions, they have, to varying extents, played a dominant role in the multilateral system, and because they too are actively participating in the arena of ideas – at least with regard to some issues (e.g. governance in the IMF/OECD-DAC and sustainable development in WTO). To what extent do these institutions constitute a coherent group? 


The term ‘multilateral’ suggests many member countries, but it is unspecific as to what number constitutes many. It can refer to anything from a minimum of three countries to an institution that encompasses all sovereign countries in the world (Caporaso 1993). Some of the institutions we are concerned with here have almost universal membership (for instance the World Bank and the IMF), whereas others have clear limitations to membership (e.g. the regional development banks and OECD-DAC). Institutions have been defined as “recognised practices constituting of easily identifiable roles, coupled with collections of rules or conventions governing relations among the occupants of these roles” (Young 1986:107). The question that we address in this book is what part ideas have played in the construction of the rules, roles and practices of multilateral institutions in particular.


It is important to keep in mind that when we talk about multilateral institutions we are also talking about social institutions. To quote another definition, institutions are "persistent and connected sets of rules (formal and informal) that prescribe behavioural rules, constrain activity and shape expectations.” (Keohane 1989:3). As social institutions, the multilateral institutions possess a clear coercive quality. The member states and the other actors in the institutions are expected to perform certain roles, and the costs to actors who opt out of participation are both uncertain and possibly very high. This is, as some of the case studies will reveal, one reason why some states have kept their membership in particular multilateral institutions, even if highly disturbed by what was going on in that particular institution. This leads us to suggest that multilateral institutions understood to be social institutions can be interpreted as socially constructed arenas for the facilitation of international order and co-operation, but also as battlefields between different actors (both state and nonstate). This conflictual aspect of multilateral institutions is however often hidden, largely because they have - ever since their establishment – adopted the doctrine of political neutrality. Most of the approaches, policies and statements from these institutions are (in rhetorical terms) founded on the functionalist logic that technical economic questions could be separated from politics. In the Agreement Establishing the African Development Bank and the Agreement Establishing the Asian Development Bank the principle of political neutrality is clearly present.

"The Bank shall not accept loans or assistance that could in any way prejudice, limit, deflect or otherwise alter its purpose or functions. The Bank, its President, Vice presidents, officers and staff shall not interfere in the political affairs of any members; nor shall they be influenced in their decisions by the political character of the member concerned. Only economic considerations shall be relevant to their decisions. Such considerations shall be weighed impartially in order to achieve and carry out the functions of the Bank" (AfDB 1964:Art. 38; ADB 1966:Art. 36).

Likewise, in the World Bank's (1989) Articles of Agreement, Article IV, Section 10 it is stated that: 

"The Bank and its officers shall not interfere in the political affairs of any member; nor shall they be influenced in their decisions by the political character of the member or members concerned. Only economic considerations shall be relevant to their decisions, and considerations shall be weighed impartially in order to achieve the purposes stated in Article 1."
 

These statements of functionality and a technical, non-political approach to development are of course a facade. Every question concerned with development is a question concerned with  social change and thereby also necessarily a political question. However, this is not our main concern here. More important for our understanding of the role of ideas in the multilateral system is the extent to which this technical approach to development has influenced the relationship between power and ideas. For instance, it is of crucial importance to assess to what degree the technical discourse in the multilateral institutions has influenced the ideas taken up by the multilateral institutions or whether these ideas have changed the functional development approach of multilateral institutions.  


Continuing our discussion about ideas, institutions and material conditions it is clear that the ideas that we are concerned with in this book fall under the category of collective images of social order. As will become apparent to our readership as the case studies are presented, all the ideas put under scrutiny here differ both as to the nature and legitimacy of prevailing power structures, and with respect to the meanings of issues such as justice and the question of distribution of and access to collective public goods. There can therefore be several competing collective images off, for instance governance, each strongly opposed to the others.


Given that the focus of this book is on institutions, and the relationship between power and ideas, it is not surprising that the disciplinary focus of five of the authors is that of political science.
 But insights from economic sociology, anthropology, economics and philosophy are also much in evidence. It is our view that important contributions to the study of institutions can be gained by incorporating insights from for instance, economic sociology (the new institutionalism and the old institutional economics), anthropology (not only in relation to small and informal social groups, but also formal institutions such as development agencies), and from philosophy (certainly to the extent that the power of ideas derives from their moral content). In studying similar topics, these different disciplines also find themselves confronting similar issues and questions. These include issues such as embeddedness and autonomy; the agency-structure question; and the issue of mutually constitutive phenomena. All these issues are currently common concerns in several disciplines.   

There is much to be learned here in the work of Gramsci and Cox; the former for his theories of hegemony, and the latter for the application of such theory specifically to the field of international political economy. More generally, several of the chapters in this book relate to the so-called realist-constructivist debate within international relations theory, which is concerned with issues and questions that have implications far beyond the disciplinary borders of political science. In fact, we will argue that most of the authors in this book (political scientists or not) explicitly or implicitly seek to establish a middle ground in the realist-constructivist debate; not merely because the extreme positions in this debate are not sufficiently nuanced, but more specifically because neither perspective is well equipped to cope with the central issue: the relationship between power and ideas in multilateral institutions.

Realism, constructivism and neogramscianism


The aim of this volume is thus not merely to study a matrix of ideas and institutions, and thereby learn more about the ideas and the institutions in question. Its more ambitious aim is to be innovative also in theoretical terms. Our aim is not to impose a predetermined theoretical apparatus, but as far as possible to allow the empirical data to guide the methodology – adopting an eclectic approach which benefits from insights from several disciplines. However, since we feel that the authors of the various papers share considerable common ground, we dare to suggest a common framework for the relationship between power and ideas in multilateral institutions already at this stage. In the conclusion, we will return to this framework and review and revise it in accordance with the empirical and theoretical discussions in the other chapters of the book.  


It is widely acknowledged that the most important implication from political realism to the study of politics is that outcomes cannot be studied in disregard of the distribution of power. A political realist will understand the institutionalisation of the multilateral system as resting upon specific forms of power relations. Nevertheless, very few realist scholars think that ideas do not matter, and likewise few constructivists finds that political activity is solely about ideas and identities. The question is rather the relationship between power and ideas in  specific circumstances. Ideas give material power direction and cause by defining priorities, whereas material capabilities may cause actors to change their ideas and priorities by affecting their ability to control their external and internal affairs (see Wohlforth 2000:327).
 

"[W]hile acknowledging change in the role, function and authority of the state in the global political economy, we must still cling to the realities of power, whether derived from the imperatives of a market economy that is now worldwide, or from the state-based international system, from the authority of non-state actors and institutions or from the authority of states" (Strange 1997:4).

One way of addressing the relationship between power and ideas is therefore to argue that power relations in the multilateral system are used to promote some ideas and some specific interpretations of ideas over other possible ideas and interpretation of ideas. The fruitfulness of this approach becomes apparent if we acknowledge that there are two related, but different kinds of power involved in all types of social interaction. One is relational, the other is structural. Conceptually they are different, but an actor can exercise both simultaneously, and the use of them is dependent upon both material and ideational factors (Strange 1997). Relational power – as the power of A to get B to do something they would not otherwise do – does not have to be legitimate in any sense, but its use is still dependent upon the interplay of material conditions, interests and ideas. This is so because without ideas there will be no interests, and the wielding of relational power is built upon interests. Similarly, without interests there are no meaningful material conditions upon which to enforce one's relational power, and finally without the material condition there is no framework of reality in which to act at all.
  Structural power is then power over the "order of things" and the beliefs sustaining the "order of things." The structural power of the institutions within the multilateral system is legitimate to the extent that states, firms, NGOs and people accept the realities of their structural power. This way of reasoning also suggests that it may be possible to identify a  bridge between material and ideational explanations.


To continue along this road of reasoning we need to draw support from the constructivist perspective. This perspective implies that the structures of the multilateral system are determined by shared ideas to a larger degree than by material conditions, and equally important, that the identities and interests of the actors within this system are constructed by social interaction around competing interpretations of different ideas. However, since we also are convinced that the question about the relationship between ideas and power in the multilateral system is not only a question of shared ideas, but also equally a question about opposed and contested ideas we must still come to grips with the realities of power. Any framework for understanding the relationship between power and ideas in the multilateral system must also take seriously the basic logic of political realism: outcomes cannot be properly analysed in disregard of the distribution of power. Equally important, since we here are talking about ideas as collective images, we need to establish a clear connection between ideas and institutionalisation. This bridge we find in the neogramscian approach and Gramsci's understanding of hegemony.
 Whereas traditional international relations/international political economy scholars such as Charles Kindleberger (1973) and Robert Keohane (1984) use the term hegemony in a narrow sense, meaning dominance by one state over a group of other states, another interpretation can be derived from Gramsci: hegemony as a structure of dominance. In the latter interpretation, the question of whether the dominant power is a state, a group of states or some other combination of public and private power is left open. What is of greater importance to this interpretation is that the position of hegemonic power is sustained not merely by force, but by broadly based consent through the acceptance of an ideology and of institutions consistent with this structure. In other words, a hegemonic structure of world order is one in which power primarily takes a consensual form. In this book, we will accordingly reserve the term hegemony for a consensual order whereas dominance refers to a preponderance of material power. 


In such a consensual order, institutions and an institutionalised multilateral system play an important role because they provide ways of dealing with conflict so as to minimize the use of force. There is of course enforcement potential in the power relations that lie under any social structure, in the sense that the strong can discipline the weak if they think it is necessary to protect their interests. However, also more nuanced mechanisms can be used for that purpose. This is what the strong may achieve if they interpret their mission as hegemonic (in the gramscian sense) and not only as one of domination. Then the strong make the concessions that will secure the weak's acquiescence in their leadership. One way of achieving this is for the strong to express their leadership in terms of a constructed "global good," rather than overtly serving their own particular interests. It is precisely here that the institutions in the multilateral system may become the locus for such a hegemonic strategy because through the ideas and policies they embody they lend themselves both to the representation of diverse interests and to the universalisation of those ideas and policies. The current struggle over the hegemonic interpretation of governance is but one example of such processes.


In short, our argument is that a neogramscian perspective has much to offer for an understanding of the relationship between power and ideas in multilateral institutions, not least because of its emphasis on the consensual aspect of hegemony. However, for a framework that seeks to interpret the relationship between power and ideas in multilateral institutions it is but one part of the larger equation. If we accept the central premise that both ideas (shared and contested) and the distribution of power (ideational and material) matter, then we need in addition to study the interplay between actors and structures in the various power games that take place in relation to these material and ideational struggles in multilateral institutions.  


One possible approach is to apply elements of structuration theory which opens the way for conceptualising agents (actors) and structures as mutually constituted or co-determined entities. There is thus a dialectical relationship between agents and structures (Giddens 1979 and 1984);
 and social agents are seen as reflexive and able to gather and accumulate knowledge. They have an advanced view of the world and how it is structurated, and they are able to evaluate their actions in light of their knowledge and experience. Social agents are therefore constantly performing actions, often intentionally, but also sometimes unintentionally, which ensure that social structures are reproduced. “Structure” is thus rules and resources, recursively implicated in the reproduction of social systems. Structures exist as memory traces, the organic basis of human knowledgeability, and as instantiated in action. It therefore follows, "[...] that a structure constitutes a structure only because of the behaviour of the agent, which in turn is intimately bound up with knowledge of the structure" (Buzan, Jones and Little 1993:107). 


Within multilateral institutions there are complex sets of social structures (sometimes unobservable) that shape the behaviour of the various agents (state and nonstate) involved in the power games that take place in these institutions concerning the use of ideas. Such structural constraints are observed, not necessarily because of the sanctions imposed on deviants but because of the reflexive capacity of the agents concerned to see what would happen in a context of interaction where such structures did not exist. Structural constraints are structural constraints only as long as they are reproduced by the action of agents. An important question is thus the nature of the logical connection between action, agents, structure and power. According to Giddens (1984), action depends upon the capacity of an agent to a make a difference with respect to a pre-existing state of affairs. An agent ceases to be an agent if it loses the capacity to make a difference. This means that an agent must be able to deploy a whole range of powers including that of influencing those deployed by others. However, the circumstances of social constraint where individuals have few or no alternative paths of action should not be equated with the dissolution of action as such because social constraints do not operate like forces of nature. To have no choice is not equivalent to be driven irresistibly and uncomprehendingly by mechanical forces. Rather, within all social systems (multilateral institutions included) power creates regularised relations of autonomy and dependence between agents in contexts of social interaction. Nonetheless, in all dependent relationships, and especially hegemonic relationships, those who are subordinate can influence the activities of their superiors. Power will therefore always be expressed in the duality of structure, where resources are structurated properties of social systems, drawn upon and reproduced by knowledgeable agents during the course of social interaction.
  

Ideas and multilateral institutions: from informal sector to social capital

In this book our aim is that each case study will make some contribution not only to our knowledge of the idea and the institution concerned, but also to the overall theoretical approach; and take up issues that arise also in other cases. For example, the study of social capital and the World Bank raises the issue of the power - or hegemony - of economics. And in seeking to understand the institutional context of the World Bank, it examines the interplay between different groups (identities) and differing norms: the researcher, the policy-maker, the operations staff; how individuals face incompatible norms in seeking to refer to more than one peer group. 

To briefly review the structure of the book as a whole, Part II begins with the ‘idea’ of the informal sector which serves to introduce the dramatis personae: the multilateral institutions (such as World Bank and ILO), the researchers and policy-makers in North and South, etc. It introduces also some of the phenomena – such as international conferences, and visiting ‘missions’ - for those who are not already well acquainted with them. And it makes reference to the sorts of written materials which the different authors draw on: not only academic books and articles, but also consultants’ reports, policy documents, annual reports, commissioned studies, etc. The story it tells is of an ‘idea’ which certainly became well established in both academic and policy arenas, though also disputed and distorted. 

Following some of the same steps as Desmond McNeill in chapter 2, Ole-Jacob Sending's contribution (chapter 3) is concerned with the relationship between knowledge and policy in the case of international population policy, where a major shift in approach – associated with a new ‘idea’ – was carefully orchestrated. His starting point is the observation that the International Conference on Population and Development (ICPD) held in Cairo in 1994 produced a new "consensus" on international population policy: whereas the traditional policy approach of "family planning" had defined population policy from its very beginning in the 1950s, the ICDP placed a "reproductive health approach" to population policy at the core of its Programme of Action. This observation causes Sending to ask two important questions: (1) why did family planning remain the core term for population policy for over 30 years even though there were constant controversies within the field about whether and how to organise population policy; and (2) why did the change in population policy from family planning to reproductive health take place during the ICPD process. Sending's argument is that in order to understand processes such as this one, we must come to terms with the way in which the institution of science stabilises international policy by legitimising and validating certain facts, theories and concepts that form the foundation for certain specific policy approaches. In light of this understanding, policy change is interpreted as the production and usage of knowledge that creates space for the formulation of an alternative policy approach (in this case reproductive health). 

The next three chapters (4, 5 and 6) deal with the environment in the World Bank (Robert Wade), the concept of sustainable development in the WTO (Morten Bøås and Jonas Vevatne) and the role of social capital in the World Bank (Desmond McNeill). These are quite closely related, although they also illustrate the differences between the institutions, and issues, concerned. Robert Wade's discussion on the environment in the World Bank in comparison with Desmond McNeill's analysis of the discussion on social capital in the same institution shows us how the World Bank has in the former case been more reactive, in the latter more pro-active, in dealing with ideas that do not immediately fit the traditional World Bank problem definition of development. The work of the World Bank on social capital might be interpreted as an attempt to move away from its previous functional and technological approach to development. By contrast, the discussion on sustainable development in the WTO shows us that this organisation's attempt to deal with this idea clearly fall within the borders of a technocratic approach. One reason might be that the WTO Secretariat approach to international trade also has defined the organisation's approach to sustainable development. Other explanations may include the relationship between the strength of the hegemony of the free trade ideology in the WTO (which makes it hard to adjust to competing perspectives) and criticism that the WTO was exposed to from environmental NGOs (as was the World Bank earlier). It is quite possible that the employees' institutional identity (and loyalty) was strengthened when confronted with the environmental criticism of the NGOs; that this critique challenged the WTO's core epistemological foundation, and thereby increased the employees' adherence to the internal dogma. 

The three following chapters (7, 8 and 9) represent not only three different institutions approach to governance, but also different analytical approaches to the study of ideas in multilateral institutions. Ian Taylor's claim (chapter 7) is that the promotion of good governance by the IMF is a powerful example of how certain ideas are constructed as common sense. In his analysis, good governance is seen as a hegemonic discourse pursued by the North to define the South in its own image, along neo-liberal lines. Taylor's argument is that crafting consent to such favoured solutions, this process is integral to a Coxian understanding of the role of multilateral institutions in the international political economy (see Cox 1996). Taylor's contribution clearly falls within the parameters of what is commonly referred to today as critical theory (akin to writers like Cox and Gill). The approach of Janne Jokinen (chapter 8) and Ken Masujima (chapter 9) is different. Their approach to this issue falls within the institutional literature (broadly defined). Nonetheless, seen together these three chapters cast an illuminating light on the role of an idea like governance in multilateral institutions. The point of departure for Jokinen is the fact that the ADB was the first multilateral development bank (MDB) with a Board approved policy on governance (3 October 1995). The purpose of his article is therefore to look at the political and institutional environments in which the ADB's governance policy was created, and analyse how these environments influenced the content of the policy. One of the main arguments in this chapter is that the ADB's governance policy was in many ways a balancing act, in which one had to find a way of defining governance so that the interests of Western donors, Japan, the regional borrowing countries and the Bank itself at least temporarily could be reconciled. Ken Masujima's chapter is concerned with the approach taken to the governance debate by the OECD-DAC. At first sight, it may look as if the DAC has a comparative advantage over other multilateral institutions concerning matters pertaining to governance, since DAC (unlike most other multilateral institutions) is not formally prohibited from interfering in the domestic affairs of non-member countries. However, as the discussion on governance became more sophisticated the debate in the DAC was taken over by the World Bank. The OECD member countries preferred to continue this debate in what they perceived as the dominant (hegemonic?) multilateral institution. Thus, seen as a whole, these three chapters illustrate how issues concerning ownership structure (the ADB vis-á-vis the IMF) and perceptions about an institution’s importance for policy debates structures differences in approaches, and also why some multilateral institutions become the chosen arena for debate (e.g. the World Bank) over other possible arenas (e.g. OECD-DAC).

Chapter 10 (Alice Sindzingre) and chapter 11 (Asuncion Lera St. Claire) analyse the idea of poverty in the World Bank and the UNDP. The idea of poverty has become one of the most recurrent concepts in the development discourse and the World Bank and the UNDP have placed world poverty alleviation as both one of their main missions and reasons for being (e.g. legitimisation). In Sindzingre's contribution she examines the different dimensions of the trajectory of the idea of poverty in the World Bank, and links it with the changes introduced to the concept by other institutions involved in development, where a "consensus" also has emerged on the priority of poverty. This enables her to analyse the evolving meanings of the concept of poverty and in particular the nascent shift in the World Bank from income poverty to inequality and multidimensionality. The World Bank has become more open to other voices under Wolfensohn's leadership, but a shift towards fuller participation of poor countries continues to be hindered by many cognitive and institutional constraints. Thus, as a broad concept allowing for multiple meanings and policies, "consensus" around poverty reflects the tensions of the multilateralism-cum-hegemony characterising the World Bank. The UNDP is clearly a very different institution than the World Bank. It was created in 1965 in order to function as the specialised agency for the co-ordination of all development assistance and technical co-operation programmes of the United Nations (UN). St. Claire's main assumption is that the UNDP's conceptualisations of poverty are tied up not only with development theories, but also with the main values and principles of the UN and the more specific organisational changes that have taken place within the UNDP. The UNDP has evolved from an agency giving technical and scientific assistance to less developed countries (LCDs) to become a post-project agency, a policy agency with a significant concentration on governance issues (Brown 1999). Changes at the organisational level are parallel to changes in the UNDP's conceptual framework; in the ideas, concepts and theories that constitute the core of the institution's policies.  This means that for the UNDP poverty reduction objectives are usually subsumed to the achievement of other goals, such as economic growth, a New International Economic Order (NIEO) or most recently good governance and human rights. During most of these periods the UNDP has seen itself as an important think-tank in the fields of development and poverty reduction. Its conceptualisation of development and poverty as well as its criteria for allocation of funds or policy recommendations, become, quite often, standard operating principles that influence decision-making within other multilateral organisations, bilateral donor countries and recipient country governments. However, this ambition of intellectual leadership has not been matched at the operational level, due to the discrepancies between the tasks given to the UNDP and the limited financial endowment of the institution. If we compare St. Claire's analysis of the UNDP with Sindzingre's chapter about poverty and the World Bank, it is interesting to hypothesize that the UNDP has become more political by default; given its lack of resources the only viable alternative for the UNDP was precisely to become a post-project agency. 

In the final chapter (12) of part II, Knut Nustad addresses development as an idea and the development discourse at large in the multilateral system. The starting point for Nustad's contribution is his observation that the idea of development as it has been expressed in the multilateral system, has important similarities with earlier conceptions of development. Even though the version of the development idea adopted by the multilateral institutions in many ways is different than previous approaches, there are also striking similarities: the concern with imposing order and preventing social unrest and development as a processes of social change emanating from the agency of elites. The form that development has taken in the multilateral system therefore implies an idea of trusteeship: that someone (multilateral institutions) who has the necessary vantage point guides the process of development. This way of reasoning indicates that popular proposals for reform, like for instance participatory approaches, looks more like old efforts than true attempts at reform of the dominant development thinking among multilateral institutions. 

Nustad's chapter is in many ways the bridge between the case studies in part II and more theoretical contributions by Norman Long (chapter 13) and James J. Hentz (chapter 14). From an anthropological perspective and an international relations theory perspective these two authors reflect on the relationship between ideas, discourse and power in multilateral institution. These two contributions speak about these nexuses from the vantage point of two distinct disciplines – anthropology and political science – but they also speak to each other, seeking to reflect on the same basic set of issues from two different disciplinary perspectives. Both Long and Hentz are basically concerned with the same issue, namely the social construction of knowledge and patterns of dominance and subordination. Long's approach is to emphasis the overlapping and the multiplicity within the development discourse, and in particular he is concerned with the relationship between "expert" and "lay" knowledge. This relationship is related to the debate between the multilateral institutions and its opponents. Long argues for the case of looking at this relationship as situated social practices. This enables him to move his analysis from the situated social practice of peasant opposition ("local belows"), to IDB and the World Bank in Bolivia and Mexico to the "global belows" on the streets of Seattle and Prague. The point is that multilateral institutions are found in several arenas of social struggle on many levels of world politics, but they must be seen in relation to each other, and not isolated from each other. Hentz reading of the same basic issue (the social construction of knowledge and patterns of dominance and subordination) is somewhat different. His starting point is the observation that the West and in particular the United States controls the key multilateral institutions. However, he also acknowledges that multilateral institutions also play an autonomous role. In multilateral institutions, ideas shape interests and thereby also policy, but the power of the policies of multilateral institutions can only effectively influence national policies if configurations of power at the domestic level can sustain such policies. Accordingly, Hentz' argument is that this demands bringing the state back in, not necessarily as an actor, but as an arena (or node) and an active agent in the production and reproduction of a structure of dominant knowledge. In order for international relations theory to be able to deal with situations such as these, Hentz make a strong argument in favour of an understanding of the power of ideas that go well beyond the constructivist-realist divide. 

In the final chapter of this book (chapter 15) the two editors return to the theoretical propositions offered in this chapter and seek to evaluate them both in light of the various case studies and contributions, and to offer some concluding comments on the broader insights that can be extracted from this volume as a whole concerning the nexus between power and ideas in multilateral institutions. However, before we turn to chapter 2 and Desmond McNeill's biography of the informal sector, we would like to close this introduction with some initial comments on the multilateral institutions and the relationship between power and ideas within them.              

Concluding remarks


All multilateral institutions were established in order to solve problems. Apart from the IMF and the WTO, the multilateral institutions we are concerned with in this book were established in order to promote development and reconstruction; first mainly in Europe after the Second World War (the World Bank) and then later as the processes of decolonialisation accelerated in so-called Third World countries in Africa, Asia and Latin-America.
 Development was seen as a linear process towards increased prosperity and closer resemblance to Western societies, facilitated through improvements in the fields of communication and infrastructure, agriculture and industrialisation. Originally, many of the  issues discussed in this book fell outside their scope. But it is clear that the problem definition of development within and among multilateral institutions has changed considerably, as evidenced by the set of ideas referred to here: unregulated economic activity (the informal sector), the environment, governance and the social fabric of society (social capital) and many others. But the question remains: how do ideas trigger new policies and transform institutional arrangements? What makes an idea attractive for multilateral institutions?


In our attempt to come to terms with these two questions it must be borne in mind that multilateral institutions are intergovernmental organisations, and therefore dominated by political groups whose behaviour is subject to bounded rationality. And their survival as multilateral institutions have more to do with keeping their member governments pleased than with the efficiency in a narrow sense. 

"Because the states that are the masters and clients of international organizations are a heterogeneous lot, they present a similar heterogeneous task environment for organizational action. The task they jointly wish on the organizations represents the sum of possibly very different tasks each government faces at home" (Haas 1990:55).

This means that in comparison to other social units, multilateral institutions confront certain specific challenges when faced with the demand for new ideas. Their mission is never simple and straightforward because both their member states and other actors in their external environment disagree on the interpretation of their mission as well as on the tasks that need to be conducted if the mission is to be completed. The consequence is that conflict is an integral part of multilateral institutions. As a result they will favour one particular way of arranging and routinising their activities. In social units that function under such circumstances, organisational routines and standard operating principles will be preferred to demands for change. This implies that for ideas to be attractive to multilateral institution it must be possible to adapt, distort or negate them in accordance with already existing problem definitions of development. Moreover, according to charters of most multilateral institutions, they were established in order to solve technical questions in a functional manner. Their programmes, projects and policies are therefore supposedly political neutral. This means that by defining various issue-areas and the approach to them in a technical manner, multilateral institutions seeks to keep politics at bay. However, in our understanding, they are for all purposes political institutions and the issue about the relationship between power and ideas within them is likewise ultimately a political question.
Endnotes
� An ‘idea’ in this sense is thus distinct from a policy or programme such as import substitution, or the New International Economic Order (though it may be closely associated with one), and it is more specific than a paradigm such as keynsianism or neoliberalism. We use this rather specific definition of an idea in the CANDID project (…..) which provides the basis for much of the material in this book.


� Material conditions, as Wendt defines them, come in the form of technological and organisational capabilities, and as natural resources which technology can transform, stocks of equipment, and the wealth which can command these.


� Such notions, although durable over longer periods of time, are historically determined. The order of the multilateral system has not always been represented in the same way as today, and may not be so represented in the future. It is possible in hindsight to trace the origin of such ideas, and also to identify the turning points of weakening or strengthening of them.  


� Thus, collective images are not aggregations of fragmented opinions of individuals such as those complied through surveys, but coherent mental types shaped by the longue durée (see Braudel 1969) and expressive of the worldviews of specific groups.


� In fact expressed in identical words in each case


� In Article I the basic purposes of the World Bank are defined. (1) To assist in the reconstruction and development of territories of members by facilitating the investment of capital for productive purposes. (2) To promote private foreign investment by means of guarantees or participations in loans and other investments made by private investors; and when private capital is not available on reasonable terms, to supplement private investment by providing, on suitable conditions, finance for productive purposes out of its own capital, funds raised by it and its other resources. (3) To promote the long-range balanced growth of international trade and balances of payment by investment for the development of the productive resources of members, thereby assisting in raising productivity, the standard of living and conditions of labour in their territories. (4) To arrange the loans made or guaranteed by it in relation to international loans through other channels so that the more useful and urgent projects, large and small alike, will be dealt with first. (5) To conduct its operations with due regard to the effect of international investment on business conditions in the territories of members. All World Bank activities and decisions are supposedly guided by these 5 basic purposes. 


� In addition to one of the co-editors (Morten Bøås) the following contributors also have a background in political science: James J. Hentz, Ole Jacob Sending, Ian Taylor and Jonas Vevatne.


� Or in the words of Wendt (1999:96-97): "The proposition that the nature of international politics is shaped by power relations invariably is listed as one of the defining characteristics of Realism. This cannot be a uniquely Realist claim, however, since then every student of international politics would be a Realist. Neoliberals think power is important, Marxists think power is important; postmodernists even think it is everywhere. [...] Better instead to differentiate theories according to how power is constituted."


� See also Wendt (1999:139).


� Gramsci's main application of the concept of hegemony was to relations among social classes. Gramsci used the term in order to explain the failure of the Italian industrial bourgeoisie to establish its hegemony after the unification of Italy, and to analyse the prospects of the Italian industrial workers establishing their class hegemony over the peasantry and petty bourgeoisie; the creation of a new historic bloc. Thus, in Gramsci's work the term is mainly related to debates in the international Communist movement over revolutionary strategies and in particular its application to specific classes. The basic logic of the concept is, however, closely related to Gramsci's interpretation of Machiavelli's ideas to his own time. For Gramsci, as for Machiavelli, and also for most of those in the contemporary debate that ahs put the concept to use once more (such as Robert Cox, Timothy Sinclair, Stephen Gill and Craig Murphy), the general question involved in hegemony is the nature of power (i.e. power  springing out of a combination of force and consent).  


� Structuration theory is most common identified with the works of Anthony Giddens, but it is also a used as a generic label for a group of scholars who apply a similar approach to the agent-structure problem. The methodological basis for structuration theory is scientific realism. This is one side of a philosophical debate concerned with the nature of science, which mainly have been conducted among philosophers from the natural sciences. The other side of this debate is labelled empiricists. The major points in this debate are: (1) the legitimacy of ascribing ontological status to unobservable entities like generative structures, and (2) the nature of causal claims and scientific explanations. See, for instance, Putnam (1975), Wendt (1987), Sayer (1992) and Buzan, Jones and Little (1993).


� This understanding of power is in accordance with Lukes' (1974) three-dimensional view of power.


� After the end of the cold war an additional field was opened up for the services of the multilateral institutions when former communist countries were defined as countries in-transition (meaning in the process of discarding a socialist political economy in favour of a market political economy. In this processes it was widely assumed that they were in need of the guidance of the expert knowledge of multilateral institutions.





