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Jolie - intro 

Luis, BWP – this is a timely discussion, as both the WB and IMF are going to lend more in 
coming months and they are reknown for embedding conditions in their lending programs. 
Especially in the Bank and IMF’s Covid and climate response lending  there is the 
opportunity for a discussion around positive conditionality.  

The aim of the call is to have a discussion on positive conditionality and consider whether 
the Bank and the Fund as creditor dominated, global north agencies are the best placed 
entities to pose conditions on their financial help to borrower-states – the political economy 
around the way that conditionality works also poses transparency and accountability 
problems. 

Ladd Connell, BIC: A key question for me is: How do we make development policy finance 
better and more effective and have more positive impact on people?  

It is important to think about the idea of country ownership and the difference between 
country ownership and government ownership. There are a lot of bad governments out there 
and we should thing of what country ownership means and implies in that context (for 
example, Nicaragua ahs received loans after recent hurricanes, and many Nicaraguans 
don’t want the government to get $750 million in loans with no strings attached, because 
they don’t trust how it will use this money).  

Another key question is: How do we get to conditions that do promote the SDGs, Paris 
Goals, etc.? Sometimes WB has had positive impact to this effect. But we have very weak 
policy on development policy finance. How do we push for stronger conditions on the Bank 
to make sure that the prior actions imposed on borrowing countries actually have a positive 
impact on the people in the country? 

This is the list of criteria that BIC asked for energy policy/covid-19 loans: 

1. Step up renewable energy access for the poor and vulnerable, 
prioritizing such access for hospitals and clinics that serve them; 

2. Accelerate transition away from fossil fuels, e.g. by  supporting 
de-carbonization targets and strategies and increasing their ambition; 

3. Use policy incentives to speed economy-wide de-carbonization and reduce or 
eliminate market failures such as fossil fuel producer subsidies, pricing that fails to 
account for externalities such as greenhouse gas emissions and excess deaths 
caused by air pollution; 

4. Improve socio-economic resilience and adaptive capacity, that is, the ability of 
the population to cope with and recover from shocks; 



5. Integrate or employ low-carbon technologies, strategies and support their 
deployment, e.g. promoting energy efficiency and more accessible public transit 
infrastructure, and remove tax or regulatory obstacles to these. 

Knud, Urgewald: there is a longstanding debate NGOs that work on project safeguards and 
NGOs that work on macroeconomic conditions, with the former being more favourable to 
positive conditionalities than the latter. The two groups found some compromise at an 
international conference 15 years ago on responsible lending. 

An additional point to be made is that conditionalities should work both ways, they should 
also fall on those who give the money, they should condition themselves on what they can 
and can’t do with the money.  

As for Ownership, this should be of ownership of the the people and that’s not possible in 
non-democratic governments - country ownership in a dictatorship is meaningless. 

Hilke, Urgewald: we are concerned about what prior actions are, they are often very vague – 
and unless you know what the underlying policy is about, it’s difficult to know what they imply 
in practice. Another concern is that even with conditionalities, money is fungible – unless you 
have a list of excluded expenditures, or the money is earmarked, there is little control on how 
the money gets spent. Also, typically these loans are in depth investment in the country, and 
we don’t know what impact they have on the people - the Bank doesn’t track DPLs at the 
macro-level at all, so we don’t know the actual result of DPF. 

Jon Sward: I share Heike’s concerns - in projects I have tracked there is no mandatory 
disclosure, no transparency around prior actions.  

The broader CSOs position on this is the need for transparency on how prior actions are 
developed and how they get parliamentary approval or whether they are just agreed with 
some government officials.  

 Ella has been looking at impact of DPF on gender, and she has found that the PSIA that 
accompany the project is very limited and analysis of gender impact is totally insufficient. 

We have little intel on the WB DPF retrospective. The scope is unclear, opcs was running 
the retrospective, impression is that it’s going to be a light touch and it will not look at 
environmental impact, but there seems to be more appetite at the Board to do stuff on this 
now that the ESF has launched and is off the ground.  

As for the issue of excluded expenditures – a number of operations were given supplemental 
financing as a result of covid, without any prior actions, for emergency budgetary support - 
we are mixed over whether this is good or bad.  

Definition of prior action is unclear. We have engaged with the WB climate team to 
understand how they define green prior actions, there is a database but not agreed definition 
or set of principles. Green priority actions could potentially be beneficial to the coal sector - 
the Bank counts a share of DPF as green financing. 

The publication on gender and DPF written by Ella: 



https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/2019/08/the-world-bank-and-gender-equality-developm
ent-policy-financing/ 

Mark Fodor: really important to look into corruption issues – it’s about development 
effectiveness. Coming from the perspective of the need for public participation in the civic 
space, is it a conditionality question or not? Is money spent to achieve a development 
outcome – you can’t have development impact if there isn’t the civic space for public 
participation. 

Elaine Zuckerman: looking at this set of Covid era DPLs it’s striking how many are in the 
form of large loans versus grants, and we should challenge loans, it is concerning that so 
many of these DPLs are under loan forms, including in countries that were already highly 
indebted. History shows that the World Bank will always cut into social expenditures - this is 
part of the debt cycle. How can we talk about issues of transparency and conditionality 
without actually talking about what these loans do to countries (compared to grants)? These 
loans will come to term in 6 months to a year and countries won’t be able to spend on health, 
food, education, etc. 

Maria Jose, Eurodad: this is at the core of work we are doing on development finance. The 
fact that these financing instruments have been used by the Bank in different countries to 
push for a particular development model. With he DPLinstrument the Bank intervenes at 
different levels in national policies and priorities.  

We are also talking of conditions which intervene in very problematic aspects – the issue of 
supporting prior actions as a whole reinforces the power of the Bank as institutions vis a vis 
national stakeholder. It is also true that if we are talking of an authoritarian government the 
issue of country ownership becomes irrelevant.  

How are we as a group of colleagues able to reflect and convey a message that reflects a 
complexity of this dynamic, including views of colleagues from the South? Historically the 
WB has been playing a problematic role – important to frame this as responsible lending. 

Luiz: it’s difficult to put ourselves in a position to say yes to some prior actions and not to 
others. I am sympathetic to the issues around ownership, but who determines which 
government is a democratic government and which is not? For instance, what about Iran? 
Are WB and IMF best placed to advocate for human rights assessment of policy lending? 
There are other ways to achieve responsible lending rather than prior actions.  

While this is not Bank specific - support for the Bank's use of 'positive conditions' would also 
put us in a difficult position vis-à-vis the Fund and its potential 'climate conditions.’ 

Leia, Eurodad: a lot focus on mitigation co-benefits and not enough on adaptation, and even 
if they have an adaptation methodology, it’s minimal – it needs to be taken into account for 
methodology – there is a lower amount of non-economic data being used, impact of culture 
and heritage. In terms of climate-finance conditionality, it would be very useful if there was 
such data, because that would make the case for increased data for adaptation. In terms of 
transparency – grievance mechanisms for projects that have impact on climate change – 
there should be compensation for projects on fossil fuel that should not be funded. 

https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/2019/08/the-world-bank-and-gender-equality-development-policy-financing/
https://www.brettonwoodsproject.org/2019/08/the-world-bank-and-gender-equality-development-policy-financing/


Carla: An example of what Maria Jose Ramero mentioned was a policy loan sent to Mexico 
for implementation of energy reform, which was requested by Mexico itself. On the face it 
was about the need for training, good governance, infrastructure, etc., but, if you look 
through the documentation, the way in which they l calculated the development outcome is 
meters of pipeline – how is this an appropriate indicator of development impact? Concern for 
Covid related investments that are going into country now – you need to go into the 
document of the project to understand how outcomes are measured – also to what extent 
these projects enable  investment that would imply profit for  US companies that invest in 
Mexico – who immediate benefits from this funding? 

Flora Sonkin, SID: has there been a reflection on whether these positive conditionalities 
account for the global north’s historical responsibility for climate change, in terms of the way 
the north used extractivism to develop to where it is today ? – how legitimate is the Bank to 
push these conditionalities in the south – so we should be weary as CSOs to be supportive 
of these conditionalities for these reasons. How else do these positive conditionalities open 
the global south to companies from the north to invest/extract from the south? 

Lauren Sidner: ESF – is there a chance that the WB will re-open the discussion for the ESF 
to apply to DPF?  

On the issue of excluding extractives from budget support- this is desirable, but from there 
how do you prevent that from simply freeing up other government funds for those actives? 

Jon, BWP: DPF's can result in substantial constraints to industrial policy space, which is 
essential if countries are able to pursue transformative economic transitions. It is a highly 
political tool. To me one of the central questions is whether we would be able to grant the 
Bank space to pursue some conditions, but not others 

Jolie: There is a potential opportunity is in response to the retrospective, the ESF has been 
closed for a while. 

Leia: To answer Lauren Sidner, the EU taxonomy uses a do no harm principle which the EIB 
has also adopted  

Christian Donaldson: discussion on energy strategy, it was a split up in the WB Board 
between the borrowing countries and the lending countries – Borrowing countries were 
opposed to conditions that would ban extractives about 8 years ago -  it is important to 
understand what the board thinks about this issue – requirement of ESF – country 
ownership, we need to think what big countries understand the concept, how they 
understand the development path - the tricky bit of labelling conditionalities as positive and 
negative is tricky – perhaps label them as accountability and things like that – have strong 
requirements of implementing international legal obligations – a prior actions but not a 
positive or negative conditionalities 

Jolie: we are not just tinkering around the hedges, we should have a deep conversation with 
the Bank on this using the retrospective as an opportunity to not just discuss policy changes, 
but to grapple with some of this complicated history and be more skeptical about prior 
actions. We should have another conversation on the DPF retrospective once it comes out. 



Luiz: this was an overdue discussion. We know our objectives – responsible lending – 
maybe we should have a discussion on what other tools we have to get there that wouldn’t 
have to go through prior actions – we don’t need to use prior actions and legitimise prior 
actions.  

 


