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FOREWORD 

 

 

The following is a transcript of an oral interview conducted by the authors of the 

World Bank’s fiftieth anniversary history:  John P. Lewis, Richard Webb and Devesh 

Kapur, The World Bank:  Its First Half Century, Washington, DC:  Brookings 

Institution Press, 1997.  It is not a formal oral history, and it is not a systematic 

overview of the work of the person interviewed.  At times the authors discussed the 

planned publication itself and the sources that should be consulted; at other times they 

talked about persons and publications extraneous to the Bank.  Some interview tapes 

and transcripts begin and end abruptly.  Nevertheless, the World Bank Group 

Archives believes that this transcript may be of interest to researchers and makes it 

available for public use. 
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[Begin Tape 1, Side A]1
 

 

INGRAM:  This may be useful to you. He had spoken to Hollis Chenery, and Hollis 

had twelve binders of material. It was sort of housekeeping in some sense, and the 

question was how to get that down here, how to have somebody look at it, so we spent 

some time talking about that. I don't know what if anything has ever come of that.     

 

KAPUR:  I have all of that.   

 

INGRAM:  Okay. He had asked for copies of research reports because I said, you 

know, there's an annual research report to the Board [of Executive Directors]. It 

started about 1970, ‘71 or so, and we--I believe we have sent him through you, 

Devesh, a set of those. We talked a little bit about research projects, and then we 

talked a little bit about volume one, volume two, so on and so forth. That was that. He 

was really sort of coming through, getting, trying to get stuff to read over the summer.     

 

LEWIS:  Right, right. Okay, that’s fine. We won't be retracing ground from that then.     

 

WEBB:  Well, I don't know, for my knowledge, I'd really like to take up the project 

evaluation question with you.   

 

INGRAM:  Okay. 

 

WEBB:  I understand you are a member of the task force looking at this?   

 

INGRAM:  Oh, that business.   

 

WEBB:  This business. 

 

INGRAM:  Yes.   

 

WEBB:  Yeah. 

 

INGRAM:  I haven’t--okay, this is the business that Joanne Salop is . . 

 

WEBB:  That's right.  

 

INGRAM:  . . is working on.   

 

WEBB:  Coordinating? 

 

INGRAM:  That’s right. I . . . 

 

KAPUR:  That’s the [inaudible]      

 

WEBB:  I thought it would be a way to get into some of the more general issues.   

 

                                                 
1 Original transcript by Brookings Institution World Bank history project; original insertions are in [ ].  

Insertions added by World Bank Group Archives are in italics in [ ]. 
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INGRAM:  That's interesting.  

 

The background on that is roughly as follows--and it goes back at this point maybe 18 

months—and that is OED [Operations Evaluation Department] has been looking, has 

been issuing annual reports on project evaluation. And if you look at a series of those 

reports, there’s some indication that the Bank’s project quality’s been going down a 

bit. They historically have used a kind of binary rating system: Is it a good project or a 

bad project? And then there's this percentage of good projects which was falling from 

something in the 80s to something in the 70s over a period of time. So that's one thing 

that's happened.   

 

The second thing that happened is that some people in the Bank began to take a look 

at comparing rates of return. We estimate a rate of return at the time the project goes 

to the Board. Then we estimate a rate of return at the time there’s a project completion 

report which is usually five or six years after the project is approved by the Board. 

There’s been a realization that even at that point, although the project is disbursed and 

so on, the project’s a long way from being over, and then in a few cases OED has 

gone back fifteen or twenty years later to try and look at what has actually happened.  

Some of the analysis of the--let's call it the ex ante rate of return--with the realized 

rate of return at the time of the project completion, which is to say six years later, 

indicates there’s very little correlation between those rates of return. And that has 

excited some interest and dialogue.   

 

OED had been wrestling with this, and people had—people who weren't completely 

happy with the declining, the seeming declining quality of the portfolio said, “Well, 

we don't like the way you're calculating these rates of return, you know. We don't like 

the way you're doing the evaluation.” So we had some meetings between OED, Yves 

Rovani and a couple of his people, and some people from PRE [Sector Policy and 

Research], of whom I was one, to say, “Well, maybe we should do some analysis on 

this.”   

 

So we then enlarged the group and included some people from the country operations 

department, I guess COD [Central Operations Department], which is the central 

department in operations which is pretty much the keeper of the faith in terms of 

guidelines and so on for what staff are supposed to do. We had another discussion 

with them, and we agreed that we would proceed to do some work on this issue and 

that COD would take the lead. There was a guy there, whose name was Randy 

[Randolph P.] Harris, who was going to take charge of all this.   

 

At the same time this was going on there were two or three other pieces of work that 

had gone on. At an annual Bank conference on development economics we’d asked 

Ian Little to go back and do a piece.   

 

LEWIS:  Year before last?   

 

INGRAM:  That's right. So we had that. Then Stan [Stanley] Fischer had asked some 

people in the public economics division to do some work on project analysis, and 

there was a paper done by . .     

 

KAPUR:  Pradeep Mitra?   
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INGRAM:  By Pradeep Mitra, right. And then [Visvanathan] Rajagopalan had asked 

for some work to be done, and George Byer had done a piece as well. So there were 

some pieces of paper around. Randy Harris got these pieces of paper, had a sort of 

workshop-slash-encounter group. It was a meeting that I attended I would say in May 

of ‘90 with a lot of people from the project side to talk about what they wanted to do 

and so on and so forth.   

 

What finally came out of that was a work program which involved having Joanne 

Salop write a paper which would lead to a new set of guidelines for project 

evaluation. The sort of consensus of most of the people who had looked at this was 

not that the way we did our project analysis had to change in theory. It was much 

more an issue of what people were doing as opposed to what people knew how to do, 

with the exception of risk. There was a sense that the Bank wasn't doing a very good 

job at handling risk and that some analytic work might usefully be done on that and 

some additional guidelines might well be put in place. But the assessment was sort of-

-there's this old joke about, which is to the effect that the trouble with Christianity is 

it's never been tried, you know. And there's a little bit of that sense about project 

analysis. It wasn't so much that project analysis was something that was defective; it 

was that it was a problem of practice as opposed to a problem of . .     

 

LEWIS:  This is what this fellow at Columbia Business—[Nathaniel H.] Leff, is that 

his name? 

 

 KAPUR:  That’s right, yeah.  

 

INGRAM:  For example, there's a readable piece that George Byer did where he 

invented an acronym which he called E-GAP, E-G-A-P. He said everybody makes 

these E-GAP assumptions, and E-GAP stands for “everything goes according to 

plan,” you know, and that you basically assume that the mayor will be reelected, you 

know, the one you've been dealing with, that the, his public works guy who has been 

so constructive and is so talented will stay for the duration of the project, et cetera, et 

cetera. And then, of course, the mayor loses the election, that guy goes off to the 

central government, and you sort of start over again and so on and so forth.   

 

I mean, there are some interesting facts, and I don't remember literally what the facts 

are, but it's typically the case that projects that go to the Board historically have 

assumed--all the analysis is based on a disbursement within three or four years when 

in fact the average project disburses in six or seven years. It's just a whole set of 

differences between what's in these documents and what has actually happened. And 

what—I mean, Byer made a couple of very constructive suggestions of the sort that 

said, “Suppose you have a project in sector X and that we know from historical 

experience that the average project in sector X takes 6.2 years to disburse, and you 

have an appraisal report that says it's going to disburse in 3.7 years, you have to put a 

paragraph in the report that says that and explains why you think 3.7 is better than 

6.2.” I mean, you've got to sort of rub people's noses in historical experience, and if 

you want to claim that your project is going to be much better than historical 

averages, you're under some obligation to explain why. You don't just kind of roll it 

along on the ground.   
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So that's essentially some of the kinds of suggestions that were made. My 

understanding is that Joanne has a draft paper which is floating around.    

 

WEBB:  We were given that. It was in June . .  

 

INGRAM:  Okay.  

 

KAPUR:  [inaudible] the one I got from you.   

 

INGRAM:  Where this sits now is unclear to me. I moved out of the front office in 

April, and I have not been tracking this over the summer so I can't tell you where this 

stands, but that's essentially the history of this up to now. And my guess is, my sense 

is that she's been working on some draft guidelines.   

 

Everybody, I think, understands that guidelines aren't enough. I mean, there's a sense 

in which we have guidelines, and it really is an issue of incentives rather than 

guidelines.   

 

LEWIS:  Has there ever been much difference developed among the earnestness with 

which different regions follow the guidelines?   

 

KAPUR:  Or a sector? 

 

INGRAM:  No. I think there is a lot of—I mean OED, for example, can tell you what 

the percentage of good and bad projects is by region, and they can also tell you that by 

sector and so on and so forth, where--let's use as our metric of performance the 

difference between the ex ante rate and the rate that they calculate at the time the 

project’s fully disbursed. And we find, for example, that we have, on a regional basis, 

historically Asia has done pretty well and Africa has done pretty badly. I mean, it 

turns out that the performance of the project is highly correlated with what your 

horseback sense is of the performance of the region overall, okay? So it's not clear 

that we're looking at an independent effect.   

 

It's also the case that when you look across sectors, you see, for example, really pretty 

serious problems with agricultural projects, and there’s a sector-region interaction.  

Agricultural projects in Africa are particularly problematic, but Africa is also where 

we had these rural development projects which have turned out to be quite 

disappointing. In terms of good news, the good news is that, for example, in the 

transport sector it does particularly well. It has high ex ante rates of return going in; it 

has high rates of return coming out. It has led me to the somewhat mischievous 

hypothesis that the reason is that the guys who do the ex poste rates of return make 

exactly the same assumptions as the guys who make the ex ante. There's just more 

discipline in the sector about how to do this and so on. But the transport sector looks 

particularly good. The agriculture sector looks particularly bad. And that ranking 

tends to hold up across regions, so you can sort of look at a matrix with a kind of 

sectoral and regional breakdown, and you can see some regional effects and you can 

see some sector effects. It's not particularly clear to me that those differences are due 

to differences in intensity of effort on the part of the analysts. I think it's due to other 

factors.   

 



 

Gregory Ingram 

October 11, 1991 - Verbatim 

6 

LEWIS:  I think there's some conventional wisdom, as far as agriculture goes, that 

agricultural research does particularly well. Does the Bank’s analysis . . .  

 

INGRAM:  Yes, that's true. I can give you—I’ve done some work recently which I 

think will be of interest to you. (This is a big switch in topics, and we can put it off.)  

For this year's annual report to the Board I'm trying to assess the impact of the 

Bank's research program, and this has led me to do things like figure out, to the extent 

that I can, what books the Bank has put out have sold particularly well. That's very 

challenging because we give a lot of product away, and it turns out that the best 

measure I have is a measure that is essentially based on the total number that we know 

we've produced minus the number we have in the warehouse. You know, it's 

essentially a kind of throughput. But it turns out the numbers are such that I think I get 

a very good indication from that, because if you've got a book that’s been printed 

seven times and so on over the years and you know how many were printed for every 

print run and you add all that up, you can get a lot of information. You get something 

else that was printed once and you still have half of those left, but the numbers are 

something like--the best-distributed book we've ever put out, we've distributed about 

47,000 copies of, and that's Price Gittinger's book, The Economic Analysis of 

Agricultural Projects. The second best book is about 29,000, and that's [Lyn] Squire-

[Herman G.] van der Tak. Then you get--by the time you're down to sort of tenth-best 

book, you're down around 12,000 to 14,000 copies. So it's the sort of classic 

exponential function that you find in these things. I have a little table in this report 

that lists the best, the ten best sellers, but I have information for what I think are the 

30 best sellers. That's for books.   

 

It turns out--the WDR [World Development Report] we distribute 120,000 copies a 

year. The next most widely distributed thing we put out is about 10,000 a year.  

 

LEWIS:  One hundred twenty! 

 

INGRAM:  Yeah. The WDR is literally ten times bigger than the next item.   

 

I've looked at reading lists, graduate reading lists in development economics. There's 

a book put out by a fellow at North Carolina--I have a copy of it here--I went through 

there, and I just marked readings on the reading lists. I literally just went through with 

a pencil and marked things that were from Bank documents or journal articles written 

by Bank staff when they were at the Bank. I mean, this required some judgment. 

Basically, 16 percent of the stuff, material on 21 reading lists is Bank material. That 

ranges from zero on two reading lists, both of which interestingly enough are, quote, 

“an alternative view of economic development”--both of them are sort of Marxist 

courses--to a high of about 45 percent on a course about public finance in developing 

countries that draws on a lot of Bank material. It’s a course in England, interestingly 

enough; it’s not a course here. Seven courses of the 21 had 25 percent or more of their 

readings from the Bank, so that's sort of a second piece of evidence.  

 

Third piece of evidence that we're grappling with still is I--there is this practice now 

of doing citation surveys, so we're in the process of trying to pull together a citation 

survey of Bank product. And the people--I don't know if you’ve been involved in this.  

I was a novitiate; I now have--I'm not up to speed yet, but I know a lot more than I 
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knew three months ago. There is an outfit called ISI, which is something like the 

Institute for Scientific Information, that has a huge data set.   

 

KAPUR:  Is this the one in Pennsylvania?   

 

INGRAM:  Yeah, that’s right, in Philadelphia. Right. They put out something called 

the Social Science Citation Index, okay, which is a survey of 1400 social science 

journals, and they also survey an additional thousand physical science journals. As it 

turns out, there is an overlap in health and things of that sort. What they—there’s 

complementarity between what they can do and what we can do. It turns out they 

systematically survey journals, and one of the pieces of information they keep track of 

is the institution of affiliation of the journal authors, so they could go through and pull 

out all the articles for which the World Bank was the institution of affiliation for an 

author, and we have--they could do that for us for the last ten years. We have 

internally virtually no way of doing that because we have a set of procedures whereby 

we know what the Bank puts out, but once--if Richard Webb is here and he wants to 

put an article in a journal and his division chief says that's okay, and he goes out and 

gets it in there, he might have had at one time to get some formal dispensation from 

somebody in external affairs, but there was nobody keeping a ledger of these things. 

So we really have no idea of what's up.   

 

It turns out in 1990 Bank staff put out 176 journal articles, so I have this time trend of 

journal articles and citation indices. We also sent them a list of 6,000 Bank 

publications and asked them to look for citations to those publications in journals. The 

protocol of this is they look at journals, so there’s no attempt made on their part to 

look for citations in anything but journal articles so that to the extent that our stuff is 

being cited in textbooks or in symposia or whatever, it's not going to be picked up. 

It’s just--the domain is journal articles. So they've gone through that. This is not 

something they're used to doing, and it’s cost them a lot of effort and it’s cost us a lot 

of effort. We're currently going through and editing 200,000 records that they've sent 

us by hand, to try and to sort out material.   

 

But let me get a piece of paper and give you something to look at here. This is the 

draft report that we have been doing. It’ll give you an idea. Let me just show you 

some pictures.  

 

This is a graph which shows the number of Bank publications over time, okay, which 

is from basically essentially nothing in 1969 to about 450 today.  

 

LEWIS:  Publications being defined as what?   

 

INGRAM:  Good question. A publication is a document that has a Library of 

Congress catalog number, that is in the Bank's publications catalog and is available to 

the public.   

 

LEWIS:  So the gray stuff would typically . . .  

 

INGRAM:  Grey stuff is not there. It turns out the Bank’s--our current PRE working 

papers are not here because they're not official Bank publications, okay, so it's an 

official Bank publication that's available to the public.   



 

Gregory Ingram 

October 11, 1991 - Verbatim 

8 

 

This peak here--it turns out we put out since about this time something--until 1985 

something called the staff working papers, these yellow and white and black things. In 

1983 they became official Bank publications, and they were terminated in 1985. And 

we were putting out from 80 to 100 of those a year. So the difference this is--and they 

were terminated essentially at the end of calendar year 1985—and so this decrease is 

the elimination of them, and much of this growth from here to here is because they 

were added in those two years. So we know something about this.   

 

LEWIS:  What's the rest of this? It’s the reorganization?     

 

INGRAM:  That could be. That could be, because if you then look at journal articles-

-now, this doesn't start from zero; this starts with an intercept of about--and this also 

only covers ten years. We start at about 95 and we end up at about 180 over ten years, 

and we see also a decline here that’s lagged a little bit more. I think that's because 

publication lags for journals are longer than publication lags for Bank publications.     

 

KAPUR:  But also it's not an indicator of any turmoil in the research department? 

 

INGRAM:  I think--I mean, you asked about the reorganization. I think that had 

something to do with it, and I could go, give you more information about that I 

suppose, about why I think that's the case, but I think there’s something to that.   

 

If you look at these two graphs from the decade of the ‘80s, from 1980 to 1990, the 

number of Bank publications doubled and the number of journal articles doubled. 

Now, there’s a little bit of overlap in the sense that we now from the mid-‘80s have 

put out two of our own journals. As Bank publications those journals are showing up 

as six volumes a year. Here they're showing up as 30 articles a year because the base 

of this is an article; the base of the other is a publication. So over the ‘80s, 

publications have doubled and articles have doubled.   

 

If you look at how, at the composition of publications, my estimate is about three-

quarters of those are research related because it turns out that something like 70 

percent of the Bank's publications are facsimiles, which is to say Bank discussion 

papers, technical papers and so on and so forth. And then there are about 35 or 40 

books, and then there are a whole lot of other things--debt tables, the WDR, various 

kinds of—the Bank’s—no, the Bank's annual report is not a publication; it's not a for-

sale publication.   

 

The next thing here, these are some numbers on sales of--this is the 120,000 World 

Development Report. There's another graph here. Here's a list of the ten best sellers. 

Here’s--this is interesting. This is just for the journal articles, which is what ISI is set 

up to do. This is a citation intensity; this is the number of citations per article. Now, to 

make these citations comparable, you have to adjust—you have to control for the 

amount of time that you're looking for citations. I mean, it turns out if you put out an 

article in 1980 and Devesh put out an article in 1985, your 1980 article would have 

ten years of exposure, of opportunity to be cited, and his would have had only five.  

So I have to control for that. So what I'm doing here is I'm saying for articles that 

were put out in 1981, how many--what's the average number of citations they got over 

the next five years, all right? For articles in 1982 over the next five years, and so I 
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stop in 1986. So this is a five-year window, okay? This is for our articles; this is for 

all economics articles. So we--this is the baseline--so we exceed the baseline and 

we're growing more rapidly, which is basically gratifying, okay. I had no idea what 

this diagram was going to look like when I started down this road.   

 

LEWIS:  In fact this shows quite a lot of growth of citations and publications, articles 

in the ‘80s. I guess they probably are all faster growth than the number of economists 

in the shop? I mean, is per capita output increased?  

 

INGRAM:  Yes, because the share of the Bank's administrative budget that's gone to 

research over this period has remained essentially constant.   

 

LEWIS:  But these articles—the authors of these would not be limited just to people 

in the research . . .   

 

INGRAM:  No, indeed. That’s right. 

 

KAPUR:  Because the number of economists has increased also from 1980 to 1990.    

 

INGRAM:  I'm sure that's true.   

 

KAPUR:  And so per capita . . .  

 

LEWIS:  Probably not as much as this. That's an interesting question, though.   

 

KAPUR:  But I was also wondering on the earlier graphs is that over the past two 

decades there’s also been a general explosion in journals overall and articles, so while 

the total output of the Bank has increased tremendously as a fraction . . .  

 

INGRAM:  That I--you give me the denominator, and I'll do the division.  

 

KAPUR:  Exactly!   

 

INGRAM:  I mean, it's an interesting issue. I mean, this is a case--on this citation 

thing I have a benchmark because I asked ISI to give me a benchmark, and they were 

able to go through and look and tell you what the overall averages are. They won't be 

able to tell us that for our own publications.   

 

KAPUR:  They could, however, tell you the total number of articles published every 

year based on their survey, and that becomes your . . . 

 

INGRAM:  They can probably give me some information about that, yeah.   

 

WEBB:  Does that include references to WDR?   

 

INGRAM:  This is just journal articles, just journal articles. This is just the--this is 

just the—this is nothing about Bank publications; this is just journal articles. What I'm 

working on now is to try and . .  

 

WEBB:  But a citation to a journal article published by World Bank-affiliated . . . 
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INGRAM:  That’s right. 

 

WEBB:  I see. Not books written by World Bank . . .    

 

INGRAM:  No, no, we're working on that. And there is a section here where there’s a 

hole, there’s a sort of missing piece, there’s a missing figure here and so on because I 

don't have that graph yet. We're literally combing through these citations. My own 

view right now, my hypothesis about what I'm going to find, is that I'm going to see 

sort of staggering numbers of citations for WDR, that essentially my hypothesis is that 

the number of citations is going to be highly correlated with the sales. The WDR is 

selling ten times more per year than anything else. I'm expecting to see citation levels 

that are at least ten times as high.   

 

LEWIS:  Let me ask you about growth rates. You say that the number of articles just 

about doubled in the ‘80s.   

 

INGRAM:  That's correct.   

 

LEWIS:  Wouldn't you guess that the number more than doubled in the ‘70s?   

 

INGRAM:  Sure, and I have no data on that.   

 

LEWIS:  There were very few at the beginning of the ‘70s probably.   

 

INGRAM:  I think—I mean, the graph on Bank publications is instructive in that the 

publications was essentially nonexistent in 1968. Now, the source for my information 

here is interesting. The source for the information is the Bank-Fund Joint Library. 

(I’m sorry, wrong graph.) It's not the Publications Department. The Publications 

Department came into being only I think in 1981 or ‘82, all right? I asked the 

Publications Department for a list of all Bank publications that have ever been put 

out, and they said, “We can give you immediately a list of Bank publications that are 

currently in print, but we cannot give you a list of all Bank publications.” All right. It 

turns out that the Joint Library has actually had a project of compiling lists of Bank 

and Fund publications historically. They've been working on this for some time, and 

they were the source. And the 6,000 titles that we sent to ISI in Philadelphia was 

obtained from the Library; it wasn't obtained from Publications. And it's essentially a 

sort of JOLIS [Joint Library Information System] product; I mean it's the product of 

people sitting down, going through these computerized bibliographic databases, and 

that's how they pulled this list off, as I understand it. So it's essentially—it’s a 

bibliometric thing; it's not production on our system. It’s not a production record from 

the Bank; it's a bibliometric record from the Library.   

 

But, you know, if you think about the Bank's research program, what--in 1968 there 

was an economics department. My recollection is that Hollis arrived in ’69. 

 

LEWIS:  Or ’70, maybe. 

 

INGRAM:  ‘68, right? 
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LEWIS:  I would have said later, but--he didn't come instantly when McNamara 

came. I thought it was more like ‘70.   

 

KAPUR:  ’70, at least the first formal file I have starts from ’70. 

 

INGRAM:  I was a graduate student at Harvard taking courses in ‘67 to ‘69, those 

two years. My impression is that he left my second year. He left, I would say, 

somewhere in the ‘68-‘69 academic year.   

 

KAPUR:  I will send you the exact date when he joined.   

 

LEWIS:  Well, probably your recollection is right. What happened may be that he 

came down in some sort of informal arrangement first, you know, and then . . .     

 

INGRAM:  Could be. But I agree--your hypothesis about articles I would think is 

absolutely right. I suspect it didn't go to zero. I suspect there was always some 

publishing, but I'm sure that the numbers would be, would be very small.   

 

KAPUR:  How do you take into account all those ones they published in the ‘50s and 

‘60s through Johns Hopkins University Press?  

 

INGRAM:  No.   

 

KAPUR:  You know, there were a lot of books published, World Bank publications, 

that would say “Johns Hopkins University Press.”   

 

INGRAM:  In the ‘50s?   

 

KAPUR:  Yeah, the ‘50s and ‘60s, all the economic missions like the Colombia . .  

 

INGRAM:  You would have to raise that with the Library.     

 

KAPUR:  Because I know the ED’s library is actually perhaps a little better because 

they have all the books on the World Bank published. If you just take a walk there, 

there’s not many shelves.    

 

INGRAM:  That’s interesting. No, this basically is as much data as I have, and the 

source is the Library.      

 

KAPUR:  I can just count [inaudible] count them from the ‘50s.     

 

INGRAM:  I mean, the problem that I have in this business--getting this kind of 

information has turned out to be nontrivial.     

 

KAPUR:  Getting most information in the Bank is not trivial.    

 

INGRAM:  Yeah. But anyway, we're still working on this, so I would be happy to 

give you a copy of this. It will be done in about six or eight weeks.   
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LEWIS:  What you have is obviously a record of very substantial growth in activity 

in research from at least the last two decades, and a very strong growth. Do you have 

any strong—you’ve been . . .     

 

INGRAM:  I think not in inputs in the ‘80s, by the way. In other words, I mean this 

shows some couple of measures of output growth. My impression is—and this I 

haven’t--I've been trying to put together a time series of expenditures on research 

because every year that we put out the Bank's annual report we say this year the Bank 

spent 24.2 million dollars on research and the previous year restated in 1991 dollars 

the amount was X. And it goes back and so on. It turns out the way they calculated 

those numbers changed very dramatically in 1987.   

 

But, for example, I think I have a document here. This was put out in ‘87. In ‘88 they 

changed the way they did all of this, and the numbers that are in here don't correspond 

to numbers that are in the Bank's annual reports on research, but this will give you a 

sense. Here we go. From FY78 in constant dollars this time series says that in FY78 

we were spending 20 million dollars in FY88 dollars on research, and in FY87 we 

were spending 25 million. So it's a 20 percent growth over ten years.   

 

Now what I want to do--we also have information, although they're not in these 

tables, on staff years--what I want to do is go back and look at staff year inputs and 

see what they look like.   

 

WEBB:  There must have been a—well, I suspect there has been a relaxation with 

respect to the Bank’s--I think the Bank was very inhibited early on about publishing, 

and there’s been maybe some relaxation.    

 

KAPUR:  I know that in the President's Council minutes from the early ‘70s you see 

a lot of discussion throughout the ‘70s on the publication policy and . . .    

 

INGRAM:  I think the schizophrenia in the institution continues to exist. Let me give 

you an example because the--right now we put out something called the PRE Working 

Papers. We're putting out 250 titles a year in that series. It's not a formal Bank 

publication. There's a sense in which it's no accident that it's not a formal Bank 

publication. I mean it’s--the challenge in the Bank has always been, you know, who's 

responsible for that, who's cleared it, and so on and so forth. And if you don't put it 

out as a formal publication, a lot of those questions don't come up. So one of the 

reasons why the Bank has had an awful lot of fugitive publications or fugitive 

documents which aren't--and I'm not talking about gray covers now because grey 

covers are very clearly defined and they are clearly restricted documents and so on 

and so forth. The Bank’s put out an awful lot of documents which are not exactly 

public and they're not exactly restricted, and I think it’s—and that schizophrenia 

continues to exist. I mean, for example, although the Staff Working Papers were sort 

of reasonably public documents, they weren't formal Bank publications until 1983, 

and in 1985 they were terminated precisely because they were formal Bank 

publications.   

 

LEWIS:  We've heard the story about that.     

 

KAPUR:  That’s Kevin Cleaver, no? Was that the agriculture paper on Kenya?  
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INGRAM:  I believe the story I heard had to do with a paper on agricultural 

appraisal. 

 

KAPUR:  Right. By Kevin Cleaver. 

 

INGRAM:  And the general--what happened also was the publications department 

began to advertise specific titles in that series in places like The Economist. In other 

words, they began to treat it like a regular publication and to advertise it and so on and 

so forth. And that collided, that reality of dissemination collided with the relative lack 

of clearance processes and quality control, and the series did not survive the collision.   

 

LEWIS:  Ernie [Ernest Stern] lowered the boom, is that right?   

 

INGRAM:  And Anne Krueger.   

 

LEWIS:  Anne also?   

 

INGRAM:  Yeah, it was a joint product. And for different reasons. I mean, I think 

Anne's concern was that Bank staff were treating a Staff Working Paper product as a 

formal publication, and she didn't think that was proper. Her view was that, you 

know, you should go and put it in a journal or something like that. You shouldn't sort 

of treat it like that. And she--her view was that those publications were essentially 

reducing the Bank product showing up in other journals.   

 

Shortly after that, and I believe it was sequential, the Bank started its own journals. 

 

LEWIS:  Yeah, she was credited with that decision.   

 

INGRAM:  Correctly, correctly. I mean, there had been an internal debate about 

whether to have a Bank journal from time immemorial. As I understand it, the 

arguments against the journals, against having journals were it's difficult to run a 

credible in-house journal, better to let the Bank staff demonstrate its prowess by 

competing in the marketplace, okay? The argument against that is you have a lot of 

invisible product; product does accumulate. You know, you can't sort of go in and 

plunk it down on the table and say, “Here's what people have done.” At least it's very 

hard to do that. It's very hard to keep track of it, so you have this, all this invisible--

not fugitive in the sense of nonpublished products but kind of widely dispersed 

product. And Anne decided she wanted to have journals, and we had journals.   

 

So we've just done an evaluation of the journals, too, by the way, and basically that’s-

-they seem to be working fairly well. The major criticism, though, seems to be that 

they aren't lively enough. There's also some sense that they are, quote, “instruments of 

Bank orthodoxy.”   

 

LEWIS:  Well, there’s an interesting charge! [Laughter]   

 

INGRAM:  Assuming the existence of Bank orthodoxy, right! [Laughter]  

 

LEWIS:  Under Ravi Kanbur they're still asking to support [inaudible] the Bank?  
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INGRAM:  There's clearly some concern about that. I mean, this isn't--it's a concern 

as opposed to an accusation, all right? And frankly what that illustrates, it seems to 

me, is in fact the challenge of running a journal in an organization where the 

organization is perceived as having a point of view. That're sort of like saying, “I'm 

not going to believe anything I read in The Reader's Digest,” you know, conservative 

thing, sort of a Newsweek. People will have a view that there's some kind of editorial 

content to this.   

 

LEWIS:  Is Ravi the editor of both of them?   

 

INGRAM:  Yup, yup.   

 

LEWIS:  Well, I wouldn't have perceived him as a Krueger-ite exactly.     

 

INGRAM:  You know, one of our concerns has been whether--they have two 

different audiences, or they have two different products. They have two different 

market niches, and that seems--the evaluation seems to indicate that there's some 

perception out there that that's the case, with The Observer being designed to have a 

much broader appeal.   

 

KAPUR:  From what I'd heard there’s self-selection problem. It's not the editorial 

slant but self-selection of--if someone is critical they will not submit it because . . .    

 

LEWIS:  Self-selection, kind of.         

 

KAPUR:  Self-censorship [inaudible] they have. 

 

INGRAM:  The other fact of this, which is interesting, is we are distributing of the 

Review something on the order or 10,000 to 12,000 copies. The bulk of those are 

going to developing countries. To remind you of some numbers, the AER [American 

Economic Review] distributes 26,000 copies, and the AER is the biggest journal in 

economics. The QJE [Quarterly Journal of Economics] is 5600, ReStat [Review of 

Economics and Statistics] is 3500, and 12,000 is a lot. It's a big, big journal. I used to 

be on the editorial committee of the Journal of Urban Economics, and it put out 1000 

copies, so you get this kind of 26,000. I think the JPE [Journal of Public Economic 

Theory] is about 9. I think the JPE is maybe the second. And then you get a bunch of 

journals at 5, and then you get down to the sort of 1000 journals.  

 

So we're distributing a lot of these. We're working very hard right now to improve the 

quality of our distribution lists. Our goal is to have a distribution list where there’s no 

address where we haven't gotten a card back within the last 36 months from the 

receiver saying the receiver wants to continue to get it. So . . .  

 

LEWIS:  Let me ask you about this: You've been sitting here in the . .  

 

[End Tape 1, Side A] 

[Begin Tape 1, Side B]  
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LEWIS:  . . the new orthodoxy and some sense now I think that the orthodoxy is now 

becoming complicated and it’s becoming more pragmatic again. Are these 

perceptions from sort of looking at it from the inside out valid? I mean, have you had 

a sense of shifts of influence on research from research management?   

 

INGRAM:  To some extent, but I think some of the important changes haven't really 

been ideology, it turns out. It's been much more sort of style and willingness to 

tolerate multiple points of view.    

 

LEWIS:  Ideology is not a very good word, I guess.   

 

INGRAM:  That’s been—that has changed over time, and I think that change is 

easier to document, frankly, than a change in ideology because there’s a sense in 

which to a remarkable extent an awful lot of the economists who work at the Bank 

actually believe that economics works. I mean it's the classic--what's the joke about 

economists is, “We agree about 95 percent of the things that happen in the world, but 

we never talk about them; we only talk about the 5 percent we disagree on. And that's 

all we talk about.” I mean, you put an economist down in a country or a situation to 

do some analysis, and across the board in this institution you’ll get fairly similar kinds 

of diagnoses back. I think there’s a tremendous among of professional agreement 

among the Bank staff in both research and operations about ways in which one can 

profoundly screw up national economies, and, you know, there is an awful lot of 

agreement that fiscal deficits are bad news and that getting your exchange rate 

completely out of line is going to be harmful and so on, and so there is a tremendous 

amount of agreement along those lines. So I guess I don't see an ideological shift so 

much as some of these other shifts.   

 

But let me also say something about the transition from Hollis to Anne because there 

were two things that happened, and I think it's important to separate them. Hollis--

around the time of Hollis's departure (and fixing a date on Hollis's departure is hard to 

do because Hollis stopped participating long before he departed, but so he was here, 

sitting in an office in the Bank for quite a long time after he in some sense had dealt 

himself out of the game) there was a reorganization and so essentially the abolition of 

the Development Policy Staff in ’82, early ‘82--late ‘81 or early ‘82 I think--where 

the DRC disappeared, the Development Economics Department disappeared. There 

was a shift of resources out of the analytic side. The numbers are roughly as follows: 

the Development Economics Department was about 40 people. The DRC, the 

Development Research Center, was about 25. There was the PPR, the Policy and 

Planning Review group under--which Mahbub ul-Haq had run--was there.      

 

LEWIS:  That’s additive to the others?   

 

INGRAM:  That's right. And I don't know how many positions were there, but let's 

say 10 or 15. What we were left with was the EPD, Economics and Planning 

Department, which is the data people that also existed, and with the Development 

Research Department which had about 36 positions in it. And the balance of the 

positions--which much have been close to 40 positions--moved. Some were used to 

set up a new country policy department, and some were actually distributed to 

operations. That all happened before Anne arrived, and she had nothing to do about it 

and claimed she didn't even know it had happened. She said she arrived . .   
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LEWIS:  Was that a [Robert S.] McNamara decision? Or was it a Stern decision?   

 

INGRAM:  No, McNamara had gone. This was--I don't know whose decision it was.  

My hypothesis is that probably Ernie Stern had something to do with that, but this 

happened after McNamara had left and [Alden W.] Clausen had arrived and well 

before Anne arrived.   

 

Then she arrived to this sort of reduced staff, the economics and research staff. And 

those two--the things happened relatively contemporaneously because I think she 

arrived something like June of ‘82. The reorganization had happened in sort of March 

and April. And I think that in looking back on it a lot of people at the Bank had the 

view that somehow they were all the same thing, and she had something to do with it, 

when in fact it was not at all the case.   

 

So there had been this organizational trauma that had occurred on the research side. 

Then she arrived and basically sorted through a period of adjustment that went on for 

quite some time.  

 

Then the ‘87 reorganization came, which was another organizational trauma. The 

reorganization of the DPS was, which involved with DPS, so it's not—it’s only 

remembered by people who were there at the time--it was pretty traumatic for those 

folks. Then we had the ‘87 reorganization . .   

  

LEWIS:  DPS, now tell me . . .   

 

INGRAM:  Development Policy Staff.     

 

KAPUR:  Who was heading DPS at that time?     

 

INGRAM:  Nobody. I mean what happened was--and I don't think I have the paper 

anymore. Hollis was still here. Clausen had set up a management committee. Hollis 

refused to attend. Or that's putting it a bit strongly. I think he said, “Look, since I'm 

leaving, it wouldn't make any sense for me to come.” So he did not attend that. Bevan 

Waide was his director of development policy, his sort of number two, and Bevan 

Waide and Herman van der Tak were appointed as a group of two to oversee the 

implementation of this . .   

 

LEWIS:  Mahbub had left by then?   

 

INGRAM:  Yeah.   

 

. . to oversee the implementation of this change, this organizational transformation. I 

had left the DPS at that time. I was on the outside watching this happen. I was already 

in central policy staff at that time. But it was fairly traumatic.   

 

WEBB:  Who made the choices, then, as to who stayed and went?   

 

INGRAM:  I don't know. I don’t know. The person who would know that is Ardie 

[Everardus] Stoutjesdijk, because Ardie was the director of the DRD at that time. He 
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had succeeded Ben [Benjamin B.] King, and he was the director during—he was the 

director of the Development Economics Department going into that and was the 

director of the Development Research Department coming out, and he's still here. So 

he would be a source of information about that. I was--as I said, I was over in the 

urban projects department at that time. I really don't know the details. I think it was a 

combination of assignment and preferences, but I don't know how the auction worked.  

 

Then there was another trauma in ‘87.  

 

I mean, the thing about both the ‘82 reorganization and the ‘87 reorganization was in 

both cases it happened when essentially there was no vice president, all right? And . .   

 

LEWIS:  In ‘87 she was leaving or had left?   

 

INGRAM:  She had left. She announced her resignation around Labor Day of ‘86, 

departed basically January of ‘87, and then the sort of tidal wave hit in February, 

March, April.     

 

LEWIS:  Yes, sure. And Stan Fischer came when?     

 

INGRAM:  Let me back up. Ben King was appointed acting vice president from 

January, and he is reasonably well informed about this because as acting VP he 

attended a lot of meetings at that time, so he--and I believe—I think--my impression 

is he remembers it all very well.     

 

KAPUR:  [inaudible] had a long. He quit, also, on this business. 

 

INGRAM:  He what?   

 

KAPUR:  He also left on this business, on the reorganization.    

 

INGRAM:  Yes.   

 

Let me--now, in terms of your question when did Stan arrive, Stan arrived in, I want 

to say, in January of ‘88 because Ben was acting for six months after, and he then sent 

a nice note to [Barber B.] Conable explaining that he thought it would make sense for 

him not to be reappointed for another six months, and I believe at that point Jean 

Baneth became acting VP. They were searching for somebody, they found Stan, and 

Stan arrived January. I even would say something like January 15 of ‘88, something 

like that.   

 

LEWIS:  You were with the senior vice president at that time?   

 

INGRAM:  I was the director of DRD under Anne from ‘83 to the reorganization. I 

then went and joined the urban department from mid-‘87--June or July of ‘87 to June 

of ‘88, and in June of ‘88 I joined the senior vice president's office, which was [W. 

David] Hopper, and I was there for, until April effectively of this year, with Hopper 

and then with Wilfried Thalwitz. And Wilfried will have been senior vice president of 

PRE for 23.5 months by December 1 because he came December 15--right into the 

middle of something called “fine tuning.”   
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LEWIS:  Yes, yes, fine tuning. 

 

INGRAM:  I mean, one of the things that this points out is the amount of energy and 

horsepower that has been devoted to the organizational change is really remarkable.   

 

LEWIS:  It really is, isn’t it? 

 

INGRAM:  Really remarkable. I mean, when Thalwitz arrived, he and I and his vice 

presidents and one or two other people did nothing for the next three weeks except 

focus on fine tuning, at which point we turned PPR into PRE. I mean, it was literally 

sort of meeting with him eight hours a day for a couple of weeks to sort all this out.  

Quite remarkable. So it’s not--the transactions costs are considerable, really 

considerable.   

 

I mean one of the things about what's just happened that’s remarkable is that the 

transactions costs so far have been pretty low. I mean, you know, Friday, October 4, 

to a large extent that round was over. That's pretty impressive--five weeks from the 

time [Lewis T.] Preston arrived. So he sort of worked itself through a layer and a half 

already. It’s pretty impressive! [Laughter]   

 

KAPUR:  But I thought the transaction costs come a bit after that because as those 

guys in turn begin to choose and then those—it’s the lower-down ones who are 

[inaudible] now sitting.    

 

INGRAM:  What is the sports expression? An inning, I believe. I think that we've 

been through an inning. I think--it's not clear to me the game is over yet.     

 

LEWIS:  Are you talking about a cricket inning or a baseball inning?   

 

INGRAM:  A baseball inning, I suppose. But I don't know that there will necessarily 

be nine of them, but . . .   

 

WEBB:  In cricket it’s called an “over.” An over’s over. 

 

KAPUR:  You also have innings. Yeah, I mean you have two innings in a game.     

 

INGRAM:  But let me return to your question about ideology and so on. I think the—

I think when Anne was vice president one of the things that was noted--and it's been 

noted by many people and it was sort of a major contrast between Anne and Hollis—

was, it is not the fact that Hollis had a sort of terrific, open mind and sort of was kind 

of mushy and soft and so on. I mean Hollis knew, knew and knows what Hollis 

thinks; that's for sure. And Anne knew and knows what Anne thinks; that's also for 

sure. I think a lot of people have remarked that Hollis had a much higher tolerance--if 

not to say taste--but certainly a tolerance for having people around who didn't 

necessarily agree with him about issues. And that, if I was going to contrast Anne and 

Hollis, the first thing I would put down would be that as an attribute. I'm not willing 

to talk a lot more about that with a tape recorder on, so . . . [Laughter] 

 

LEWIS:  That’s a very . . 
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[Interruption]        
 

INGRAM:  . . change in the ‘80s has been the growth of external funding. We now 

are pumping 250 million dollars a year of other people's money through this 

institution in addition to our 900 million dollar administrative budget. I mean, we're 

talking 25 percent. In PRE--no, no, the 900 million is the gross budget, I mean that’s 

buildings and the whole shooting match. In PRE our net budget, that is not counting 

overheads but counting salaries, is on the order of 80 or 85 million. Our external 

funds are on the order of 45 million.  

 

WEBB:  Wow!  That’s fifty percent. 

 

INGRAM:  Now, we're talking about—and it’s . . .  

 

LEWIS:  These are bilateral?   

 

INGRAM:  This is bilateral, it's UNDP [United Nations Development Program], it's 

some foundation money, and so on and so forth. It’s--the big chunks are EDI 

[Economic Development Institute], 10 million dollars. We have two big programs. 

We have the energy sector management assistance program, which is 12 to 14 million 

a year. We've got what used to be the water decade program, which is now the water 

and sanitation program, which is also 10, 12 million dollars a year. We have 5 to 8 

million sitting in the agriculture department now, which is having to do to some 

extent with the CG [Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research] 

system. And then we've got forestry, environment, women in development money 

that’s sort of spread around.   

 

It's almost all for technical assistance--very little for research. And it makes sense 

because it turns out--it's very interesting. There are some very interesting 

complementarities in the budget in the sense that a lot of Bank money--relatively 

speaking, a lot of Bank money goes for research. Very little Bank money goes for TA 

[technical assistance].  If you think about selling a product to a bilateral, technical 

assistance is very attractive because it's concrete, you can do it in a particular country, 

and it has a high probability of success. You're going to take some technology. You're 

going to go out and you're going to apply it in Burundi. You're going to apply it in 

some former French colony, and the French like that, and they'll pay to have that done 

at a particular address.   

 

LEWIS:  Is this technical assistance delivered by Bank personnel, or is it done on 

contract?   

 

INGRAM:  It’s delivered by a host of people who are sort of quasi-Bank staff. Again, 

using the analogy with a university, you know, who are all those people over there 

working for Marty [Martin S.] Feldstein, you know? They work at Harvard? No, they 

don't work at Harvard. They sort of work for him. The soft/hard money analogy in 

universities is not a bad place to start. You know, you've got somebody running a 

program. He’s got 10 million dollars a year. He's got a bunch of people. He's got 30 

people in offices here. Are they Bank staff? Well, they're sort of like Bank staff, 

they’re sort of long-term consultants. That's what we're into here.  
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It's very, very interesting, and there's oodles of this money in operations for 

everything from--here is the Danish fund which has to be used to hire Danish 

consultants, you know, these tied consultant funds. It's project preparation money, sort 

of upstream money that's got some sort of sectoral orientation to it, or it's—and, by 

the way, I'm not counting things like the Global Environment Fund in the numbers I'm 

giving you.   

 

KAPUR:  Are the ramifications of some of this [inaudible] to the whole issue of tied 

aid?     

 

INGRAM:  Not very great. I mean, in a sense--what you do is you get these dudes 

competing with each other. I mean, if every country has tied money for consultants, 

it's a lot like nobody has it. It's a lot like not having tied aid. I mean it’s sort of you go 

and find your consultant first, you know, and then I try and I say, “Well, what's your 

nationality?” and then I see is there’s a—can I find some way to pay for him.     

 

KAPUR:  What I'm saying is like you’re say, something like the French, you make 

sure that it's Cameroon resident, in that sense, it’s tied, the recipient, rather.   

 

INGRAM:  Where this problem is most likely to manifest itself would be in Africa 

because Africa, the African region has got more of this money than anybody. And that 

I can't tell you, but I don't see that as a problem on our side because when everybody 

does it, it's really--I mean, the problem is if you've got one country that's doing it and 

nobody else is doing it, you can get seduced, but basically if all these people--I mean, 

it's the great thing about competition. There's free entry into these things; everybody 

can have one of these funds! And it doesn't have that much of an impact, as far as I 

can tell.   

 

But the concern that I have about this is these programs--and there’s an analogy with 

the universities here, too--these programs don't have brakes and they don't have 

reverse gears. What you do is you get a situation like this: You get somebody with a 

10 million dollar budget, and you get 30 people sitting in Washington. You've got 30 

people who have a tremendous interest in the continuation of this program, and so the 

momentum or the kind of bureaucratic manifest destiny of it takes over. And suddenly 

you have a whole bunch of people who are dedicated to the continuation of this 

program, and that is the problem.   

 

I have that problem, by the way, with the CGIAR [Consultative Group on 

International Agricultural Research]. I mean, intellectually, I mean isn't it 

interesting? IRI [International Rice Institute] has been so successful that the price of 

rice has fallen to the point that we're trying to get farmers in Asia to stop raising rice 

because they're immiserating themselves. Why? Maybe we ought to tell these guys to 

take a couple of years off, you know! [Laughter]  

 

It's very interesting. But that's the problem. It's the sort of bureaucratic inertia that you 

build into these things, and they're hard to shut down because you've got a lot of 

bodies.   
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KAPUR:  Not the aspect of sort of transaction costs on the part of Bank staff trying to 

get funds from [inaudible] I mean you have to go around . .   

 

INGRAM:  The Bank has that concern. What the Bank has done to address that is--

because there were relatively large numbers of grants for small amounts of money, to 

the point that you'd be having a conference and you'd want to bring sort of three 

people from Zaire to the conference and you'd go and get the Dutch to give you 

20,000 dollars for their airfares, you know. That sort of thing was going on. What the 

Bank recently did is it said the minimum Bank fee for any external fund is 10,000 

dollars, all right, so that the notion was that not too many bilaterals are going to put 

20,000 dollars on the table, 10,000 dollars of which goes to the Bank fee, and that this 

would remove an incentive for this, except with the exception of EDI where EDI has 

its own staff to do this sort of thing. The notion was that 10,000 dollars approximates 

something like the true cost to the Bank of setting up these funds. My own view is 

that it’s probably less than half that. This was not—this was done to discourage a 

proliferation of small funds. It's an issue the Bank is grappling with.   

 

I mean, the Bank is not—I mean, having taught at Harvard for seven years and gotten 

external money--I don't know how things are at Princeton, but at Harvard there’s an 

office of research contracts, and if you think you are going to go out and make a deal 

with somebody, you're wrong. You know, nobody signs “The President and Fellows 

of Harvard University” except these three people in this office of research contracts. 

And they're happy to turn it down if they don't like the language of the contract. 

 

And you're sort of sitting there saying, “But I've got my graduate students to think 

of!”   

 

“Get out of my office,” you know.   

 

There's nothing like that here. Here it's as if every professor could go out and make a 

deal. 

  

LEWIS:  It’s amazing.   

 

INGRAM:  It is amazing. It is amazing. 

 

LEWIS:  [inaudible] Okay. Well, this has really been very, very interesting.   

 

[End Tape 1, Side B] 

[End of interview] 

 


