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I ntroduction

The Bank spends much time and effort determining its Officiad Views on this question or that, but there
islittle or no discussion of the prior question of whether or not the Bank should have Officid Viewsin
thefirg place. 1 will argue that this practice:

impedes the open contesting of adverse opinionsthat is so crucia to the advancement of
knowledge,

impedes the Bank as alearning organi zation since the overturning of an older view isdl the more
difficult if it has been branded and endrined as an Officid View, and

impedes the country being intellectualy in the driver's seet (i.e., learning to apply critical reason and
think for itself) Snce the country will inevitably be encouraged in amultitude of ways to accept an
opinion because it is an Officid View.

"Officid Views' are defined here pragmatically from the client's perspective. When aview is presented
to the client asthe Bank's View, and the dient isinformed, explicitly or implicitly, that the project should
conform to the View if the project isto be gpproved in Washington, then such aview isfor dl practica
purposes an "Officid View" even thought one might unearth carefully worded Bank documentsin
Washington with footnotes expressing cavests and reservetions.

The World Bank asthe" Church of Development™

Our purest knowledge indtitutions such as universities do not have Officid Views on the questions of the
day. Thereisno officid Harvard or MIT view on the controverses that rage in the naturd, life, and
socia sciences. That was not dways so. The knowledge indtitutions of the Middle Ages had Officid
Views on questions about the physical, biological, and socid nature of the world. Open and critica
discussion of these dogmas was hardly encouraged, there was no open "clash of adverse opinions’ and
no free market in ideas—and knowledge accordingly stagnated. Today the norm in universities (not
adwaysredized) and in the fieds of science is atolerance of reasoned and evidenced views without the
ingtitutions themsalves taking officid stands. When organizations do take stands, the results are
typicaly dismd, eg., the Soviet theory of genetics or the University of Utah theory of cold fusion.
Science accepts nothing on authority; al claims are subjected to the test of independent replication (as
the supporters of cold fusion came to appreciate to their chagrin).

When the advantages of the hard-won intellectud tolerance are so clear in the universities and scientific
indtitutes, it is by no means clear that the Knowledge Bank should employ a somewhat older "church
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modd" of aknowledge inditution by having ex cathedra Officid World Bank Views on the
exceedingly difficult and subtle questions of economic development.

But it will be said that the Bank Views are not dogma; they are based on evidence and well-reasoned
arguments. Very wdl, then state the evidence and the well-reasoned arguments to the client country so
that the client can make amore informed judgment. What is added of scientific value by cdling it the
"Officid World Bank View"? Isnt that an atempt to short-circuit the client's judgment in favor of
accepting the View based on authority? Doesit improve the evidence to make the view Officid? Does
that sharpen the reasoning? Far fromit. Often the citation of the evidence to the client is dighted since,
after dl, itisthe Bank View. Often the reasoning is perfunctory since, fter dl, it isthe Bank View. The
client should take it on authority or faith that the Bank would not have that View if there was not
sufficient evidence or well-reasoned arguments. Why waste time and energy gilding the lily?

The Bank doestheintellectua research and qudity control to determine the Bank's View, and thus the
client is saved the trouble of learning to Sft evidence, reasoning through possible dternative palicies, and
thinking for itsdf. All that has aready been done by the experts a the Bank, so why duplicate efforts
when the needs of development are S0 pressing? The project managers support listening and learning—
30 long asthe dients are ligening to and learning the Right Policies. Any genuinely sdf-directed learning
process with the client country in the driver's seat might take awrong turn and veer off in the wrong
direction which the project manager could not support. 1t would conflict with the Bank's View. The
gardener wants only her own seedsto grow; dl else are weeds.

In the client countries, the best learners are the ones who show their specid ability not by stubbornly
asking critical questions or seeking aternative views but by quickly picking up and parroting the Main
Messages. They reap the rewards of this Learning by thus becoming the gatekeepers for the flow of
Bank resources into the country. Asthe clients receive operent conditioning to appreciate the Bank
Views, they become cognitively dependent on this source of intellectuad nourishment. After this negative
reinforcement againg the "thinking for onesdlf" or "being in the driver's seat,” the clients experience
cognitive dissonance and distress when they hear mixed messages from the Bank. Of course, parents
may argue and doctors may "war" but not in front of the children or patientsl To reduce such distressin
the cognitively dependent clients, the Bank should publicly express only the One Best Way. The
complexities of the development process are so large that the Bank should not add to the clients
distress by dlowing its experts to disagree in public. That would only put the clientsin the
unaccustomed position of having to think for themsdves and make up their own minds.

But it will be said that the Bank is not some academic debating society; the Bank hasto "put its money
where its mouth is' by funding projects based on certain assumptions. Once the Bank has committed
sgnificant resources to certain assumptions, then it istimeto fdl in line, play for the Home Team, and
support the funded assumptions. This sort of argument is one of the marvels of bureaucratic reason. It
isobvious why individud project managers and their superiors would like a funded project assumption
to be treated as "gospe” but those are not reasons why the whole ingtitution should take such a stand.
Theories are corroborated by evidence, not by the commitment of funds. Many businesses have come
to grief because managers would not revidt Strategies after initia costs were sunk. In view of the record



of internationd development aid, thereisllittle support for the smilar practice of seeing project
assumptions as hardening into gospel once funds are committed.

But it will be said that every customer cannot run his or her own testing laboratory. Some things have to
be bought on the basis of certification by experts and reputation. The Bank globaly scans for best
practices which are backed up by fundamental research drawing on the best that the socid sciences
(usualy Economics) have to offer. When the Bank puts its brand- name and reputation on the line by
adopting an Officia View, then the clients are saved the trouble of duplicating these costly efforts. The
product has been highly vetted by the best in the field, otherwise the Bank would not put its brand-name
onit. Of course, it isthen incumbent on the Bank to get it right the first time, Since learning would
involve public admission of error and would thus be dl the more painful. No company works to
devaue its own brand-name so any adverse evidence that might entail a change in the View is not
particularly encouraged. Researchers need to be sound and responsible team players.

The Knowledge Bank with less tutelage and mor e listening

The Bank could take a page out of the experience of universities and sciertific indtitutes and not attach
its brand-name to particular views. But that would shift the onus of thinking and decison-making to the
clients who could no longer just choose according to brand-name. The clients would have to do some
of their own research and take responsbility for and ownership of their choices. But lacking the
expertise and scientific resources of the Bank, the clients might end up making sub-optima decisons.
Shouldn't we make sure that our clients get the Right Views? Even though the Bank's Views may be
imperfect, they are based on the best evidence and research to date—so shouldn't they be taught to the
clients? Shouldn't the Knowledge Bank be a teacher or disseminator of Development Knowledge?

There are very different types of "teaching.” |If the teaching takes the form of core course catechisms,
then learning is probably inversaly proportiond to such "teaching.” George Bernard Shaw quipped: "if
you teach aman anything he will never learnit." Ortegay Gasset suggested: "He who wants to teach a
truth should place usin the position to discover it oursalves.” Genuine learning (with ownership of the
learnings) presupposes that the learner isin the driver's seat actively re-agppropriating the knowledge.

Y et the default pedagogy that unfortunatdly is the theory-in-use in much of the Knowledge Bank
(regardiess of the espoused theory) isthat the Bank has the knowledge and then transmits or
dissaminatesit to the clients. Even if the Bank hasthe right knowledge—and that isno smdl "if"—tisthe
wrong pedagogy to try to "transmit” it to the clients. The Bank needsto play more the role of the
Socratic guide and midwife to strengthen the powers of critical thought and independent inquiry in the
clients and to promote the clients own sef-directed learning program-so the clients will discover
gopropriate knowledge themsalves. Then the knowledge is localy owned aswdll as automaticaly
adapted to local conditions. The Bank's penchant to transmit Officid Views in catechisms does not help
thislearning process; in fact it hurts the process of autonomous learning on the part of the dients by
promoting, implicitly if not explicitly, tutdlage and belief based on authority.



For the Knowledge Bank to promote active learning rather than passive tutelage, the message to the
clients would be something like this.

To the best of our accumulated experience (which we deem to cal "knowledge"), here
is what works best in countries like yours. Why don't you study these principles
together with their corroboration to date (best practice success stories), take alook at
these case studies, contact these people who designed those reforms, set up horizontal
learning programs with those best practice cases, and try some experiments to see what
works in your own country? After carrying out this learning process on your own, you
might cal us back if you fed we could help by patidly but not wholly funding the
reform program you have decided upon.

To impose amodel based on the Bank's View (or even "best opinion™) without thislocd learning
process would be to "short-circuit” and bypass the active learning capability of the loca policy-makers,
to subgtitute "authority” in its place, and thus to perpetuate the passvity of tutdage.

The key to development is not having Good Policies that agree with the Bank's View; it is the country's
commitment to a genuine learning process to find its own reform programs. Indeed, if the country just
parrots the Good Policies in order to receive postive reinforcement from the Bank, then thereisno red
commitment to self-directed learning to arrive at alocaly-owned reform program. Parroting does not
count even though it is aways implicitly encouraged by Bank's promotion of its Officid View. Insucha
sycophantic case, the Bank should not commit resources in spite of the outward display of undying
adherence to Good Policies.

But suppose the country does get in the driver's seet, undertakes a genuine learning process, and then
arives a results at odds with the Bank's View. Then instead of retreating in horror at the country's
gpodtasy, the Bank should suggest a commitment to mutua learning. Both the country and the Bank
should commit to certain experiments and pilot projects, and they should agree ahead of time on the sort
of indicators and results that would lead the country or the Bank or both to modify and nuance thelr
views. That process of listening and learning would be much facilitated if the Bank had not previoudy
invested its prestige in an Officid View, if it instead maintained some Socratic "ignorance” about such
complex and subtle matters, and if it abandoned tutelage in favor of the country taking over the driver's
Sedt in the process of development learning.



