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The Global Environment Facility (GEF) exists to fund global environmental benefits through international development projects. Interim financial mechanism to the United Nations conventions on climate change and biodiversity, it is also hoped that it will green its parent, the World Bank, and help reform the UN. Some NGO commentators castigate GEF as greenwash for a sick system; others – part of the tacit coalition that created it – prefer to render the facility more transparent, participatory and thereby effective. The environmental movement’s responses to GEF’s need for legitimation in ‘civil society’ may begin to transcend a quandary faced in many movements for social change: whether to enter, adjust and utilise the institutional structures within which problems arise, or to avoid co-option by challenging the system from outside.

A novel multilateral aid fund for conservation, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) was replenished in 1998 with $2.75 billion to finance ‘global environmental benefits’ through World Bank and UN development projects. Administrators of GEF aim to embody the rhetoric and fulfill the desires of reformist, globalising sections of the environmental movement. Sometimes they disempower grassroots environmental action in the process; they may also aid some indirectly. 


The pattern of interaction between diverse NGOs claiming to represent ‘civil society’ and the GEF may write large a million local stories of co-operation, co-option and competition: NGOs ‘inside’ with GEF engage directly with a politically, economically and scientifically globalising system that those ‘outside’ ignore or confront directly. While governments and inter-governmental institutions (IGOs) are the main beneficiaries of GEF, the productive niches it provides to some in the environmental NGO community may be unique in the political ecology of global governance.


Why and through what channels do NGOs access GEF policy and funds? How are they used, and by whom? Do they provide green expertise and credibility to elite decision-making, or do they enter and subvert the dominant discourses to support more radical allies in the broader movement? How do people in the global environmental epistemic community sustain the GEF as a development of shared value?  Whether GEF contributes to ‘sustainable development’ – however understood – is not tackled here. Nor do I examine closely how environmental activists implement or campaign against GEF projects; the study centres on relations between groups clustering around new global flows of subsidy.


While telling a tale of GEF, I introduce NGOs involved in its creation and critique. Discussing how some have so far engaged with GEF, I link their objectives, uses and achievements. To help fulfill GEF’s potential, ‘civil society stakeholders’ in whose name and with whose money it operates might be enabled to draw their own conclusions about how – or even whether – their self-selected representatives are working for the public good. In conclusion, I discuss developments in civil society responses to the impact of institutional globalisation on the environment. As long as globalisation is presented as immutable, details of how people do shape global institutions must beuseful.1

NGOs Constructing the GEF
This story begins not with Silent Spring but with links between organised environmentalism and the structures of government. Soon before the UN Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm, 1972, International Parliamentary Conferences (IPCE) on theEnvironment2 were founded to build awareness and pressure for governmental action around the world. Western politicians thereby strengthened links with the establishment end of the environment movement WWF, IUCN and the Sierra Club. IPCE meetings continued until 1978 when the money ran out and governmental commitment faded, and some in the environmental movement grew more politically radical. 


Consequently, in the early 1980s a ‘group of 10’US-based environmental NGOs3 decided that economic growth was not only compatible with environmental protection, but necessary to finance it [Devall, 1992]. This distinguished ‘reformers’ accepting capitalist credo from ‘deeper’ green groups demanding fundamental restructuring of human organisation. A report [Cahn, 1985] never reached the boards of the group of 10, yet summarises a sort of consensus [Devall, 1992]. Managerial in tone, key principles were that: sustained economic grow this good for environmental quality; regulation is good for both the economy and the environment; and NGOs should sustain rhetorically radical but practically conciliatory strategies. 


Indicating acquiescence in most of the status quo, mainstream environmentalists formed a basis for conciliation between big NGOs (BINGOs) and western governments. Shedding radical green associations, reformers stepped up constructive discussion with OECD governments and inter-governmental organisations (IGOs) who had rejected their agenda as anti-growth. Perhaps in reaction, confrontational groupings like Earth First! emerged to raise the stakes.


By the late 1980s, the World Bank faced environmentalist demands from the US Congress. As ‘parliament’ of the Bank’s major shareholder, Congress has more control over foreign policy than other donor countries and is sensitive to local lobbies. Under pressure from environmentalists about the World Bank’s record – sometimes in ‘unholy alliances’ with right-wingers opposed to aid [Rich, 1994] – Congress tightened conditions on Bank replenishments [Wade, 1997]. NGOs meeting with civil servants in search of political accommodation found shared interest in financing conservation, the former gaining access to large-scale public finance, and the latter improving image and effects with the help of their best critics. Exploring the possibilities of ‘sustainable development’ as defined in the Brundtland report of1987, an intricate dance between professionals in environment and development began in the corridors of power.


While ‘Brundtland seeks a cooptation of the very groups that are creating a new dance of politics … the experts of the global state… turning them into a secondary, second rate bunch of consultants’(Visvanathan [1991], quoted in Escobar [1996: 54]), the United Nations system was already more open to ‘civil society’ than the Bretton Woods institutions [Weiss and Gordenker, 1996] and some NGOs had learned how to use it. One consequence was the International Conservation Financing Program (ICFP), initiated by UNDP through the efforts of an ex-banker with an International Wilderness Leadership Foundation [Sjöberg, 1994]. The World Resources Institute (WRI) was commissioned to produce a report on strategies for multi-laterally financing conservation [WRI, 1989]. The WRI team met with experts, banks, NGOs and development institutions in the US and ran workshops around the world before setting out options including an International Environmental Facility.


In the event, the UNDP Administrator was ‘not happy’ [Sjöberg, 1994], and claiming the report ran ‘counter to the integrated vision of development and environment’, tried to remove UNDP’s name. This left Gus Speth (later head of UNDP) at WRI to take forward an idea rejected by its official sponsor for being insufficiently holistic and neglecting complex relations between poverty and ecology. While the formal ICFP process fizzled out, the only real difference from its recommendation is that GEF is ‘global’ rather than ‘international’, and the only regret heard from the WRI was that GEF is a fund in itself rather than a project preparation facility for existing institutions to move money through certifiably greener channels(interviews, Nov. 1997).

What is the GEF? 
Some say GEF’s task of ‘mainstreaming’ the environment internationally resembles the remit of UNEP (interviews,1997–98). Yet while both institutions are rife with environmental expertise, neither may be able to fulfill the ‘hopeless mandate’ of co-ordinating institutional change, given the low status of the environment in governments. However GEF is richer than UNEP, treasury-driven, US-based, with World Bank-style ‘efficiency’, and designed for an age of globalisation.


GEF pays the ‘agreed incremental costs’ of creating‘ global environmental benefits’ in four ‘focal areas’: biodiversity, climate change, international waters and ozone depletion [Werksman, 1996; Pernetta, 1998]. Created in 1991 as a pilot facility in the World Bank to multilaterally finance globally valuable conservation [Shiva, 1993; Gupta, 1995], GEF’s ‘additional’ trust fund is now described as the ‘only game in town’ by some aid professionals (personal communications, 1997–98). As interim ‘financial mechanism’ to UN conventions on climate change (FCCC) and biodiversity (CBD), GEF subsidises required activities in signatory countries not classified as sufficiently ‘developed’ to pay the costs themselves [Young and Boehmer-Christiansen, 1998]. To ‘leverage’ other finance into environmentally benevolent investments GEF may add biodiversity components to forestry projects, or shift an energy investment from fossil fuels to renewables. The aid ‘sweetens’ internalisation of selected environmental costs to global economic activities. 


European donor government representatives initiated GEF in their trusted World Bank to pre-empt alternatives threatened for UNCED the following year [Chatterjee and Finger, 1994]. Lacking legal personality, GEF is administered through an experimental inter-institutional arrangement, but has a governing council and secretariat. Policies are described in language [GEF, 1994b, 1996] – partnership and participation, stakeholder ownership and learning by doing – straight from discourses of non-linear emancipatory development [Chambers, 1997; Nelson and Wright, 1995]. Claiming scientific and economic rationale to pursue radical alternatives, GEF presents as the culmination of committed work by diverse environmentalists. 


Yet NGOs as well as G77 governments protested at Rio that GEF was a rushed fait accompli, created back to front with strategy trailing finance. After complex, sometimes heated negotiations the facility was restructured in the name of transparency and accountability before refinancing with US$2billion in 1994. The council gained a double majority4 voting system, and the World Bank was joined by the UN Environment Program (UNEP) and Development Program (UNDP) as ‘equal’ implementing agencies (IAs). 


There is little documentation of how GEF staff privately see their role. From observation and interviews it appears that GEF institutions accommodate diverse opinion, some more radical than NGOs.5 Yet whatever their take on environmentalism, GEF people working ‘professionally’ in hierarchical structures may change ‘business as usual’ only at the edges [Gupta, 1995]. They may be negotiating and sustaining conservation infrastructure– for example, computerised resource databases – valued by financial, scientific, governmental and increasingly, environmental elites.6


In the face of government conservatism, business risk aversion and bureaucracies’ embedded practices, individuals in GEF value outside expertise for the work of reaching ‘agreement’. We have seen how NGOs’ helped bring GEF into being; now it fosters NGO involvement in a ‘spirit of partnership’ [GEF, 1998a]. Primarily meeting the needs of governments, GEF also responds to key individuals in NGOs, to the extent that in negotiations for the establishment of the pilot GEF, some participants ‘complained privately that the US position practically replicated that of Washington-based environmental advocacy groups’ [Sjöberg, 1994]. 

Who are the NGOs?
The World Bank classifies NGOs as: (i) independent from governments and ii) having humanitarian or co-operative rather than commercial objectives.7 In most cases academic institutions and business are not classed as NGOs. However, in the case of GEF’s unique openness to ‘outsiders’,8 all interested parties are grouped together and allowed access if by GEF’s definition they are part of the global environmental movement.


Motivation of NGOs may primarily be ‘non-economic’ in pursuit of ‘public purposes’, but even when seeking to ‘serve, not to supply’, they sell services [Harrison, 1993]. The ‘neo-liberal lurch’ [Sklair, 1998] towards privatisation and de-skilling of government functions in the1980s allowed NGOs into the international aid sector [Edwards and Hulme, 1992]. Filling gaps in governance and public service left by state asset-stripping, some are active at the global level and are welcomed– not least by the United Nations (Boutros Ghali, introducing Weiss and Gordenker [1996]). Though now accessing World Bank global subsidy through GEF, NGOs still find sustainable institutionalisation of grass-roots initiatives difficult in a policy context of privatising benefits and externalising costs.


In the current ideological climate, neo-liberal economics remains the language in which ‘costs’, ‘benefits’, ‘efficiency’ and ‘effectiveness’ are expressed. Given the flexibility of tools available for environmental economics, professionals in this discourse9 try to translate between the environmental, economic and diplomatic ministries brought together in GEF. Hence the shift towards environmental economic expertise by some NGOs (notably IUCN); and the GEF’s prioritisation of ‘pricing’ nature to calculate incremental costs. 


Rejecting the values embodied in this discourse, many ecology campaigners ignore GEF work as a side issue to globalising popular resistance to the structural roots of environmental destruction. Those allied in, for example, the emerging Peoples’ Global Action (PGA)network ‘for humanity and against neo-liberalism’10 challenge directly the exploitation of communities both ecological and social. Provoked by accounts like those of George [1994], Rich [1994] and the 50 Years is Enough campaign,11 hostility to the Bretton Woods system increases: US activists disrupted the building of the World Bank’s new headquarters in Washington, DC in 1995 (personal communication, Nov. 1997), and popular protest continues around the world [Walton and Seddon, 1994, SchNEWS to date]. When GEF states that ‘IAs may make arrangements for GEF project preparation and execution by … NGOs … taking into account their comparative advantages in efficient and cost-effective project execution … in accordance with national priorities’ [GEF, 1994b], is the organisation merely ‘casting the net widely’12 for new ideas to defuse hostile sections of civil society?

NGO Relations with the GEF
If GEF seeks practical innovations and systemic public relations, it finds both in NGOs. Following the purposive approach of Wapner [1996], I characterise environmentalists’ strategies towards GEF as ‘insider’ or ‘outsider’. Crudely, where outsiders (for example, Greenpeace, TWN) challenge the structures in which GEF is the latest cog or branch, insiders (for example, WWF, IUCN) participate in the system as a given, seeking to improve it.13

 
From the point of view of a World Bank task manager for GEF projects, NGOs sometimes ‘terrifically’ fill an ‘interesting and challenging’ niche, yet rest at various points on a ‘huge spectrum of input’ between the technically ‘competent’ (and therefore useful) and the politically obstreperous(and therefore a ‘hindrance’) (interview, Nov. 1997). The latter, suspecting that while the World Bank ‘deals the cards and calls the shots’ [Sahgal, 1998] GEF ‘has no ear to hear’ objections to an enclosing, agenda, state that ‘if David ever did tame Goliath, it was by using a sling shot … not by sitting with him to discuss reform at workshops whose content was first cleared at 1818 H Street, Washington’.14 Thus BiNGOs and others are deemed to have been co-opted by – if not before – the UNCED process [Chatterjee and Finger, 1994; EF!, 1998] Yet despite disagreement elsewhere, there seems to be consensus in the ‘complex, multi-faceted and often divided community’ [Conca, 1996] of NGOs that those unwilling to ‘play the game’ in GEF should leave the field clear for ‘constructive’ critique.


The list of NGOs provided in Annex 1 is neither exhaustive nor balanced, but illustrates prominent insiders – notably those with offices in Washington, DC. Increasingly, poorer NGOs pool resources in issue-based networks whose public faces may not reflect the diversity of all involved. NGOs addressing themselves to GEF have shifted from advocacy campaigns for improvements in global finance arrangements and the World Bank in particular, towards opening GEF further. Some do both: advocacy for transparency and participation in GEF can reflect desire for these goods for advocates, for their allies and for the ‘public good’.

NGO Critique of GEF
Few NGOs were keen on GEF’s form and governance, even after restructuring in 1994. When the G77 grouping of countries held out token resistance in favour of a ‘green fund’ at Rio, they had environmental NGOs’ support. NGO judgements of the Pilot Phase GEF are summarised by Bowles and Prickett [1994]: decision-making was neither transparent nor scientific, participation of NGOs, local people and scientists was limited, and many grants were too large for recipient institutions usefully to absorb. GEF could becounter-productive if ‘additionality’ reduced support for biodiversity elsewhere, so the authors suggested replacing ‘incremental costs’ with a ‘flexible’ test so that global does not undermine local conservation.


Pointedly, they suggest the World Bank’s project-based approach is ill-suited to assist multiple-sourced innovations in biodiversity conservation and energy efficiency. They recommended broadening the range of institutions eligible for proposing and executing projects: GEF should become a ‘marketplace of ideas’. This proposal, oft-repeated, implies that regional multilateral development banks, UN agencies, governments, academic departments and NGOs should deal direct with the secretariat instead of the IAs – rivals for GEF’s honeypot. 


Allegations from ‘outside’ were harsher: GEF is ‘greenwash’ [Greenpeace, 1992]. Bruce Rich [1994] of EDF cites a biodiversity project in the Congo, ‘tacked on’ to ‘grease the skids’ of a much larger World Bank loan for road-building and logging of old growth forest, intended –according to a World Bank project document – to ‘breathe new life into forest exploitation’. In this context, Greenpeace and Southern NGOs have supported ongoing G77 resistance to designating GEF as permanent financial mechanism to the CBD [Arts, 1998]. 


To some critics, GEF is a product of the new world order’s rhetorical renewal – like the largely ‘paper’ processes of UNCED, where NGOs played a high profile role [Willetts, 1996]. Official accounts stress constructive relationships built around Rio, yet Shiva [1993] suggests that the business community were ‘partners’ [Rowell, 1996] but diverse NGOs were brought in only to seem inclusive. For the GEF Participants’ Assembly in New Delhi 1998, rules were similarly loosened to allow in hundreds of enthusiastic women’s and other groups and avoid the ‘bummer’ (personal communication, 1998)if only the usual 40-odd showed up. 


Despite abiding cynicism, NGOs felt vindicated when the Independent Evaluation of the Pilot Phase [GEF, 1994a] echoed their critique, not least that GEF alienates the very stakeholders who could make it successful. Hard-pressed, defensive GEF secretariat staff must legally serve many masters already: government departments represented in the council, the conferences of the parties (COPs) to the CBD and FCCC and, de facto, IAs’ governing bodies. Yet also now they thrive on NGO input, to the extent that new council members are shocked (personal communication,Nov.1997).15

NGOs as GEF Supporters
As campaigning organisations NGOs can mobilise support – ‘promoting and sustaining a favorable policy environment’ (GEF Project Information Document)16 – for tender institutions. Linked into environmental epistemic communities, some NGOs offer political sway besides technical expertise. Given scarcity of governmental attention to issues tackled by GEF, civil servants value NGO help promoting their institutions. A World Bank ‘partnership brief’ tells how relations between ‘IIEC [the International Institute for Energy Efficiency] and the Bank during the late1980s [were] more adversarial than co-operative … [but] began to change with the advent of financing from the GEF … [now] both the Bank and the IIEC … are enthusiastic about the future of the relationship,’ and other NGO ‘stakeholders’ engage in such ‘strategic inter-dependence and mutual satisfaction’. While unharnessed NGO experts are fierce detractors, as allies, their energies and constituencies can be used. 


Another tale indicates how NGOs have supported GEF: during restructuring in 1993, eight influential US-based NGOs signed a letter asking Bob Dole to delay refinancing of GEF until evaluation of the pilot phase was complete. Restructuring negotiations collapsed in Cartagena at the end of that year, almost fatally. By the time of the second replenishment of the GEF in late 1997, however, the US held out against commitment until a critical monitoring and evaluation (M&E) report was complete, while NGOs stressed GEF’s learning to be better. Seventeen major US NGOs signed a letter to ‘key committee chairmen’ in Congress supporting the full $100 million appropriation recommended in1998; though lacking a real ‘seat at the table’ (GEF–NGO Network, 1998), they felt GEF is worth preserving. That the US contribution was agreed with minor delay cannot be attributed only to NGO efforts, but officials’ near obsequiousness at the next council meeting suggests their role.


As a dissipative non-linear institutional system functioning in a highly politicised environment, with constant throughputs of staff, finance and directives, the GEF depends on diversified support of institutional and personal allies. People increasingly move around the ‘GEF family’: Mohammed El-Ashry, secretariat CEO and council co-chair, is one of several staff to have moved from the non-governmental sector to the GEF/World Bank, and NGO people appear in (usually donor) government delegations. Connected at many levels, NGO staff may be freer to speak and act than the environmental community within the World Bank.17

 
As GEF’s guidelines grow more demanding, implementers value outside assistance; holders of the purse strings are willing to ease NGO access in return. Whatever their priorities, environmental organisations with constructive attitudes now find a guarded welcome in the inter-governmental system. Their ‘outreach efforts have contributed significantly to mobilising broader constituencies to support the GEF process’ [GEF-NGO central focal point, 1997]: they may now be in position to seek favours in return.

Establishment of a GEF-NGO Network and Formal Consultations
Having taken on the international financial institutions and engaged in ‘big fights’ to ‘create the political space’ for NGO inputs, a few have really used that space (interviews, Nov. 1997). Achim Steiner at IUCN, as ‘global focal point’, took on co-ordination of GEF-interested NGOs. Described by Steiner as the ‘prototype of self-organised networks of NGOs on no money’, it has 13regional focal points (RFPs) who mostly ‘fell into’ the job or were ‘in the right place at the right time’ (personal communication, Aug. 1998). They are ‘not GEF’s representatives on Earth’ (interview, May 1997). Some have been more dynamic than others; all are to propagate a newsletter, documents, policy moves, even GEF job vacancies, and to feed back news and views.


The network’s efforts ensured that NGOs from around the world have, since February 1995, participated in council’s twice-yearly meetings. At any one time five representatives are allowed into the room to make statements. As an ad hoc group the NGOs are responsible for their own selection (rather than making recommendations to a CEO decision), inviting arguments over whether consistency and experience should have priority over rotation of travel and speaking opportunities. Ongoing failure to democratise the system even for election of RFPs opens the network to criticism; like other young organisations both GEF and its NGO network remain ‘ad-hocracies’ where the role of individuals is pivotal.


Superficially, disagreements within the network relate to wealth differentials and accountability for finance. Some stress the need for accountability and finance; others fear co-option and resist formalizing fluid alliances. Meetings preparatory to the GEF–NGO consultations over 1997–98 were dominated by these issues. In June 1998, three RFPs declared their network to be ‘functioning at a sub-optimal level … in need of reform’ (GEF–NGO Network Newsletter,Vol.7, 1998). Recommendations included raising NGO interest in the GEF, increasing the number of RFPs and improving communications.18


It was with help from the US representative19 and others that council was in 1995 persuaded to finance travel for NGO representatives from recipient countries to attend consultations.20 These representatives have faced down an attempt by council to restrict paper submissions to those ‘under cover of a letter signed by the CEO of the sponsoring organisation’ (interview, April 1998). Such achievements may be unprecedented – opening up a global institution to its critics,21 or a stark public relations exercise – ensuring that GEF’s civil society is ‘global’ in appearance.


The friendly relationship between NGOs and the GEF was generally supported in council by the US, UK and other donor governments, and challenged by recipients including Brazil and Indonesia. On the donor side, France, resentful perhaps of US-based NGOs’ dominance, recently still objected to the presence of NGO observers at council meetings. Recipient governments’ antipathy may be linked to NGOs’ often critical stance towards national policies. ‘Clients’ wary of domestic harassment translated to the international arena through GEF have elsewhere complained to the World Bank that it consults too many country-level NGOs without their approval (Bretton Woods Update; April/June1998). 


When NGOs annoy, questions can be raised about their legitimacy. Due to scarcities of time and resources, the process by which consensus is established in the GEF–NGO ‘community’ (similarly to the council: through regional discussions and a private planning session the day before formal consultations) is not particularly transparent, nor is the process by which Southern NGO representatives are selected for all expenses paid trips to Washington, DC. TNC and IUCN finance visitors from Southern NGOs with whom they have ‘good relationships’(interview, Nov. 1997), and opacity in the selection of RFPs22 suggests the network may be a self-selecting clique – like ‘the network’ for jobs in the World Bank.23


Those criticising GEF’s transparency and accountability face similar problems of finance, time management and politically sensitive elite decision-making. Taking on the role of insiders, NGO staff play similar games to those on a World Bank wage. Whether they play purely for sectional interests remains to be seen; first, they must learn the rules.

Access to Information
Despite the availability of documents on GEF activities, awareness of GEF remains slight – even in government departments and NGOs that couldbenefit.24 Official documents often say more about what should be happening than what actually is, but GEF’s early documents were less useful; derived from negotiated text, politically rather than practically neat, even the secretariat had difficulty translating ‘GEFese’ into English. The private sector large and small is ignorant or wary of the GEF; it is self-appointed representatives of ‘the public’ –mainly lawyers and economists working for NGOs – who seek access to these public goods.


Besides official documents, informal updates and analytic advice provided through the web of RFPs, IUCN and Climate Network Europe produced handbook advising NGOs on GEF policy-making processes and finance [CNE, 1996, 1998]. Another guide, on biodiversity and international waters, aims to be ‘short and sweet’ [IUCN, 1997]. Yet culture and language are problems both for GEF and its attendant NGOs. Conserving the nature in areas remaining free of consumerist development can affect peoples who do not speak the national language, let alone one of the three languages of GEF.25 Even if everyone could read, the costs of translation would be prohibitive.26


Active members of the GEF–NGO network usually realise that GEF’s central decision-making processes are beyond their reach [Gupta, 1995]. None apparently knew of the Senior Advisory Panel’s existence27 until 1998, and minutes of council meetings and the closed, contentious GEFOP (which recommended decisions to council) are inaccessible –even to staff of the IAs (interview, Nov. 1997).28 NGOs also realise that without personal experience of processes, people and language, little can be understood of how GEF works (interview, Nov.1997). Some therefore help others, performing ‘outreach’ for which the secretariat has lacked resources. 


Yet NGOs still pressure the GEF to provide more useful information to those who might run effective projects ‘on the ground’. Though there is an NGO ‘information kiosk’ on the WWW, it is of little use to over half the world’s human population who have never even used a telephone. A kit to prepare applications for the new medium-sized grants (MSGs) is being distributed and the World Bank recently joined with Fundacion Ecologica Universal (FEU) of Buenos Aires to develop a project for briefing recipient country NGOs about MSGs. Contacts for this were established by an NGO visit to the Bank’s headquarters, because its Buenos Aires office would not let enquirers through the door (interview, Nov. 1997). Communications continued by e-mail; for all the ‘country-driven’ rhetoric, participation in GEF seems to need personal and electronic routes to its heart.

Access to Finance
‘Mainstreaming NGO participation’ in the GEF now involves NGOs co-ordinating ever more projects, even some to be run by governments.29 NGOs had, according to the GEF’s draft 1997 Annual Report, been the source of 137 full-size project ideas submitted to the UNDP, 30 to UNEP and 81 to the World Bank. Uniquely among IGO financiers, nearly US$100million, or 18 per cent of the total GEF allocation went to NGOs; 16 out of a total 97 projects were conducted entirely by NGOs. Of these, six were international and ten local or partnerships including international NGOs.


From the beginning, GEF has assisted recipient country NGOs through a small grants programme (SGP), demonstrating commitment to environmental protection from the ‘bottom-up’. By the end of 1997 nearly a thousand grants of between US$50,000 (national) and $250,000 (regional) had been approved for NGOs and community groups.30 The SGP is described as ‘very sexy’ in UNDP from where it is run (administratively as one project), yet receives only around 0.5 percent of GEF money (interview, Oct. 1997).


In 1997 a GEF–NGO working group finalised an ‘expedited pathway, bypassing council (grants up to $750,000 need the approval only of the CEO) for medium-sized grants (MSGs): up to $1 million accessible to NGOs which had ‘proved themselves’ at this level of funding. Only 8 applications had been approved by spring 1998, but the pathway provides opportunities to reward those promoting GEF with donor governments.31 Emerging problems – bottlenecks in the process, inconsistent eligibility rulings and unofficial ceilings on finance movable through the pathway by IAs – led recently to calls to improve arrangements(GEF–NGO Newsletter, June/July 1998). The US delegation to the Participants’ Assembly raised similar concerns, restating the demand for a ‘fourth IA’ of NGOs dealing direct with the secretariat.


Although that has not (yet?) happened, sometimes non-governmental capacity is built instead of governments’. In Jordan, for example, the entire national park system is in the hands of an NGO, and in parts of Africa donors prefer to work with well established NGOs than to start from scratch with a new environment ministry (interview, Nov. 1997). Sometimes NGOs are set up by governments: known as GoNGOs (governmental NGOs). Costa Rica’s famous success in institutionalising conservation is largely thanks to a GoNGO called INBio; meanwhile WWF-India employs ‘retired civil servants and military men’ (interviews, April 1998).


The relative scarcity of grassroots NGO involvement in full-size GEF projects is linked to IA field staff’s inability to provide fast reliable answers on project eligibility [GEF, 1998a]. UNEP may be committed to using the finance fully, but lacks country offices. In investment agency hierarchies, big projects are more straightforward to deal with than complex arrangements preferred by NGOs. Often hard-pressed people are wary of investing resources in applications that may be ineligible. Problems have recently been compounded by structural adjustments within the World Bank, although decentralisation may eventually help. In the meantime, small NGOs’ best hope of tapping GEF may be through allied BiNGOs. But can privileged insiders really support the needs of the ‘uninvited’ [RTS, 1998] besides themselves? 

Access to Policy 
In working groups with GEF institutions, NGO priorities have recently been ‘mainstreaming’ environmental values in World Bank programmes and simplifying GEF grant procedures, environmentalists wanting GEF to do more for their own organisations and also for their allies outside the ‘institutional ecosystems’ which feed on official resource flows. Less active NGOs may ‘piggy-back’ on the labour of those in the working groups or may provide political fodder for activists. How effectively the environmental movement as a whole can bridge value gaps depends partly on how the council, secretariat and IAs respond to their demands, and partly on the responsiveness of diverse smaller, usually southern conservation NGOs to efforts made on their behalf. For all the individuals involved, GEF and its NGO network is a learning process; if positive interest can be sustained, with learning may come confidence in the scope for change.


The official information document Promoting Strategic Partnerships Between the GEF and the NGO Community,32 summarises the consensus of an NGO working group on the ‘relatively modest’ changes they would still like to see. They complain that GEF procedures are incomprehensible, inconsistent, inflexible and slow; that NGOs with commitment to and expertise in a particular area are ignored by the World Bank procurement department who hire in outside consultants; and that there is a contradiction between the GEF’s aspiration to assist capability on the ground and the World Bank’s castigation of local NGOs for lack of implementing capacity [Wells, 1996]. Seeking greater equality in dealings with the IAs, Randy Curtis (of TNC) and Achim Steiner (of IUCN) in an ad hoc working group33 held meetings with the World Bank’s GEF unit, and produced a report, Partners or Hired Hands? 

Their main recommendations are for the IAs to set up further working groups with NGOs to identify constraints on and opportunities for working together effectively; to reform and streamline documentation, legal frameworks and implementation procedures for participation in the whole of the IAs’ project portfolios – not just components associated with GEF. To manage this process they propose national boards (on which NGOs would sit with governments and others) to review ideas before seeking GEF approval. Such decentralisation of function might contribute to the ‘country ownership’ of GEF initiatives that M&E reports [GEF, 1998a, 1998b] emphasise as vital for sustainability; and strengthen GEF–NGO networks in recipient countries.


Meanwhile, other NGOs can be resentful of their colleagues’ access to GEF and the co-option that work on funding pathways seems to imply (interviews, 1997–98). Given an apparently rising tide of grassroots hostility to the imposition on fragile communities and ecosystems of even GEF’s most participatory, NGO-influenced conservation projects, there may be a new phase in popular responses to the ‘immoral’ [CSE, 1998] GEF after the Participants’ Assembly in New Delhi, April 1998.Whether the GEF–NGO community will split again remains to be seen in the light of who speaks for whom, and who actually listens.

NGOs, the GEF and Participatory Networks
An issue uniting NGOs engaged with GEF is dissatisfaction with participation available to ‘local communities’ and ‘indigenous peoples’, as well as themselves. Resource scarcity is one cause; others are deeper. Neena Singh, erstwhile South Asia RFP, states:

Participatory approaches do not address the unequal power structures upon which present management strategies rest. ‘Participation’ is sought within the present system and those very power structures that have undermined and countered people’s power in every possible way …unfortunately empowerment is looked at as ‘something which can be given’ by the authorities to the people. History and past experiences show that empowerment cannot be ‘given’ because empowerment of one means loss of power to the other [Singh, 1998].

Thus people in GEF may not actually be able to put the first last [Chambers, 1997]. Whatever the rhetoric, GEF staff have to meet traditional World Bank requirements of cost-effectiveness: time and effort spent on participation of ‘stakeholders’ and ‘affected communities’ are costs rather than investments [Gupta, 1995]. The India Ecodevelopment project, with its ‘cutting edge’ village level micro-planning components, emerged as a battleground at GEF–NGO consultations in 1997 and again in 1998, when the consultation was held in India and some unconsulted local people were able to complain direct. Such popular hostility to GEF reflects problems arising when authoritarian government departments [Guha, 1997] are charged with putting participatory strategies into effect [Young and Makoni, in prep.]


The GEF’s annual Project Implementation Reviews and Project Lessons Study [GEF, 1998b] stress the importance of truly broad participation for effective projects. Yet the social scientist in the GEF secretariat works under assumptions that clash with those of economic, technical and diplomatic experts. As a voice for outsiders on the inside she may be limited by status as well as resources39 – it has been suggested that the GEF family of institutions is dominated by ‘alpha males’ (personal communication, April1998). Participation takes time and money: GEF is required to be quick and ‘cost effective’. In this as other trade-offs, GEF operational decisions must meet multiple demands while minimising friction.


One consequence has been the labelling of all non-institutional attendees of GEF meetings as undifferentiated ‘NGOs’. Business representatives can find themselves frozen out: a Global Climate Coalition (GCC, opposed to action under the climate convention)representative was apparently ‘not made welcome’ at an NGO consultation and never returned (interview, Nov. 1997). Other business NGOs with lower profiles certainly engage with the World Bank and also GEF. The director of France’s Energy 21 (promoting renewables) sits on GEF’s Senior Advisory Panel.


While the traditional private sector is excluded from public GEF meetings, representatives of other avowedly self-interested35 but globally less favoured groupings have also largely been absent. In November 1997 a representative of America’s First Nations spoke– the first to do so after six years of GEF operations and nearly three of regular NGO consultations. He gently needled group conscience that the huge diversity of society was being spoken for by a scarcely representative ad-hocracy of globetrotting professionals. As one new RFP36 stressed outside the following council meeting, few indigenous people can ‘grab a passport, kiss the kids good bye and fly off across the world’ for arcane discussions about operational programmes and incremental costs. While only the best-resourced NGOs are really able to get ‘in the loop’ (interview, Nov. 1997) of global processes, another World Bank ‘partnership brief’ tells how one NGO, the Rockefeller Foundation, has worked with the World Bank for decades: ‘a shared vision and like-minded philosophy were invaluable to ...success’. 


Most of the world’s civil society live in a different world of value from that of Rockefellers and global bankers, and engaging effectively with them requires almost full time attention, a computer plus modem and international travel. When RFPs were given the task by GEF of identifying representatives of the 12 ‘major groups’ listed under Agenda 21 to attend the GEF Participants’ Assembly, several questioned their own suitability for such a role. However, despite such occasional humility, few endanger their chance of power just because there is not enough to go round. While maintaining battle lines, NGOs also seek to sustain goodwill. So, besuited in air-conditioned halls, they promote what they see as a better GEF, with more and better M&E of smaller grants more easily arranged. They do not want to rock the boat lest it sink with all their hopes aboard, for in the words of one NGO campaigner (personal communication, Nov. 1997), while participation improves, the GEF may turnout to be a good thing. 

Co-operation, Co-option and Evolution in Political Ecology
If the neo-liberal ‘new world order’, based around the‘G7 nexus’, sustains hegemonic interests of transnational capital through the institutions of this order, then IGOs constitute the ‘globalisation of the state [that] can be interpreted as the political counterpart to the internationalisation of capital … since1945’ [Gill, 1997]. Yet while liberal democracy has been a mantra of political movements promoting globalisation, it does not feature at the global level. If this ‘global state’ lacks anything like a parliament, it may only be groups classed as NGOs that participate in shaping institutions to support wider interests than banks and bureaucracies.


Groups damning capitalist structures as causes of socio-environmental problems remain outside the hegemonic ‘terrain of political contestability’ [Gill, 1997] and wonder if insider environmentalists are participating in a move to political rather than ecological sustainability [Levy, 1997]. Another view was put by Sveta Klimova: ‘The successful movements in this century have been those which adopted the discourse of inclusion(rights/ citizenship) rather than exclusion (power struggle) … You cannot be both outside and against the system and using its resources at the same time.’37


Environmental NGOs accepting GDP-defined growth, the central article of faith in globalising neo-liberalism as propagandised by the World Bank [George and Sabelli, 1994], enter the discourse of inclusion and gain the grace, favour and resources of those managing the new world order. In Levy’s words, ‘corporate [and, I would add, inter-governmental] adoption of environmental management … can be viewed as concessions in a Gramscian “war of position”, opening up new opportunities for environmentalists to pursue their goals’ [Levy, 1997]. The biggest NGOs can now define environmentalism to appeal to both the public and the powerful: they adopt the privileged position of go-between. Whether they break Klimova’s rule and channel resources to the ‘uninvited’ – let alone take on the tasks of a parliamentary opposition for the World Bank (personal communication, Nov.1997) – remains to be seen.


Were participatory democracy to be functional, there might be no call for NGOs to make manifest a movement. In the meantime, whilst challenging its consequences, few can afford to threaten the structures of global political economy if they are to participate in utilising its ‘surplus’. Inevitably co-option is a risk: once accustomed to the globalised lifestyle, influence and the perks of participation, it is hardto conceive of a world without such opportunities. Intelligent institutions may then rechannel the energy of a movement’s challenge, utilizing its technical competence to strengthen their own agenda.


NGOs’ claims to stand up for nature or ‘the people’ can be compromised [Edwards and Hulme, 1992], especially when (unelected) NGOs take over previously governmental functions, and voluntary status comes into question as staff and methods from the private sector are imported to deal with demands for efficiency [RSA, 1997]. Usually Northern BiNGO ‘insiders’ need credibility with other parts of their ‘movement’, and may even hint at ‘rebel’ links to make their cultivation worthwhile to dominant interests. NGOs’ growing influence in a structurally unequal system may be linked to their representing radicalised outsider rhetoric while renouncing outsider tactics. Insider NGOs therefore walk a political tightrope: they can be seen as servants of ‘neo-colonialism’, or as agents of the resistance. Which they are may reflect as simple an issue as who makes friends with whom.

Conclusion: ‘Patsies to the Industry’, ‘Snarling from the Sidelines’,38 
and Networks in Between

Beyond the ‘beltway crowd’,39 some in the environment movement daily confront destruction and demonstrate radical alternatives; setting the pace for change, they look straight through the GEF. Others, allied with governments both North, South and global, try to make of it what they can. Allowing unprecedented transparency and access, GEF seems a ‘Trojan pony’40 for reformist environmental values inside the World Bank. As NGOs press GEF into service of their values, complex inter-relationships evolve with a system striving resiliently to stabilise its critics.


If GEF’s innovations are just public relations twists in along tale of globalising governance, then it could be a triumph of image over substance if the organisations claiming to challenge globalisation’s worst consequences fell for its gloss. Yet they maybe using the opportunities opened by GEF’s contradictory remit to enter some interstices of the system, and shape it to sustain adaptive relations between ‘development’ and ‘conservation’. Some may be green imperialists, others see potential in the new era of public subsidy for a ‘Global Che Guevara Pork Barrel Fund’.41 


All participants in GEF – bureaucratic, scientific, financial, governmental or non-governmental – play a new game: presenting their needs in ‘globalised’ language. This game, and the political structures sustaining it, mean conservation can take the form of ‘green developmentalism’ [Escobar, 1996; McAfee, 1998], the latest in ‘ecological colonialism’ [Sachs, 1993]. In these new enclosures [Midnight Notes, 1990] the natural environment benefits global elites – ‘scientific’, ‘eco’-tourism and ‘genetic resources’ – at the expense of priceless cultures and low impact livelihoods that disrupt neat calculations and complicate political fixes. Yet perhaps some environmentalists can avoid co-option and act as ‘biosphere people’ only to support diverse ‘ecosystem people’: those unable to avoid globalisation’s local costs, let alone capitalise on the benefits [Dasmann].42


Audley [1997] argues that a ‘good cop, bad cop’ division between NGOs compromising in NAFTA negotiations and those opposed to the treaty led to effective neutralisation of the latter group. Meanwhile Arts [1998] documents NGOs and the CBD and FCCC, concluding that street protests strengthened NGOs involved in negotiations for the latter. GEF too results from work by committed insider environmentalists, and the process of negotiating further compromise therein may develop wider interests of NGOs as outsiders to the global system.43 Activists may see in GEF an ‘entry point’ to globalising finance that is largely blocked elsewhere. 


Such access might be small but it might also be temporary. As narrow political movements acting through the WTO and developing MAI complete ‘the constitution of a single global economy’ (Jackson ,quoted by Renato Ruggiero (WTO), 1997) the last thing they want are scruffy environmentalists running about disenfranchised, demonstrating radical alternatives. Elites adopting and adapting outsiders’ rhetoric also recruit their smartest experts; while radicals extend the visible territory of critique, amenable insiders play the game for consultancy, money and influence. While used to defend the global system from attack, they may channel support to the resistance in their ‘constituencies’, and in return carry their ideas nearer to the heart of power. Promoting systemic openness, even emancipation, they may co-operatively ‘increase the edge’44 in ecologically intelligent social evolution. 


‘GEF is all about people trying to cross institutional barriers’ (interview, Nov. 1998) – the permeability of which remain in flux. Pressure from a diversifying social movement’s allied NGOs has been shaping institutional change; further research might show how that change affects the movement – how valued the effects are by whom. With concerted popular if not democratic action in systemic niches revealed, if GEF survives it might be ever more useful; as a Trojan foal, as a pork barrel for professional environmentalists’ ‘constituency’ interests, and as an indicator that no other IGO is honest enough to charge separate bills for ‘global’ benefits when distributing development’s costs ….

ANNEX 1

SOME ENVIRONMENTAL NGOs INVOLVED IN THE GEF

First, the Big (often international) NGOs, or BINGOs: These groups are generally rich with offices in the Washington, DC area.

International Union for the Conservation of Nature – IUCN or World Conservation Union

IUCN was created in 1948 as a ‘hybrid organisation’ of members, expert commissions and an international secretariat. Linking agencies, states and NGOs, in some fora IUCN is a BINGO, in others an IGOor ‘International Quasi Non-Governmental Organisation’. IUCN aspires to ‘mobilise knowledge’ for conservation,45 and till the late 1990s housed the GEF-NGO network’s central focal point.

World-Wide Fund for Nature – WWF
WWF-International was founded in 1961 as a fundraising offshoot of IUCN, ‘more comprehensive in its approach than any other organisation’, running and supporting conservation programmes through policy and education programmes. With ‘access to the world’s highest decision levels’,46 it claims ‘credibility and a global reputation for its science-based and rational approach, working through dialogue and partnership rather than confrontation’.47

The Nature Conservancy – TNC48

Started in 1951, TNC calls itself ‘Nature’s Real Estate Agent’, and claims ‘a unique niche: preserving nature, endangered habitats and species by buying the lands and waters they need to survive … protect[ing] land through gifts, exchanges …debt-for-natureswaps49 and management partnerships … community development … training and funding for legally protected areas’.

Environmental Defence Fund – EDF
An environmental advocacy organisation funded mainly by private foundations and donations. Set up in the early 1970s, staffed in 1997 with over 60 scientists, economists, and lawyers, ‘EDF has become a leading advocate of economic incentives [for] solving environmental problems  … sit[ting] down with traditional adversaries and come up with environmental solutions together’. 

World Resources Institute – WRI 
A research institute or thinktank ‘created in 1982, WRI is dedicated to helping governments and private organisations of all type scope with environmental, resource, and development challenges of globalsignificance’.50 WRI is funded almost entirely by corporate sponsorship and donations, including from Monsanto, Du Pont, Shell, Philip Morris and individual Rockefellers. 

The NGO Networks: link diverse groups under a common agenda. Even if some members are outsiders to the global system, co-ordinators use the strength of numbers inside.

Biodiversity Action Network – BioNET
A network of North American NGOs set up in 1992 to disseminate information and keep biodiversity on the agenda after UNCED, BioNET produced the latest NGO guide to the GEF and houses the North American RFP. BioNET is funded mostly from private US foundations including the Rockefeller and MacArthur, and contracts to governments, IGOs and other NGOs.

Climate Action Network – CAN 

CAN, ‘a [global] network of NGOs who share a common concern for problems of climate change and wish to co-operate in the development and implementation of … strategies to combat it’, was founded in1989. Initially funded by EDF, later by the Marshall foundation, CAN tries to give a global voice to members across the world, and is facilitated by a network of seven regional focal points. In East Africa, Climate Network Africa houses a GEF-NGO RFP. 

Socio-Ecological Union
A network of over 300 NGOs in the former soviet states and the USA, SEU started in 1988 to promote ‘heritage, health and openness’. Members are involved in education, research, direct action and providing advice to the World Bank on avoiding ecological resistance. SEU houses the Russian GEF-NGO RFP. 

Southern NGOs: The selected groups mentioned here are based in and staffed largely by nationals of GEF recipient countries; they have good connections in the region and globally.

The Third World Network – TWN
Started in 1984, the Third World Network had offices in five countries by1997. It provides a platform for ‘broadly Southern interests and perspectives at international fora’, and is run mostly on membership dues. Provides strong ‘outsider’ critiques.

Centre for Science and Environment – CSE
Based in New Delhi, CSE houses an RFP, and co-ordinated NGOs at the GEF Participants’ Assembly in 1998. A research and dissemination organisation financed by government and aid, CSE works towards ‘a policy framework for an equitous, participatory and environmentally-sounddevelopment’.51

Annex 2

Acronyms

BioNET
Biodiversity Action Network

BINGO
big international NGO

CAN

Climate Action Network

CBD

Convention on Biological Diversity

CEO

chief executive officer

CSE 

Centre for Science and Environment 

EDF

Environmental Defense Fund

EF!

Earth First!

FCCC

Framework Convention on Climate Change

GEF

Global Environment Facility 

GoNGO
governmental NGO

G7

group of 7 (Northern) governments

G77

group of (Southern) governments 

IA


Implementing Agency

ICFP

International Conservation Financing Program

IGO 

inter-governmental organisation

IPCE

International Parliamentary Conferences on the Environment

IUCN 

World Conservation Union

MAI

Multilateral Agreement on Investment

M&E

monitoring and evaluation

MSG

medium-sized grants

NAFTA
North American Free Trade Agreement

NGO

non-governmental organisation

OECD

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

PGA

Peoples’ Global Action

RFP

regional focal point

SGP

Small Grants Programme

TNC

The Nature Conservancy

TWN

Third World Network

UNCED
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development

UNDP 

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP 

United Nations Environment Programme

WCMC
World Conservation Monitoring Centre

WWF

World-wide Fund for Nature

WRI

World Resources Institute

WTO

World Trade Organisation

NOTES

  1.
Much of the information is from primary texts: GEF and NGO publications, meeting documentation and campaigns material. More complex perspectives come mostly from interviews with GEF and NGO actors attending the tenth council meeting and NGO consultation in Washington DC in late1997, supplemented by some around the eleventh Council and first Participants’ Assembly in New Delhi, April 1998. These discussions were, as a rule, unattributable.

  2.
Chaired by Lord Kennet (personal communication,1998).

  3.
Sierra Club, Audubon, Wilderness Society, NRDC, Environmental Policy Institute, National Wildlife Federation, EDF, Izaak Walton League of America, National Parks and Conservation Association, FoE.

  4.
A motion could only be passed if both 60 per cent of countries represented (the UN model) and countries providing 60 per cent of GEF finance (the Bretton Woods model) agreed. Despite drawn out negotiations over restructuring GEF’s governance, the voting system has never been used thanks to ‘consensus’ negotiated in private under the aegis of El-Ashry (interview, Nov.1997).

  5.
At a WWF-US presentation to the World Bank on conservation strategies in November 1997, World Bank staff asked the NGO people what they could most effectively do to help. They were answered feebly –the NGO people apparently more afraid of transgressing unwritten rules than those in the institution they sought to influence. Meanwhile, besides some emancipatory thinkers and ‘jobsworths’, there are biodiversity experts associated with GEF who feel social diversity to be a ‘peripheral issue’, others feel nature is best conserved by excluding locals forcibly (interviews, 1997–98).

  6.
Under ‘enabling activities’ for the climate change Convention, GEF assists governments with databases of greenhouse gas emissions and sinks; for the CBD, GEF assists a clearing house mechanism for biodiversity information exchange, also national biodiversity databases with the help of the Cambridge, UK-based World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC). The World Bank is also investing heavily in its new image as a ‘knowledge bank’ [World Development Report, 1998], supporting massive information processing facilities to use GIS data for monitoring and planning projects. The ‘global panopticon’ may be a beneficiary of the new ‘green developmental’ [McAfee, 1998] face of the World Bank; data on resource distribution may be useful to global bio-prospectors, energy investors and soon.

  7.
Operational Directive 14.70, paragraph2.

  8.
In the GEF’s Self-Assessment, we learn that council’s ‘rules … provide for invitations to outsiders, NGOs in particular, to attend its sessions. That provision [is] without precedent in other international financial institutions…’ [El-Ashry, undated].

  9.
For example, the work of David Pearce and his fellow members of the ‘London School’ of environmental economists based around CSERGE at UCL and UEA have been influential in the development of the GEF’s ‘PRINCE’ programme for measuring incremental costs.

10.
See http://www.agp.org

11.
An alliance of NGOs for abolition of the Bretton Woods institutions after 50 years of their existence.

12.
The name of a GEF project to broaden sourcing of project ideas.

13.
As ‘participant observer’, also ‘social climbing’ ‘investigative social researcher’ [Cassell, 1988] and occasional activist, I have been insider and outsider. Like other ‘NGO’ people, I used the fact that GEF staff make friendly use of attendant interests, and I believe that moving and learning in diverging communities has helped this study.

14.
1818 H St, Washington, DC is the address of the World Bank headquarters.

15.
As GEF may be for the World Bank, the CBD is said to be a ‘revolutionising force’ in terms of popular participation in UN processes (interviews, Nov. 1997).

16.
Para. 36, Hungary Energy Efficiency Co-Financing Fund, WB/IFC.

17.
UNEP in particular is keen to gain GEF and outside support for its programmes; UNDP has always been closer to established recipient-country NGOs through country offices, and seeks their support to generate project applications at the national level.

18.
Since the departure of Steiner there seems to be declining enthusiasm for dynamic action at the centre of the network.

19.
Letter from EDF and eight other US-based NGOs, thanking Susan Levine for help raising funds for NGO participation, 17 Jan.1995.

20.
Due to regular disagreements over the interpretation of principles of ‘sustainable use’ and ‘respect for all lifeforms’, NGOs with a strong commitment to animal rights no longer attend. Nor do ‘Deep’ ecologists who for the most part find the scientistic, elite managerialist approach of the GEF intolerably offensive.

21.
The WTO, of a similar age to the GEF, is not so open, and new negotiations on global trade are usually conducted in secrecy, for example the MAI under the OECD. Multilateral negotiations on trade and on the environment have been following two largely incompatible paths.

22.
One (attractive, sociable) RFP admitted she had ‘no idea’ why she was chosen – other than that out of two other candidates, ‘nobody knew’ one, and ‘nobody liked’ another (interview, Nov.1997).

23.
Every member of the GEF secretariat or World Bank staff questioned said they had found employment through ‘the network’(interviews, 1997–98).

24.
According to a forthcoming study by David Hoyle for the WWF,1998.

25.
English, French and Spanish. 

26.
Translation costs were a problem around the Participants’ Assembly in when representatives of the 164 governments participating in GEF, also NGOs and tribal peoples, arrived in New Delhi wanting their say.

27.
Unmentioned in official GEF documents, this panel meets annually– usually in the Watergate Hotel, Washington DC. Individuals are available for consultation by El-Ashry (personal communication,1997).

28.
At first I was told by the secretariat that no such minutes existed … .

29.
ENDA-TM, of Dakar, Senegal, channelled funds and technical assistance for a climate change project to government departments in Kenya, Zimbabwe, Mali and Ghana. 

30.
But not the small-scale private sector.

31.
Ian Bowles of Natural Resources Defense Council and Felix Dodds of UNED-UK are among those said to have been rewarded for their lobbying efforts on Capitol Hill and in Whitehall, for ‘busting a gut’ and ‘really coming through for GEF’ (personal communication, April 1998).

32.
GEF/C.7/Inf.8, 29 Feb. 1996.

33.
Including also Corinne Schmidt (TNC), Abby Sarmac (IUCN), Carmen Monico (Interaction) and Lee Zahno (WWF-US), and a lawyer: Scott Overall. Meeting as individuals from July 1996 to May 1997, they claimed ‘the Draft reflects perceptions that are widely shared in the NGO community’.

34.
It is alleged that GEF commitment to participation is such that the same piece of standard text was moved from project document to project document (interview, Nov. 1997). Letter from Tara Lyons, assistant to Bjorn Stigson, WBCSD chairman, to Dr Sonja Boehmer-Christiansen, Hull University,26 Feb. 1996.

35.
The term ‘self-interested’ is not used negatively here. It was suggested by a member of council (personal communication, April 1998) at the Participants’ Assembly that no private sector representatives had been formally invited due to official difficulty selecting among private interests when public good is the goal.

36.
Who had tried to get a Lacandon indigenous representative to accompany him to GEF consultations … .

37.
social-movements@staffmail.wit.ie, from sklimova@afb1.ssc.ed.ac.uk, 25 May 1998: ‘re: intellectuals versus activists’.

38.
Quotes from a World Bank representative on NGOs and the impacts ofbig dams (interview, Sept. 1997).

39.
‘Beltway’ is American for ‘ringroad’; the ‘beltway crowd’ have offices inside that of Washington DC.

40.
El-Ashry conceded to Korinna Horta of EDF at the November 1997consultation that GEF is not worthy of the title ‘Trojan horse’ for taking environment into the heart of World Bank operations.

41.
This term was discussed partly in jest by representatives of two BiNGOs. ‘Pork barrel’ is American slang for programmes benefiting local constituencies.

42.
Jeffrey McNeely, ‘​ Diverse Nature, Diverse Cultures’, People and Planet, Vol.2, No.3, pp.11–13.

43.
One NGO sends someone to GEF only to see that it ‘doesn’t make anything worse’ (interview,  Nov.1997).

44.
A saying of chaos magic: a development of pagan craft through anarchic fractals. 

45.
Together with WWF, IUCN works closely with UNEP, for example on the Global Biodiversity Assessment and the WCMC, both of which have received GEF money. 

46.
Besides long and close relationships with national governments and also members of the British royal family, WWF was set up by Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands who had initiated the Bilderberg Group in the 1950s [Hartzell, 1997]; WWF was also represented on the Trilateral Commission in the1980s.

47.
During the pilot GEF, WWF-US played a key role in the NGO response, and staff of WWF-international recently analysed ‘root causes of biodiversity loss’ for the GEF secretariat, [WWF, 1998].

48.
TNC can cause confusion given the more common use of the acronym for Trans National Corporation, also because English Nature was once known as The Nature Conservancy.

49.
‘Debt for nature swaps’ are a contentious strategy, involving Northern interests buying up parts of a Southern country’s national debt in exchange for conservation of selected areas of rich biodiversity.

50.
El-Ashry, who worked at WRI before moving to the World Bank and then GEF, recently recruited a colleague, Alan Miller, from early days at WRI to help visualise GEF’s future directions for climate issues.

51.
CSE’s director, Anil Agarwal, argued at UNCED with organiser Maurice Strong: the former proposing due ‘reparation’ for colonialism not enclosure as conservation, the latter, elite global resource management. 
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