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In my remarks, I will be focusing on what scope there is for far-reaching IMF reforms and how they should they be prioritized, in terms, for instance, of quota review, appraisal of executive board’s role and composition, and the establishment of a Ministerial Council.

Given that the IMF has just concluded the first ever consultations it has held with global civil society on IMF governance reform, I thought to offer the perspective that, on those issues, has emerged from these worldwide consultations held with academia, think-tanks, NGOs, and, more broadly, global civil society.
As a way of background, the consultations, though requested directly by the IMF Managing Director, have been fully independent of the IMF itself, with its EXR staff providing technical—and outstanding—support in making this exercise feasible. 
The final report—posted on the Brookings website—summarizing the scope and breath of the “Fourth-Pillar” consultations was presented to the IMF executive directors last week. It complements previous efforts in this regard by the other so-called three-pillars of the IMF governance reform process, that is, the IMF’s own Independent Evaluation Office, the Moser Working Group of Executive Directors, and the Manuel Report. 
The strength of the final recommendations emerging from this exercise—which, by the way, echo many of those formulated under the other three-pillars—lies in the truly global consultative process that underpins such recommendations. 
As for the context, the consultations materialized against the backdrop of the recent increase in the IMF resources, welcomed by many participants. But this unprecedented and timely increase also created further momentum around the expectation that it be matched by a broad-based reform of the institution. 
The unifying premise of the consultations was that, because the IMF is a multilateral institution, it ought to rely on the cooperation of its member countries. However, this stood in contrast with the current reality. 
Obviously, the asymmetric distribution of the voting power is not reflective of the current international economic order—and this is a constant theme that has emerged throughout the consultations. But there is, of course, much more that that.
The triangular interaction between the distribution of voting power, the majority rules adopted in the institution’s decision-making and the composition of the executive board, are key in understanding the sources of the current bias in the Fund governance.
Besides creating a sense of disengagement in the members left as “policy-takers,” it generates a significant asymmetry, insofar as a minority of members (with a majority of votes) makes decisions applicable to the broad membership. That same minority may, however, unilaterally exempt itself from compliance due to the control it exerts over the institution’s decision-making. In the redesign of the post-crisis international financial architecture, where the IMF is asked to strengthen surveillance on the international economic and financial system, this creates quite a strong tension.

But let me examine these issues more in detail. On quotas, the key issue underlined by the participants was that the unbalance in the allocation of voting power was endogenous to the criteria employed to estimate calculated quotas. The inclusion of market-rate vs. PPP GDP favors advanced economies over developing ones, whereas the inclusion of population would have the opposite effect. Accounting for international trade flows within monetary unions underpins the European dominant position.
Clearly, the resulting distribution of voting power shapes the allocation of board chairs and, with that, the dynamics and tone of the institution’s decision-making. A consolidation of the European seats, it was argued, would leave more scope for engaging less represented regions in board deliberations. In this light, the next quota review—due to start soon after the forthcoming AMs in Istanbul—should prompt a re-composition of the executive board.
Another source of asymmetry in the institution’s decision-making, as reported by participants, is the majority rule, which means a simple majority of votes is needed for most decisions. Just to have an idea of what this means in practice, the election of the Managing Director, which requires like most other decisions only a simple majority of votes, provides the legal underpinning to allow a few members to steer the whole selection process. Even when super majorities are required, far from protecting the less powerful members, they typically result in providing a single country, namely the US, with a blocking veto over decisions considered.
To address the gap in legitimacy resulting from the current voting system, while preserving the engagement of the main contributors to the institution, the introduction of double majority voting has been proposed. In its simplest formulation, decisions would require the simple (or qualified) majority of members and the simple (or qualified) majority of weighted voting power. Applied to both the board of governors and the executive board, it would require, for instance, that executive directors cast votes based on the number of their appointing/electing countries and of the aggregate weighted voting power of their respective constituencies. While this principle is not entirely new to the IMF, it creates stronger incentives

for strengthening the legitimacy of a multilateral organization of 186 sovereign members.
Participants did stress the difficulties of interacting with the executive directors representing their own countries. They pointed out the sheer size of their constituencies as an additional contributing factor, which makes it unfeasible for the concerned directors to visit their member countries as often as needed to build a meaningful relationship with the broader stakeholder community. Notably, this concern has been expressed also in countries which have had, at some point in the recent past, significant program relationships with the Fund.
Participants from smaller countriesalso  noted that there is no role for their authorities in actively contributing to the formulation of their constituency position. This highlights, with a few exceptions, the general lack of satisfactory intra-constituency consultation mechanisms. Combined with the obligation of executive directors to cast their votes as a unit and the lack of transparency of board proceedings, this drives a wedge between board representatives and their respective shareholders and stakeholders. 
Moreover, with the current practice, there is little possibility for a country to leave its own constituency. Any new (“rampant”) constituency would likely crowd out one of the African groupings, which explains the unusual stability of country representation observed at the IMF in recent decades.
Tapping into the ongoing discussions on IMF reform, there were some civil society participants who acknowledged the importance of establishing a Ministerial Council with the aim to giving political impetus to the institution’s governance. They recognized that the IMFC has been unable to generate the political engagement of the size required to tackle global economic and financial challenges. 
Participants cautioned, however, against setting up a Council without first addressing the more fundamental problems in Fund governance (e.g. the asymmetric distribution of voting power, lack of intra-constituency accountability mechanisms). By giving decision-making powers to a Council before addressing the current asymmetries in the institution’s decision-making, one risks amplifying the existing sources of bias in the governance framework rather than reducing them.
An interesting feature in the Council’s design that was highlighted is the Councilors’ ability to split their votes according to the member countries they represent. This could generate further incentives for member countries to engage in the issues pursued by the IMF. Incidentally, executive directors representing constituencies of member countries on the executive board lack this possibility, as they are required to cast their votes as a unit, making it easier for the dominant country(ies) to override the other constituency peers.

Moreover, participants also underlined the need for diversifying the narrow analytical and technical background of Fund staff. Because the greatest challenge in carrying out reform programs often lies in their implementation, it was argued, greater expertise of Fund staff in policy implementation is needed. Participants noted that Fund mission teams often come without an adequate knowledge of country conditions and with little awareness of the political economy constraints that policymakers face in such tough realities. 
This clearly hinges on the way the institution recruits its staff, namely the frequent hiring of young economists from Anglo-Saxon universities with no prior policy experience. But it is also related to the working method of the institution, which puts no premium on cooperation with local research institutions and local experts in producing country-relevant knowledge. 
That is why it would be important for the Fund to systematically access outside advice from a broad spectrum of opinions, that would test and, at times, contest, the internal analysis and knowledge. This could be done by establishing an external advisory Council of Experts to ensure systematic input from experts of diverse background, experience, and regional expertise.
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