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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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LEWIS:   . . contract to write a history of the World Bank. This is to be a successor in a 
sense of that fat [Edward S.] Mason/[Robert E.]Asher book, you remember, that came 
out at roughly the 25-year mark.1 This is to be at the 50-year mark. It's procedurally sort 
of the same kind of a thing: two authors at arm's length from the Bank, somewhat funded 
by the Bank but by others also, and administratively situated at the Brookings Institution, 
but also autonomous from Brookings. We think we--and Devesh Kapur is our sort of 
secret weapon. He's working full-time under a Brookings hat but spending most of his 
time in the Bank. We've been part-time up to this point. We're going to have to be 
majority time now because we're facing an ultimate deadline of having a book out in ‘94, 
and there’s an awful lot to do. We are just sort of lost, I'm afraid, in masses of material. 
We have access to everything and a chance to interview everybody.     
 
We're also having a second volume that will be written by people from outside, looking 
at the Bank from various external vantage points: somebody looking sort of through U.S. 
lenses, somebody through Japanese lenses, Brazilian economists are looking at it from a 
heavily-indebted developing country, a major one, and so on. Nick [Nicholas H.] Stern is 
going to look at the Bank as a development economics shop.          
 
But we felt that we really needed to get out and at least fleetingly get some impressions 
of what some of the recipient members thought of the Bank, people in recipient countries.  
And so we're on a hasty trip now here very briefly and then to Bangladesh and then to 
Indonesia. We're going to linger a little longer in Indonesia because none of us knows 
much about Indonesia, and the Bank's had, as you know, a very extensive sort of 
Indonesian history.       
 
So we really are--we know something about you. How long were you on the Bank staff?   
 
SHOURIE:  About seven years. 
 
LEWIS:  Seven years. What years were those? 
 
SHOURIE:  From ‘67 to ‘72 and then ‘74 to ‘76. In between for two years I was here as 
a consultant to the Planning Commission.   
 
LEWIS:  I see.   
 
SHOURIE:  But in effect—effectively since ‘76 I have not been in touch with either 
economics or economic policy as such, and I tried to explain that to the young lady who 
had rung up. I said that someone like Bimal Jalan . .      
 
LEWIS:  We're going to see him this afternoon, I think [both speaking at once]    
 
SHOURIE:  He was a [inaudible], and we were together there, and he has been in the 

                                                 
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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thick of economic policy throughout.    
 
LEWIS:  But you've been in the thick of other things. And one thing, for example, that 
we're puzzling about, really, is that--we have actually in this other book, Mahbub ul-
Haq's going to write a chapter talking about the Bank as an apolitical actor in a political 
world. It's been an anomaly, the Bank's having to act as if it is not political but having to 
be. The Bank now is a little more up-front about being concerned about governance, 
which I suppose in part is a code word for corruption. And nobody has been more active 
than you in looking into some big issues of official malfeasance. I just wonder whether 
you have any sense of whether the Bank has related to this kind of a problem. Has it 
been—has it blinked at it?     
 
SHOURIE:  I did not know that . .  
 
[Inaudible portion; apparently the recorder was being moved]   
 
SHOURIE:  One instance, as you remember from the early days, the Bank and all aid 
became part of a domestic political football. It was yet another issue of looking upon it as 
an extension of American foreign policy and therefore—at that time socialist rhetoric, 
you will recall, was so influential, although the numbers were very small, and 
governments were so sensitive to the charge that they would not do the right thing if 
somebody would allege that this is the Bank's inspiration. You remember this case of the 
devaluation in, I think . . 
 
LEWIS:  ’66. 
 
SHOURIE:   ’66, yes. How much of an issue it became as if it was a--it's not just the 
price of something, but it was something that has been imposed by [Bernard R.] Bell and 
others and so on.     
 
Second, I think is--though this comment I do not hear much in the public discourse, but I 
have felt certainly—that at times that I felt that the governments in India were doing 
grievous wrong, that institutions like the Bank, on the rationalization that they were 
apolitical, were actually tending to support those wrong moves merely by their inaction 
and continuing as if business as usual is going on. And this led the Bank, et cetera, also 
into I'm sure some embarrassment internally.                   
 
I'll give an example. If we were to go back to the reports written by the Bank, the 
economics of this during the Emergency, they were really reports about trains running on 
time. And when the Emergency was over, like other institutions, the Bank also felt, “Yes, 
that was all wrong.” Sterilization, family planning had been set back, but at that time the 
Bank was praising the vigorous measures on family planning. I remember this distinctly, 
and Bimal is a very good person to ask on this.  
 
There was a furious argument during Rajiv’s [Gandhi] time, from ‘86 onwards, on going 
in for short-term commercial borrowing. And Bimal Jalan was the strongest opponent of 
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that. Rajiv was cavalier and maybe innocent of these matters, so he would agree with 
anyone who came. You would come; he would agree with you. And somebody else 
would come; he would also agree with him. And so it really depended on who had met 
him last or more persistently, just before a decision had to be taken. And it is the present 
governor of the Reserve Bank, of our central bank, a man called Mr. [S.] 
Venkitaramanan, who was the Secretary for Finance at that time and who was the 
principal person maneuvering for short-term borrowing. Eventually India went in for 
short-term borrowing. I do not think that you would find the Bank to have been energetic 
enough in--by its vast experience about countries which had gone in for such short-term 
indebtedness, they should have been the first to warn India, “Look here. You are going 
the Latin American route. In five years you will be like this.” The Bank was praising 
Rajiv Gandhi's economic performance. When Rajiv fell, suddenly these reports started 
coming about the Bank’s thinking on going in for short-term borrowing.   
 
So I think that that may be a good point as to--I personally feel the Bank could have been 
out of country--good policies in India need support from all quarters, as you know so 
very well, and influential organizations like the Bank have been too reticent. And partly it 
is maybe the preference of governments here that, you see, in the [inaudible]--because 
otherwise it becomes a problem to push through policies when they are seen as being 
sponsored from outside.        
 
But on the other side I feel that it is [tape seemed to skip] of not looking hard enough at 
[inaudible] countries of encouraging a borrower to go along with him. I think that may be 
the case in India. So it might be a good thing to ask someone to look at these turning 
points in Indian politics--just three, four, be selective--and then see what was the Bank 
saying two years before that and a year later in the next annual report. Just those.  
 
LEWIS:  Do you remember the attitude toward the Bank at the time of the eastern 
troubles, the start of the Bangladesh war? The Bank was quite supportive of India at that 
time, in contrast to the U.S., for example.   
 
SHOURIE:  I don't remember.   
 
LEWIS:  There was not a sense--of course, you were at the Bank at that time.   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, in ‘71 I was still at the Bank. Actually, I was on behalf of the Bank in 
Sri Lanka at that time.   
 
LEWIS:  Oh, I see.   
 
SHOURIE:  I had just gone on a trip when this war had broken out in [inaudible] But it 
might have been supportive on the question of refugees.    
 
LEWIS:  Yes, yes, yes.   
 
SHOURIE:  But do you think—the test would really be whether the Bank, on Pakistan's 
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economic policy or Pakistan's development, had been as candid to the Pakistan 
government as it was to be later on, saying, “Oh, it was all inevitable. There was 
discrimination of the East” and so on. That would be the test there.      
 
LEWIS:  Yes, well, I can see that. You’d get sort of a mixed answer on that one, I think.  
 
SHOURIE:  Could be. 
 
LEWIS:  The Bank, I think, had people in it, particularly the people in the Dhaka office, 
who were really quite pro-East Pakistan in that they saw the unequal treatment between 
the two provinces. But . . .   
 
KAPUR:  [inaudible] according to [Robert S.] McNamara's files is that once the March 
crackdown occurred, then the Bank’s salvation was [inaudible] fact finding mission. 
They were extremely--it was extremely critical of the Pakistan government and really 
used very harsh language. And this in fact got leaked out, New York Times and other 
papers, a hullabaloo and so on and so forth. Pakistan was really extremely angry. One 
must realize that at that time Pakistan was the second largest borrower of the Bank. On 
the other hand while the Bank was fairly--you might want to call it a positive stance on 
that, but prior to that, the discrimination which was occurring within East Pakistan in the 
‘60s which led to this, while that was being noticed and felt, that had had no--that did not 
affect the Bank's relationship with Pakistan, did not affect at all [inaudible], to the point 
which Paul Isenman wrote that in any country, in Africa in particular, where ethnic 
problems within the country, where—Kenya, for example—where the president is from 
one tribe and measures are taken regionally to discriminate for or against particular 
others, you know, who were tribes--which build up in the long-term [inaudible] long-
term other problems. But the institution does seem to have had the kind of [inaudible]     
 
LEWIS:  Did you say in the Pakistan case that it didn't affect the relationship with 
Pakistan?   
 
KAPUR:  Prior to ‘71.   
 
LEWIS:  Oh, prior to ‘71.     
 
KAPUR:  You see, I mean, the discrimination was known, but it did not affect [both 
speaking at once] the amount of money or this business as usual despite reasonable sense 
[inaudible]      
 
LEWIS:  Yes, yes, yes.  I think that sounds right, that sounds right. 
 
SHOURIE:  You see if we look at Sri Lanka, and I remember while there was a lot of 
talk of the difficulties which the Sri Lankan government was getting into because of 
this—socialist policies, practically political instability certainly was just not . . . 
 
[Interruption by ringing of telephone]  
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SHOURIE:  It's a delicate proposition to urge. I feel it has erred on being overcautious 
and not seeing what is going to burst in that country. In India we are close to a 
breakdown. Really, you just have to look at one month's papers. If you just looked at the 
front page of all three, four papers in Delhi for the last one month, 50 persons are killed 
every day by terrorism. We have—that’s the case my father is arguing in the courts--we 
have today more than 25 million cases pending in the courts.     
 
LEWIS:  Twenty-five . . .  
 
SHOURIE:  Million. If you take five on either side, that means ten persons affected by 
each case, that's 250 million persons waiting in the courts. I have myself excavated 
prisoners who have been in jail not because they have been convicted but because they're 
awaiting trial. For how long? For 31 years.   
 
LEWIS:  Good god. 
 
SHOURIE:  31 years he's awaiting--if he had been sentenced, the sentence was one and 
a half years. The case doesn't come up. He's not released.   
 
And we could give you a long list of such things, but one of our most senior and most 
respected police officers has--last year he said, he wrote an article saying that he had 
calculated that about 100,000 persons are killed every year as the result of violent crime.  
And we just are not able to bring anyone to--and many of us in the press have official 
material which is indubitably, irrefutable about malfeasance and corruption. There is the 
[inaudible] one public official, one politician, who has been convicted in a court of law 
for [inaudible].     
 
WEBB:  Do you see that the Bank could have had a different relationship [both speaking 
at once] last five years?   
 
SHOURIE:  [both speaking at once] It would certainly have warned the governments of 
the eventual consequences of the flouting of institutions in this way. If people can't go to 
the courts for justice, if they feel, they have no faith in the courts, then they will take to 
the streets if laws are not enforced. We have a law, as every other country, against strikes 
in essential services. That affects the borrower, it affects the functioning of the economy 
and everything, but we have strikes in essential services every day in Delhi, in 
government hospitals, and the law is never invoked.   
 
WEBB:  Do you think this kind of dialogue really could have been possible?   
 
SHOURIE:  Certainly. It should have been.  
 
WEBB:  The government would have listened?   
 
LEWIS:  Wouldn't they have resented the Bank's messing into something that was . . .   



7 
 

Arun Shourie 
November 14, 1991 – Verbatim  

 
SHOURIE:  Let us assume they resent. But eventually then, if out of politeness or out of 
concern for their resenting we do not use the political system, ten years down the line 
when the institutions really fall apart, all those consequences burst upon everybody. 
Supposing we do not do it directly but indirectly through others, through academics 
coming here. That kind of feedback should have been given.   
 
LEWIS:  I can see the right--maybe the Swedes or something--bilateral donor who could 
have done some kibitzing of this sort. I think it may have been harder for the--well, the 
Bank has sort of two inhibitions, hasn’t it, in this country. One is that it simply is by its 
constitution not supposed to get into politics. It's told to be just your friendly 
neighborhood technocrat and stick to its technical last. The other is, I think, that the Bank 
has been particularly afraid of India ever since that episode in ‘66. India has been using 
that very effectively and reminding the Bank what a mess was made. And the Bank's 
been running pretty scared, haven't they, in dealing with, even on its own line of business, 
like economic policy conditioning? There's not been very much of it in this country 
compared to what they do in many other countries.   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, I think it is overawed by the articulateness of Indian officials and has 
not been adroit enough in using even bilateral donors at the consortium meetings and so 
on. It should have learned from its own experience in going along the political lines 
which eventually then led to difficulties.     
 
KAPUR:  Could you, for example, take one case of the government . .     
 
SHOURIE:  If I may just say this one more thing, that probably my perspective is 
completely conditioned by my own experience within India of the difficulty of setting 
anything right. For fifteen years I was in the midst of all this, and while others may 
recount many successes, it is very difficult to--on nothing have people really been able to 
turn things around. So I think—the main pity is that everyone who could have helped, 
should have helped and got over the inhibitions at that time because the difficulties have 
been just, you know . . .   
 
LEWIS:  This thing that you mentioned about the courts is something that even people 
outside India who think they are quite interested in the place--like myself--don't think 
about from almost one year to the other. Devesh has been reminding me in the last few 
years about this, but as you describe it, it’s a disastrous situation. It must have been 
accumulating for a long time.   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, and it is an exponential. And the fact of numbers is really just a 
symptom. Persons do not now look to the courts as a place where I can get justice. It's a 
place where I will try my luck.   
 
KAPUR:  And also [inaudible] if I know that if I'm a landlord and you are a tenant and 
one of us files suit, the other can take an injunction, and you know that I can blackmail 
you.    
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SHOURIE:  And for fifteen years--the secretary, one of the senior officers in the home 
ministry was telling me just yesterday. I was collecting a set of such examples. He was 
pointing to a whole colony of houses in [inaudible] which is just vacant land. So one 
unscrupulous, in collusion with a judge, filed a case, petition for a stay order, saying, 
“There are houses there which these fellows are going to demolish. Please stay the 
demolition.” There were no houses there. The houses come up over fifteen years, a whole 
unauthorized colony under protection of that order, and you just cannot--it's now 
becoming easy to do exactly that, that is, to manipulate the courts. And that has several 
consequences for economic policy. For instance, because everybody could get stay 
orders, therefore when they would--I would have to pay a large sum in excise duty, one 
of our indirect taxes. The firm will get a stay order. But the government said--a new law 
was passed: “First you must deposit what is asked for. Then the stay can be argued. Then 
you can argue the matter in the court.” That has led to extortionate demands. A lot of this 
is happening.   
 
KAPUR:  I, both when I was looking at the [inaudible] this year, you see how the micro 
level labor-management relations. A worker knows that if he steals what can to happen to 
him. By the time it comes up in the courts and he gets an injunction, he is bound--the 
company has to take him back if the matter is not resolved in a certain time. He can 
always ensure the matter is not resolved in that time. And so he knows, the company 
knows, that he can’t be fired already. When both sides know, completely it changes . . .      
 
SHOURIE:  Well, in the Indian Express business—I’m not going close to [inaudible] 
he’s the owner and a very skillful man. He could fire--he dismissed me twice, so he is 
very good at that--but in the Working Journalists Act, it was a famous case of a 
photographer whom he could not remove for 14 years. And the man would just keep 
getting one stay, and he was an even better litigant than Mr. [Ramnath] Goenka. And in 
the end you just have to pay him four, five lakhs [inaudible]      
 
KAPUR:  I'm sort of—I wanted to ask you do you see it as such . .  
 
SHOURIE:  If this logjam persists in the institutions that everybody has acquired the 
veto on everything, then there's no way out except a complete breakdown in which then 
people simply do anything and then somehow get paid. Unfortunately, I think we are . . .    
 
LEWIS:  Who besides you is exercised about this?     
 
SHOURIE:  We went out to a small town. I travel a lot in these days and would have 
five or ten thousand persons who would come for a lecture for two hours and I would just 
make it a practice—I would only speak for 15 minutes, and for the rest of the time they 
can shout questions and I can answer. Everybody is exercised, but everybody is feeling 
helpless. That’s the time when somebody can turn them in the right or the wrong 
direction.  
 
LEWIS:  It's not become the cause of any of the parties, has it?   
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SHOURIE:  No, because the political establishment unfortunately is of a type. 
[inaudible] processes for thirty years or so.  Now more or less it's the [inaudible] the type 
of person is there. That becomes worse and worse. I mean, we have absolute gangsters 
who are standing; persons with a case for kidnapping against them and so on, they are 
legislators. But that’s been written up and don’t . . . 
 
LEWIS:  The legal profession probably has lost its standing, hasn't it?   
 
SHOURIE:  Oh, yes. There is a—if you meet some of the most responsible lawyers in 
India, Mr. Shanti Bhushan and others, they will have no hesitation in telling you that in 
the Supreme Court of India money changes hands for cases. This was unheard of even 
five years ago.    
 
KAPUR:  In fact there’s a very famous case, John, going on, the [V.] Ramaswami case.     
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, these are people, my friends, who are fighting this.  He is a judge of 
the Supreme Court who bought carpets worth 20 lakhs of rupees for things when he was 
transferred from—he was the chief justice in Chandigarh--in [inaudible] carpets which 
we have seen. So the dealer was caught: “How did you charge 25 lakhs a piece?” “There 
are not the carpets I gave.”  
 
He ordered silver maces, said it was the judge’s authority to acquire silver maces. The 
whole court met and passed a unanimous resolution: “We don't want silver maces.” He 
went to Madras to his family jewelers, still got them. And that case is going.  
 
All the documents he then gave fabricated quotations; therefore--that he has actually 
contacted four dealers and he’d selected the least cost one. It turned out that he had given 
these three addresses. My friends went to those places. One was the government godown; 
it has been a government godown for five years. He just had fake letterheads printed. The 
case is now going on. The five-judge bench of the Supreme Court has advised him to 
desist from judicial work. He doesn't. The Chief Justice continues to advise him, and 
everybody is saying that he has just told the Chief Justice, “You make me desist from 
judicial work and see what I speak about you.”  
 
So when that becomes the talk of the bar of the Supreme Court, it becomes very difficult 
to . . .   
 
LEWIS:  When did this—talking about turning points--there's been some kind of turning 
in this country in the last, well, 35 years or so that I've been coming here with respect to 
corruption at the top. At the beginning of the ‘60s the H.M. Patel case was the case where 
sensible people were very much pro-Patel and thought that it was a sort of Mickey Mouse 
kind of bureaucratic rule-playing, that one would get on with the business of government. 
And there was very little, apparently—correct me--corruption in high places. Huh?   
 
SHOURIE:  I think you could see the destruction of the institutions, of the use of state as 
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private property, was really Mrs. Gandhi’s time. And in a sense the proclamation of the 
Emergency, that “I will put 150,000 persons in prison to stay in office,” was a great 
realization in that, yes, the state institutions and laws can be used--one ruler is doing it so 
why not the others. And only under her umbrella, a lot of this long term started in a big 
way.  
 
I was myself [inaudible] the chief minister of Maharashta, a man called [Abdul Rehman] 
Antulay, who had set up the trust in which he--to get in you would pay a donation into 
that trust, and it was set out in her [Indira Gandhi] own name. And I uncovered a 
hundred and two checks that he had taken in and then traced the decisions for which, 
against which those checks had been given. That was in 1981. The trial has not proceeded 
since then. Now by an order of--that the seven judges of the Supreme Court have 
reversed--five judges of the Supreme Court, five judges said, “Yes, the trial must go on.” 
Seven judges have said, “No, it should not go on.” It has stopped.     
 
LEWIS:  How many judges are there on the bench?   
 
SHOURIE:  Now I think there are twenty.  
 
LEWIS:  Oh, really.   
 
SHOURIE:  It has been expanded substantially because they sit in benches. They don't 
[inaudible]  
 
So I think that was it. And then after that complete breakdown of the authority of state 
during the Janata period—when Mrs. Gandhi was thrown out because of the Emergency--
the infighting among ministers meant everybody could go on. And under Rajiv, of 
course, it is just . . . 
 
LEWIS:  [inaudible] 
 
SHOURIE:  I have no doubt that he personally took money. He would not have 
sacrificed his prime ministership if the [Borofas phonetic] had taken money. He would 
have gone up to the [Borofas phonetic] and got it. But because of his illegitimacy he 
could not act against anyone else who was doing the same thing, and he became 
dependent on such persons. [tape skip]  
 
Things go up to the top, but in a sense they're going on from the executive engineers or 
the irrigation engineers. I think these little fellows have—I recall [inaudible] guards, one 
of them was telling me three days ago, he said that, “Please, sir, we have—our 
examinations are coming up for promotion to the next job.” And he said, “Would you 
please speak to some senior officer?”  
 
I said, “What’s the problem?” because you see last time there were some guards and one 
of them made it to being head constable.   
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He said, “Yes, but we couldn't tell you he paid 10,000 rupees to become the head 
constable. And if you think we should raise that money, we will try to raise it; otherwise, 
you please speak.”  
 
This is a police person who is supposed to be on security duty and this and that and he 
has to pay 10,000 rupees, and he said that is last year's rate.        
 
LEWIS:  Ten thousand rupees?   
 
SHOURIE:  To be just for--that he will do well in the exam, but because of they are 
interviewed [inaudible] the young boy who [inaudible] “please speak.” 
 
KAPUR:  It’s sad.  My father had a small industry [inaudible] after he died we really 
had to just . . .   
 
I’m sort of on a more--coming back to the Bank [inaudible]--you sort of opened the 
conversation with the Bank sort of at times being seen as a political football in domestic 
politics. One in India in which the Bank has been caught is Narmada. I was wondering if 
you had any--one of the things that people say is that in countries where corruption is at 
high levels, large contracts, particularly large contracts which involve large civil works or 
irrigation projects and so on, are particularly lucrative for kickbacks.   
 
SHOURIE:  But small will be equally lucrative because the person would give so 
something would remain the same.  
 
But Narmada is a good case. The Bank has got caught because it left the matter to the 
government to handle here. It left the matter on the other side to activists, many of whom 
were just carried away by the enthusiasm. I mean, I am friends with them, close friends; 
they look to me as their ally. But they also just took very rigid positions: either this or 
that, all or nothing. And an institution like the Bank would have served the cause of the 
country, the project, its own reputation, if it had done all the design solutions, if it had 
promoted a dialogue. It could certainly have avoided it.  
 
And many of the--the person who is heading, figuratively, this movement is a remarkably 
saintly person called Baba Amte, who’s spent his life—he is the Father Damien of India, 
he has done work among lepers, a saintly person. And I cannot be presumptuous enough 
to call I think his friend, but I have great affection for him, but he has certainly been 
carried away by the CPM [Communist Party of India (Marxist)] activists, one of our 
communist parties. They just hijacked him. They put him in front. Now he can't get out of 
it. He has said, “I will stay here ‘til the waters come and drown me.” I am sure he has not 
apprised himself of maybe different design solutions that are possible. The public—
newspapers have not done so.     
 
On the other side, the government reacted by filing cases under the Official Secrets Act 
against persons who were saying, “These are the engineering details. This is how it can 
be modified.” How can the Bank be dragged into a thing, a position of that kind? But it 
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was now seen as the Bank and the government of Gujarat, filing, using the Official 
Secrets Act of 1872 to arrest protestors or file cases against them and—that is an image--
they were withdrawn, those cases, but that was the position. Why was that necessary? We 
could have had ten good engineers from different parts of the country, the world, from 
this part . . .   
 
LEWIS:  That doesn't sound very smart, as far as the Bank is concerned. Where does the 
leadership on this kind of thing come in respect to the Bank's role in India? Is it 
something that's been with the representative here? Has it been the vice president for 
South Asia in Washington? Do you have a feeling that this is something right from the 
top of the Bank or . . .   
 
SHOURIE:  I'm sure all factors contribute to it, and certainly the Indian government's 
attitude, “No, no, you please stay out of it,” is very important. I have not found--I think 
Mr. [I. Peter M.] Cargill was certainly, because he had served in India, he had his 
antenna out for such issues. He had been a bit imperious in his . .  
 
LEWIS:  Been? 
 
SHOURIE:  . . in his demeanor, but since then the vice presidents, at least the ones that I 
knew, did not--were too busy with the internal working of the Bank. I think this is the 
point that I think Mr. [Albert O.] Hirschman and others have made, that it has become 
such a large organization that it's enough for them to be talking to each other, too busy 
with itself. So it may not be that Russell Cheatham as the director did not--was not 
politically sensitive. He probably was not. He was just an econometrician. But we need to 
supplement it with this . . .    
 
WEBB:  Do you really notice it across the Bank's representatives, for instance, or vice 
presidents? I mean, you mentioned Cargill and Cheatham.    
 
SHOURIE:  You see, what would happen is--you take the--I do not want to say anything 
about individuals because I have not worked with those particular individuals.   
 
WEBB:  No, we wouldn't. [both speaking at once] just for understanding.   
 
SHOURIE:  I'll give you two examples.  
 
Mr. [Jochen] Kraske was the previous representative. I'm sure he realized, a very 
reasonable person, he himself used to be alarmed at the switching off in the country to 
what was happening, that the country was not--it's just playing dead. But he would 
possibly not make that the focus of what he reports to Washington because he's supposed 
to confine himself to technical matters: is the engineering all right or have the contracts 
for tenders been invited properly.  
 
Now it’s Oktay Yenal. He's actually a political person. But if others don't want to listen to 
him on politics, he would naturally confine himself to the economics report: is it edited 
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properly or not, are the currency figures the latest or are they three weeks in.  
 
WEBB:  It was more the nature of the institution.   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes. We want that kind of thing, that we want early warning systems. So 
what is it that an early warning: are we looking only at the rise of the debt service ratio or 
on these other criteria also?  
 
KAPUR:  Would you—I mean now, if one has the benefit of hindsight, one is gradually 
coming to the realization of the centrality of institutions and the health of institutions for 
development long term. If you were sort of to reflect on the days when you were in the 
Bank, where—you know, the Bank sort of [inaudible] institutions that have been, you 
know, perhaps most--you know, they were more occupied with infrastructure and this and 
that. At that time do you recall the thinking was--when institutions was legal institutions, 
educational institutions, as distinct of course from . . .    
 
SHOURIE:  Not really. I think what [inaudible] is saying that now they're coming to 
this question of good governance. Probably this is a development that is taken, now that 
the developing countries are on their knees, therefore the persons can confidently assert 
that, which is for the good of the developing countries but at that time because of the 
numerical strength, because of “Mr. Provision” out there, that whole phase in which 
actually the numbers in the developing countries and the guilt of the aid donors because 
of proximity to the colonial period meant that, you know, “We won't talk about these 
things. You know how to manage best, and we are just outsiders.” So that phase, the time 
has helped to end that phase. 
 
Second is that probably everybody felt—and certainly economists did not realize, did not 
emphasize--it became a specialization, economics and within it development economics, 
and probably even more engineering. But the fact that the--howsoever good the 
embroidery that I may do on my part of the cloth, but if the cloth has a hole burned and 
that thing will also be carried away, the burn with it: that was not realized. It is a question 
of governance of these institutions in which places like the Bank actually can't play a 
dominant role but in which they could certainly have warned, encouraged, and whatever 
the British Queen is supposed to do. That much. 
 
LEWIS:  So you're saying, really, that you wish the Bank had been in a wholesome way 
more intrusive here.     
 
SHOURIE:  See, one is interested—second is that in its own assessments it should have 
paid more attention to these issues of governance.   
 
LEWIS:  Yes. I was just going to ask you: we're still living in a world of sovereign 
states--unhappily, I think--and this kind of role is a very difficult one for multilaterals to 
play. Have you had enough experience with other multilaterals, let's say UNDP [United 
Nations Development Program], so that you have any sense of whether it would have 
been better to have UNDP playing a more central role here in India as compared with the 
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Bank? 
 
SHOURIE:  I do not know.   
 
LEWIS:  You don't.   
 
SHOURIE:  I do not know, but I cannot imagine why everybody talking the same 
language in concert, by mobilizing the other donors, other academics in those countries, 
even talking to the foreign journalists in India. They—I mean, if you read the foreign 
papers, they put--India would still be just the exotic country to some extent and now 
overlaid by terrorism and violence. But that particular phase of 25, 30 years, see, those 
experiments that were going on were not reported. If the Bank had been talking to foreign 
correspondents based in a place like India, it would given that inflection. The Bank could 
have asked them about those questions; they would probably have reported. Probably 
other channels could have been used.     
 
LEWIS:  Yeah, this is a perspective, only the Bank has been too busy talking to itself as 
a self-contained—it’s a funny thing, in terms of institution-building, I think they’ve built 
themselves quite a good institution . .   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes.   
 
LEWIS:  . . in terms of being sort of self-sustaining [both speaking at once]    
 
SHOURIE:  Maybe in the last five years when this deterioration has become quite steep, 
five or ten years . .  
 
[Pause for telephone]  
 
SHOURIE:  In the last few years, I think since the departure of Mr. McNamara, the 
World Bank was even more preoccupied with itself. That coincided with the accelerated 
deterioration within India, so maybe the interaction was even less [inaudible]  Under the 
previous presidents these reorganizations were quite traumatic, from the reports I used to 
hear in Delhi from my friends visiting here. [tape seemed to skip]   
 
While I joined Mr. [George D.] Woods was the president, but Woods was [inaudible] 
but it was--I thought McNamara was very good, very sensitive to all these things. Woods 
was too [tape skipped] would not have [inaudible] He would [inaudible] not report to the 
Bank its own voice more sensitive to some of these things as the politics deteriorated, the 
politics of such and such country. But [Lewis T.] Preston, he would probably would be 
more [inaudible] and then to fix the tension . . 
 
[End Tape 1, Side A] 
[Begin Tape 1, Side B]  
 
SHOURIE:  . . everybody would give consent. Everyone I met later on, for a period of 
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almost three years, they were only concerned with who had been able to stay in the Bank, 
who had got better benefits or not better benefits. That was the only talk. Very surprising.   
 
LEWIS:   It was a disaster, that reorganization. In the long term perhaps some of the 
restructuring actually made a kind of sense, but the process was almost scandalous.   
 
SHOURIE:  I think that coincides with a major borrower going, in these institutions 
going out of hand, and then it becomes . . .   
 
LEWIS:  You had a--speaking of that, we were talking the other day--I've long had the 
feeling about India's fiscal and financial policies that there's been a tendency here to be 
too conservative. There's a sort of “Scotch banker” kind of style that's related to the ‘50s, 
‘60s, and so on. One wouldn't make that criticism at this point, and we're not quite sure 
when that turn came. Have the mores changed in the country about being financially 
prudent and so on? Or is it external forces and decay of the . .    
 
SHOURIE:  I'm sure that Bimal would be almost able to pinpoint the years, months, 
because I was hearing things mainly from him. He was both the secretary of finance and 
of banking at the critical different times.  
 
And in financial prudence the same—I mean, it was affected by the same developments 
as in other institutions. If I could use the courts, if I could stuff the courts with persons, 
judges who would be convenient to me, I also made sure that the same types of persons 
would be there in banks. Bank appointments became bank—still, Bimal, a very strong 
secretary, prevented that and his reputation was so fierce that the ministers would not tell 
him to appoint X. But he was too satisfied with that, because they did not need to tell him 
they would get it done from Y [tape skipped] used to have these differences.  
 
Later on, again just as Mrs. Gandhi’s Emergency was an announcement, there were 
public gestures, which became announcements, which were something called “loan 
millers.”  A fair would be held with 10,000 persons who'd be given loans just because 
they were Congress Party men or persons bought by Congress Party men and you'll get 
10,000 rupees, 5,000 rupees. It was a signal, very powerful signal to the banking officer. 
And, of course, last year, in spite of public outcry, just the writing off of loans, so then it 
has become the announcement that in a sense we had also the ripening of the process that 
has been going on, and then some audacious politician comes and says no, he will openly 
give . . .   
 
But the mid-‘80s would be quite [both speaking at once]  
 
KAPUR:  My sense is actually [inaudible] short-term borrowing [tape seemed to skip] 
and actually was--I'm reasonably sure, not absolutely--the idea of pushing India to do 
something. That was a feeling of growth, that . .    
 
SHOURIE:  Liberalization?   
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KAPUR:  Of liberalization, move away from IDA, that you are now ahead of these 
drawing countries and . .     
 
LEWIS:  Well, yeah . .   
 
KAPUR:  . . can go for commercial borrowing.   
 
LEWIS:  I think the argument was put around the other way, that you were going to get a 
hell of a lot less IDA than you had before, because of China and Africa coming in you're 
pushing down from 40 percent to 15 percent. And you therefore are trying to rationalize 
it, that you are creditworthy, you're a big boy now, you can go out into the commercial 
market. So there was a lot of [tape skipped] as we wrote, and I guess in that Task Force 
on Concessional Flows that they are rich-mouthing India and China to death, you know.  
They’re saying you're capable of commercial borrowing far beyond what probably then 
was prudent. [tape seemed to skip] talk to Bimal more about that.   
 
KAPUR:  I'm sorry, but just one thing when you see--the one thing which one 
[inaudible] this issue of corruption and the role of the outsider because it’s [inaudible] 
[tape skipped] corruption in one way in which they always agree. The author says yes, 
corruption [inaudible] The point which, I guess, which the Bank or internally one should 
sort of make a defense, reticence, is precisely because it is a judgment of calls. When is—
is it a hundred rupees that you say enough, or is it a thousand, is it a lakh, in the millions 
and just say too much. And the fact that, you know, 1,000 dollars of corruption is very 
different in the U.S. than in India, you know; absolutely it has to be placed in relative 
context.     
 
SHOURIE:  I think that’s not--there's a difference between night and day, and there's a 
time when it’s, I think—two, three differences are there. One is that the state is much 
more important in societies like ours than it is in the U.S. The legitimacy of the state is 
much more fragile, and when I feel that the state can be milked by my giving something, 
it’s just another shock, then the authority by which the state can be held together by 
which then economic policies or taxation policies can be held, all that collapses. In 
America, yes, there’s corruption under some mayor or some engineer, but it does not 
affect the legitimacy of the state. [tape skipped] usual tendency.   
 
WEBB:  That's interesting because . .   
 
SHOURIE:  And corruption is actually just a manifestation of all this. When we now see 
terrorism--but, you see, the same thing, that the police officials in Punjab were--for ten 
years people were writing they are taking money from smugglers. So first they were 
smuggling whiskey. Then they were smuggling gold, both ways, India and Pakistan.   
 
And I remember going to Lahore with Mahbub. Mahbub was kind enough to take me for 
this third world conference. And there they would [inaudible] drugs, against drugs and so 
on. 
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And I said, “Why, what's to do?”  
 
He said, “Everybody says that India is pumping these drugs in to disable our youth.”  
 
In Punjab, in Indian Punjab, we were actually believing the opposite. And the same 
policemen who got used to taking money from drug dealers, they also take money next 
time from gun runners, and suddenly we want them to turn around and fight terrorists 
with high technology weapons.     
 
KAPUR:  The situation is like Peru.   
 
WEBB:  Yes. I don’t know--I'm Peruvian, and a lot of what you're telling us is so 
familiar [tape skipped] It's more dramatic in Peru now. We had a terrible recession, 
inflation, terrible stabilization problem. Much more important now I think is collapse of 
the state [both speaking at once]    
 
SHOURIE:  You see just last week about 200 persons have died who were consuming 
illicit liquor--two hundred persons in Delhi. And the inquiry by a high court judge--all 
that has been ordered. You can bet not one person will be convicted.  
 
A good test is that three years ago about 350 persons died in Bangalore, another not out-
of-the-way place. Nobody's convicted. So it's just becoming a daily, a weekly occurrence 
of this magnitude.   
 
WEBB:  Have you ever talked to anyone in the World Bank who has been sensitive to 
these things?    
 
SHOURIE:  [tape skipped] over the years my contacts have been very little, minimal, 
just from old friends, when I'm anxious then to just learn about other friends.   
 
WEBB:  Foreigners? Any foreigners who . .     
 
SHOURIE:  [tape skipped] minimum and probably there are contacts with foreigners 
who are academics working on India and who are therefore already aware of these issues.  
 
The group which has been derelict is the foreign journalists based in Delhi. It’s just a 
luxury, easy posting and just rewriting agency copies.     
 
KAPUR:   [inaudible] New York Times [both speaking at once] that woman . .  
 
LEWIS:  It's [Barbara Crossette]--she's now back in Washington, thank god, but [all 
speaking at once]   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, she was quite bad.       
 
LEWIS:  She was very bad, but . .   
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KAPUR:  The Financial Times liked her.     
 
LEWIS:  But it's a kind of hopeless assignment for these people, one person to cover this 
continental system, plus Pakistan, probably, but it’s a very [inaudible] thing.  But I agree.  
 
SHOURIE:  But they also became legitimizers, you see. I remember during the 
Emergency, during Rajiv's period, things that were gross, they would not respond to it.  
They focused on the trivia, some fair in Kashmir [both speaking at once] the way to use 
it. This society that’s coming apart of . .  
 
KAPUR:   It’s very much in parallel to what happened in China. They were so caught up 
with those Chinese officials who could speak English that the underlying conservative 
nature of the relations which led to the [inaudible] caught.   
 
SHOURIE:  It's true. This is a trap you mentioned in your book that when somebody 
first comes to India, it's so fascinated that for everything there is an answer, there are 
figures, and everyone gets taken in. But then after that they move on to the luxury train or 
to the next fair. The journalists spend such a short time here. The serious person would be 
a person like Mark Tully. He's the BBC correspondent; he's been here for twenty years, 
probably, fifteen, and he would, I'm sure, regard my views as alarmist, but he would be a 
very serious commentator on Indian affairs.     
 
KAPUR:  How do you see, in that case, [V. S.] Naipaul’s last book?   
 
SHOURIE:  I've not seen this; I mean I've been given it as a gift. I've not read it as yet.    
 
KAPUR:  The first two were very pessimistic when I would have been more optimistic, 
and now this one, afterwards, when I would have been much more pessimistic 
[inaudible]   
 
SHOURIE:  Wait for the next. I mean, he, maybe like an economist, will be analyzing 
[inaudible] late [Laughter] [inaudible] questions about the past. It doesn't tell the turning 
points.    
 
KAPUR:  Marco Attalia [phonetic] has a new book out.    
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, that's the chapter of the book I read. He would be a very good person 
to talk to.     
 
WEBB:  That’s a good suggestion. He's here, I think.   
 
SHOURIE:  Yes, he's in Delhi. He’s in Bangladesh; he's gone. But he's outstanding, and 
Indians regard him as an Indian.     
 
KAPUR:  People trust him much more than any others. 
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SHOURIE:  I read in some magazine which once published the 25 most powerful 
Indians.  It includes . . .  
 
WEBB:  [inaudible] 
 
SHOURIE:  Martineau [phonetic] was one of them.  [Laughter]  
 
LEWIS:  We mustn't keep you longer, I think. 
 
[End Tape 1, Side B] 
[End of interview] 
 


