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I wish to start with a word of welcome to Mr. Alberto Carrasquilla, our new Chairman, and to 
Mr. Kiyoshi Kodera, our new Executive Secretary. I wish them well.  

The first item on our agenda, Clean Energy and Development, is as important as it is complex.  
The complexity is indeed reflected in the paper, which is an ambitious undertaking that must be 
considered a work in progress with varying success in treating a range of issues from the local to 
the global.  The paper raises issues of process as well as substance.  

On process, there has indeed been, as we requested last September, a welcome dialogue with 
partner countries and institutions.  But it has been a dialogue with a limited sub-set of 
stakeholders.  There needs to be further consultation with smaller developing countries in all 
regions, with the oil-producing nations such as my own, and with the International Energy 
Forum Secretariat in Riyadh, which is specifically intended to further the dialogue between 
energy producers and consumers.  Such additional consultations will help facilitate consensus as 
to those areas where the Bank and its partners can move ahead, those areas where more work is 
needed, and those areas where it is premature to consider proposals. 

Let me now offer four specific comments with this end in view. 

The first point I make is an obvious one: that adequate supplies of commercial energy are an 
essential driver of, and in turn reflect, the entire development process. The shortfall in global 
development is thus evident from the continued lack of access to modern commercial energy of 
as many as 1.6 billion of the world’s poorest people who do not even have electricity.   Even 
worse, over 2.4 billion people use traditional biomass fuels. These have severe adverse health 
effects through indoor air pollution, while the burden of daily foraging for fuel wood supplies 
literally falls disproportionately on the shoulders of women and girls.  I call for a renewed effort 
by the entire World Bank Group, given its basic mission of poverty reduction, to help the poorer 
countries better address this key issue of access to modern energy.  The ongoing Infrastructure 
Action Plan is a promising effort to remedy past neglect in this area. It should be strengthened. 
With renewed efforts in this area will come parallel improvements in local environmental 
conditions – indeed a “win-win” situation. 

The second point I make is to urge an appropriate sense of realism in considering energy sources 
going forward. While scenarios for future energy use will understandably vary in detail, there 
seems to be a broad agreement that the main sources of primary energy  at least to 2030 will 
remain a combination of coal, gas and oil accounting together for 75-85 percent of the total. This 
inescapably implies a high carbon economy, not a low carbon economy. Let me stress here that, 
while the developed countries have many options for transportation systems, those choices are 
very limited for the poorer countries. Also, the ability to cover their basic energy needs is critical 
for the productive capacity of the poor.  Against that background, the efforts of the World Bank 
Group should be in my view to help countries’ focus on producing energy in a clean and 
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technically efficient manner, whatever the source, using processes that have proved to be 
sustainable. 

This brings me to my third point. I see a danger that the Bank Group, perhaps in response to 
outside pressures, is focusing more on   alternative energy sources that are not commercially 
viable while neglecting the bigger picture of aiming for cleaner and more efficient traditional 
energy sources according to the ir respective comparative advantages. Such an approach runs the 
risk of distorting energy markets and providing negative signals to those considering investments 
in oil supply both upstream and downstream.  The World Bank Group should therefore adopt a 
properly balanced approach to traditional and alternative energy sources. 

Fourth, the report has in my view entangled local energy and environmental issues with the 
separate issue of global climate change and who should do what to either mitigate or adapt to it.  
This topic involves a complex, largely unresolved, and often contentious set of issues. These are 
best addressed by those shareholders who are engaged in international discussions in fora other 
than the Development Committee. In such fora, the views of oil producers on being compensated 
for revenue losses resulting from climate mitigation measures by the industrialized countries are 
well known. Otherwise we run the danger of derailing our potentially more productive 
discussions of cleaner and more efficient energy supply, where broad consensus seems 
attainable.  

In sum, I want to stress that, going forward, the Bank should further develop its analytical work 
in areas where there is indeed broad consensus, and defer presenting proposals on other aspects 
pending further analysis and dialogue. 

Turning to the second agenda item, I greatly value the continued evolution of the Global 
Monitoring Report 2006 (GMR) as a valuable tool for assessing the progress on the policy 
agenda, the priorities for action, and the accountabilities of the key partners in the global 
development effort.  Here, I will be selective in my comments. Specifically, I will focus on 
issues closely related to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the mutual accountability 
framework, the obligations of industrial countries regarding trade reform, the role of the 
International Financial Institutions (IFIs), and the special topic of Governance. 

First, while progress has been achieved in delivering on the Monterrey promises, it is clear that 
we remain off- track in meeting the MDGs in almost all countries, with Sub-Saharan Africa 
having the most catching-up to do. Indeed, the unevenness of the poverty reduction gains and the 
slow progress toward especially the human development MDGs are sobering messages that 
require increased attention from all. The report is appropriately cautious in its optimism going 
forward. It is upbeat on the increased donor commitments, including through the Multilateral 
Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI) and promises to doub le Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
by 2010. The message is also strong, however, on the importance of monitoring the actual 
delivery, and ensuring the additionality and effectiveness, of aid.  

Second, the renewed focus on mutual accountability is appropriate and I welcome the 
identification of actions that are key for speedy progress towards the MDGs. The stress is rightly 
on all participants in the Monterrey compact to meet their respective obligations. In that context, 
the developing countries would need to stay the course with reforms.  Indeed, increasing access 
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to basic infrastructure, strengthening governance, and creating a more favorable investment 
climate are critical for ensuring broad-based market- led growth. For their part, bilateral and 
multilateral donors need to work harder at removing rigidities on the use of aid. This would 
require better harmonization, targeting and alignment of the donors’ interventions with country-
owned strategies. It is in such an environment that the newly promised aid and debt relief would 
be most useful. 

Third, I find this year’s GMR less assertive and perhaps not evenhanded. Specifically, the focus 
on governance, though justified, could have been better balanced by a stronger message about 
the responsibility of developed countries for trade reform and to push for a more ambitious Doha 
Round. In that connection, just as we chose to focus on governance in this year’s GMR, I suggest 
that the theme next year should be trade.  

The background paper on trade is certainly a useful complement to the GMR. However, given 
the critical role of trade, it would be useful for the future to cover the progress on multilateral 
trade negotiations regularly in the GMR. While a successful conclusion of the Doha Round is 
vital, the difficulties facing the multilateral system were evident in the outcome of the Ministerial 
Meeting last December. To meet the agreed timetable for 2006, a renewed international resolve 
is essential to address the divisive issues, especially on greater market access for farm products 
from the developing countries. To that end, the Bank should remain engaged not only to promote 
country- level reforms but also to press its advocacy role for multilateral action in international 
trade negotiations. 

Fourth, I welcome the increased coverage and candor in this year’s GMR on efforts to improve 
the governance and development-effectiveness of the IFIs. Beyond current preoccupations about 
how best to manage for better development results, much remains to be done to improve 
performance at the country level, including by helping clients build the necessary statistical 
capacities to measure and monitor performance. This would require greater coordination of 
activities among the IFIs, including within the World Bank Group where potential synergies 
could be exploited. I also call on the IFIs for greater coordination with their non-DAC partners.  
In that connection, I draw attention to the report’s reference to the non-DAC donors and to Saudi 
Arabia as the largest donor in that group. Indeed, over the last quarter of past century, Saudi 
Arabia’s development assistance has accounted for close to 4 percent of GDP, the highest ODA 
to GDP ratio among all donors, including OECD countries, bearing in mind that Saudi Arabia is 
itself a developing country.  Saudi Arabia’s development assistance has accounted for over 1.3 
percent of GDP over the past five years.  I am also encouraged by signs of greater coordination 
among aid-givers, as evident in the meeting of DAC and non-DAC donors that preceded the 
High Level Forum in Paris.  

Still on the IFIs, as the GMR points out, disbursements of the Multilateral Development Banks 
(MDBs) to Middle Income Countries (MICs) have declined. In addition to the higher financial 
and non-financial costs of lending, the main cause for this decline seems to be the inability of the 
MDBs to provide innovative financing mechanisms to meet the evolving needs of MICs. Clearly, 
meeting the growing infrastructural investment requirements of MICs warrants speedy action to 
address impediments to a more responsive engagement. I suggest that progress in addressing 
such impediments be monitored and explicitly reported in future GMRs. 



 4 

Fifth, I agree with the GMR’s timely attention to governance as an essential element of the 
mutual accountability framework, and note the attempt to provide a platform for including 
governance as an ongoing part of the MDG monitoring. As the report stresses, the governance 
issue is indeed complex and multi-dimensional.  Accordingly, the proposed approach to 
monitoring is appropriately pragmatic and attentive to the diversity of countries. It is also 
essential that the proposed remedies are similarly country-specific. I therefore fully support 
greater effort to develop more specific and actionable indicators that are relatively easy to track. 

Regarding global approaches to improved governance, including efforts for enhanced law 
enforcement, anti-corruption treaties, and greater international transparency, the focus should be 
on assisting individual countries with their own efforts to bring about improvements in this issue. 
The Bank could still play a key role through provision of technical assistance and targeted advice 
within its traditional mandate and expertise. It should be noted that, while improved governance 
is indeed important for success of the development effort, the central challenge is to find more 
effective ways of helping countries to channel the available aid in an environment of greater 
accountability and transparency. This requires donor vigilance on appropriate use of resources as 
well as steps by recipient countries to strengthen national accountability systems. 

Finally, on the paper on Fiscal Policy for Growth and Development-An Interim Report, we 
have here a promising step toward providing clearer guidance to countries on designing pro-
growth fiscal policies. The creation of fiscal space being dependent on circumstances of 
individual countries, the report has rightly proposed a related increase in the Bank’s country-
level analytical work.  Here, I encourage staff to look especially for any scope for reallocating 
resources to programs of higher relevance for meeting the MDGs. Also, I would stress the 
importance of further collaboration with the IMF and careful attention to the importance of 
minimizing any additional burdens on countries already subject to capacity constraints. 


