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Follow up of Financing for Development (FfD)  
The FfD conference is behind us and we can conclude that it was a success. I now 

call on all development partners to build on its achievements. The pledged ODA 

increases were substantial. They still fall short of the USD 50 billion required but at 

least the 0.7% target for ODA is back on the agenda. That leads me to expect that 

ODA will continue to rise in the future. I was delighted to hear policy coherence 

emphasized by many conference participants. The widespread awareness that trade 

policy, investment, debt and aid are linked is a formidable step forward in our fight 

against poverty. Another achievement is the growing consensus on the need to 

change the relationship between rich and developing countries to a relationship 

characterized by mutual responsibility.  This means quality of aid in return for sound 

policies and good governance.  In addition, I stress increased market access for 

developing countries as this would promote their development.  I congratulate the 

Bank and the Fund on their input. Both Jim Wolfensohn and Horst Köhler are playing 

key roles in mobilizing support for the achievement of the UN Millennium 

Development Goals (MDGs). The Bretton Woods Institutions have operated in true 

partnership with the United Nations and the World Trade Organization and this 

should be taken as a basis for even closer collaboration.  In the follow up of FfD,  I 

urge the international financial institutions (IFIs) to stay engaged in the process of 

implementing and monitoring the MDGs, for which a new strategy is now being 

developed by the UN.  Bank and Fund should consider how they intend to act upon 

the FfD outcomes paper. 

 

Preview to the World Summit on Sustainable Development  
At the FfD conference, our priorities – coherence, mutual responsibility and the 0.7% 

target - were widely shared. This has encouraged me to continue the battle in 

Johannesburg, at the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD). Let us 

make more progress towards the goals of FfD by sustaining our efforts to increase 

ODA and improve market access for developing countries. We should think twice 

before introducing a lot of new topics at WSSD and cluttering the development 

agenda again, now that it has become a lot more focused thanks to the Millennium 

Development Declaration, Doha and Monterrey.  
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In my view, the main issue at the WSSD will be the relation between environmentally 

sustainable development and poverty reduction. In too many OECD countries 

Agenda 21 has been reduced to only the aspects dealing with the environment. I am 

therefore pleased that the Bank is carrying out important analytical work on the 

relationship between poverty reduction and environmentally sustainable 

development.  I particularly look forward to the WDR 2003. One issue is the need to 

integrate Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (PRSPs) and National Strategies for 

Sustainable Development (NSSDs) at country level. Developing countries have 

substantially improved their policy frameworks by formulating PRSPs. The PRSPs 

should ideally be ‘green’ in outlook; that is to say, they should be based on the 

principles articulated in Agenda 21. If PRSPs are not in line with the NSSD concept 

or have insufficient NSSD content, then I hope the PRSP countries will integrate the 

two sets of policies and Bank staff should be ready to assist when called upon.  

 

 

Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, reviewing the approach 
The PRSP and PRGF Review has produced many useful findings and I am pleased 

with the way the Bank and Fund have translated these findings into proposals and 

‘best practice suggestions’. I suggest that the next PRSP progress report indicate 

whether stakeholders in the PRSP process have carried out the proposed actions. I 

fully support the proposals for the donors. They should align their aid with the PRSP. 

This means adjusting to the budget cycle of the recipient country and providing multi-

year assistance, to facilitate the budget planning of the PRSP country. I am going to 

see to it that all Dutch bilateral development cooperation takes place within the 

framework of a country’s PRSP (if they have one of course).  

 

There is much to say about participation in the PRSP process. I would just like to 

note that the role of Parliaments in PRSP countries gives reason for concern. The 

Review paper signals that they have not been involved sufficiently in most countries, 

for several reasons. I think it is crucial that the elected representatives of the people  

should participate in the PRSP process. To the extent that there is a capacity 

problem, I would like to mention that I support the activities of the Parliamentary 

Network on the World Bank, which aims at strengthening the capacity of parliaments 

to participate in the PRSP process. Furthermore, I would like to encourage the Bank 
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and the Fund to report in the Joint Staff Assessments more elaborately on the 

participation process, in particular on the way in which views from civil society have 

been taken up in the PRSP.    

 

I also support the suggestions and proposals, made in the PRSP Review paper, for 

the International Financial Institutions (IFIs): 

 

One of these concerns the need to increase domestic revenue. In my view, IFIs 

should be more active in this field and help countries to strengthen their tax 

administration systems and to improve their revenue. This will allow higher (pro-poor) 

budgets and contribute to long term self sustainable budgets. Considering the funds 

needed to implement PRSPs, it is important that IMF resident representatives in 

PRSP countries intensify their dialogue with donors. 

 

Another suggestion in the Review paper addresses the need for analytical work to 

improve the understanding of the relationship between policies and poverty 

outcomes. IFIs should intensify analytical work in the field of public expenditure 

management: Public Expenditure Reviews and Medium-Term Expenditure 

Frameworks. However, PRSP countries should be able to rely on IFIs for advice not 

only on pro-poor budgeting but on the whole spectrum of pro-poor growth. I therefore 

find it disappointing that the Poverty and Social Impact Analyses (PSIAs) are not yet 

in widespread use. I want to see the IFIs take a more proactive role in assisting 

countries with PSIAs. These are essential for making pro-poor choices in the context 

of macroeconomic and structural policies. If a PSIA concludes that compensation 

measures for the poor are necessary, then these measures will have to become an 

integral part of the policy framework. Bank and Fund conditionality under the PRSC 

and PRGF will also need to be analyzed for their relevance to poverty reduction. Of 

particular importance is the impact of trade, investment and competition policies on 

poverty.  

 

There are several areas which can make a lot of difference for poverty outcomes. 

First of all, income distribution policies. In general terms, greater income equality 

improves growth rates and the poverty efficiency of growth.  While research shows 

that on average the impact of growth on income distribution is neutral, nevertheless 
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in individual cases this impact may be strong.  This points to the need to investigate 

what policies and conditions might have an impact on the income of the poor. 

Secondly, labor-intensive production and productive entrepreneurship need more 

attention. I still wonder what the Bank has done to flesh out this topic since the 

publication of the 1990 WDR on poverty, which advocates labor intensive growth. 

Thirdly, trade policies that promote exports.  PRSPs should not be limited to national 

policies but should also address international dimensions of development like 

regional integration and access to foreign markets (e.g. how can the Least 

Developed Countries maximize the benefits of the “Everything but Arms” Initiative). 

Fourthly, the sequencing of reforms, since their impact depends on how they are 

sequenced. Privatization of State Owned Enterprises or liberalization of markets can 

only have the desired effect once certain conditions have been met.  

 

The HIPC Initiative  
The issue of financing the PRSPs has become more pressing now that more 

countries have entered the implementation phase of the PRSP process. HIPC debt 

relief provides a good share of the financing required. The Bank and Fund report that 

progress is being made in the HIPC initiative. The negative ODA trend has also been 

reversed. But I do not believe all is well. As for HIPC, I think the Bank and Fund, in 

addressing the HIPC financing requirement, are focusing too much on the short term. 

Although there is probably no liquidity problem this year, I do not feel reassured 

when I look at the Outlook figures. They show that an amount in the order of at least 

USD 0.7 – 1.6 billion (including the additional costs of assisting countries which do 

not have a sustainable debt at the Completion Point) still has to be financed.  Given 

that the issues of debt sustainability and HIPC financing have not been resolved it is 

incumbent on us to keep them on the agenda.  I strongly urge that this be a 

discussion item at the next Development Committee. 

 

Development Effectiveness 
I would like to congratulate the Bank on its report on development effectiveness. I 

fully support the idea of a compact between developing countries and donors:  

increased ODA in exchange for good policies and good governance.   This compact 

of mutual obligations should mean that no low-income country with a credible poverty 

reduction strategy will fail to achieve the MDGs for lack of external funding.  I am also 
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fully dedicated to promoting more rapid trade integration of developing countries, as 

this would benefit their development.  In addition to raising the quantity of aid, we 

also need to improve its quality, through untying of aid, harmonization of donor 

procedures, multiyear commitments and alignment with the PRSPs. Under the 

compact, all actors committed to the MDGs should be monitored to see whether they 

comply with their obligations. Just like the performance of recipient governments, 

donor performance should be reviewed in a mutual way, in terms of both the quantity 

and quality of aid. Furthermore, rich countries should be assessed not only as donors 

but also as trading partners, given the need for coherence between trade and aid 

policies. Greater efforts to link trade and aid will make an enormous difference for the 

poor. Trade agreements need to be assessed for their pro-poor content. In fact, this 

means that  the WTO also should sign up to the MDGs. 

 

The report on Development Effectiveness urges donors to be more selective in 

allocating aid and in targeting aid at good performers. There is indeed room for 

improvement, in particular for those donors who are guided by geopolitical motives. 

The report points out that focusing on performance is crucial when allocating aid. But 

the Bank forgot to add that focusing aid on the low-income performers has the 

greatest possible impact on poverty reduction. Dispensing with geopolitical 

considerations as a basis for aid allocation would be a step forward but is not 

enough. The effectiveness of aid depends on how it is delivered: aid decisions 

should also be separated from national interests. National business interests have 

led to tied aid and institutional egos have made donor agencies want to be visible 

and put up their own flags on their projects. All this has hampered the effectiveness 

of aid. All of us know what went wrong and how to address it.  

 

If donors apply the lessons learned and raise the level of aid effectiveness there will 

be greater public support for development. After all, parliaments and civil society in 

donor countries are concerned about achieving the MDGs and they will support 

increases in ODA budgets only if money spent shows results. With strong political 

leadership in donor countries combined with efforts to raise awareness among the 

public, it is certainly possible to make the right choices. 

 
Harmonization of procedures and operational policies 
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The second progress report on donor harmonization provides a good opportunity to 

comment on this important aspect of aid effectiveness. Finally, the Bank has started 

reviewing its fiduciary arrangements to facilitate participation in Sector Wide 

Approaches (SWAps). The Bank has also extended collaboration under the Country 

Financial Accountability Assessments (CFAAs). In ten countries bilateral donors, 

including the Netherlands, took part in the CFAA exercise. Reports from the field 

reveal that the Bank and donors approach the CFAA exercise differently and that the 

Bank does not always take input from donors seriously. I encourage the Bank not to 

regard CFAAs as a one-time fiduciary requirement, but as a joint instrument for 

development which sets the agenda for improving financial management.  

 

Low Income Countries under Stress (LICUS) 
I have noted with concern the Bank’s attempts to address the challenge of poorly 

performing countries. The DC document on Low Income Countries under Stress aims 

to provide a policy framework for a category which includes very different kinds of 

poorly performing countries. It is important to distinguish between countries which do 

not have the capacity for good policies and good governance and those which lack 

the political will to improve governance and policies. However, the Bank does not 

have sufficient capacity and expertise in political analysis to make this distinction. In 

my view, conflict countries and failed states are clearly part of the mandate of UNDP 

and NGOs. I therefore regard the LICUS proposal as a case of mission creep. The 

Bank should respect the mandate of other institutions and only become involved in 

conflict countries and failed states at UNDP’s request. As for post-conflict countries, I 

support the policy that the Bank introduced last year. I especially appreciate the 

Disarmament Demobilization and Rehabilitation (DDR) programs and the Bank’s role 

in arrears clearance for post-conflict countries. The Bank’s role in the other 

categories of LICUS should be limited to Economic and Sector Work. This will allow 

the Bank to step in as soon as countries make the transition from conflict to post-

conflict.  

 
Education for All (EfA) 
The action plan ‘Accelerating Action for EfA’ paints a clear picture of the challenges 

in education. The Bank has calculated that an additional US$2.5 billion is required in 

order to achieve universal primary education (UPE) for the bottom 47 countries. In 
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total, 88 countries are at risk of not achieving UPE. We are all aware that EfA is more 

than UPE and that this amount is only the external deficit and not the total additional 

financial requirement. We should also keep in mind that there are 41 other countries 

which may fall short of the EfA goal. The Bank’s action plan for achieving a 100% 

primary-school completion rate in EfA countries is an ambitious first step. Now, the 

results of the studies need to be translated into country-by-country plans to reform 

existing systems and to find ways to cover the additional costs of implementing these 

reforms. Our goals may seem daunting, but we must meet this challenge.   

 

Effective measures require thorough analysis first. That is why I have supported the 

Bank in its research on the issues and problems in the field of education and 

financing. Apart from financial conclusions, the Bank has also come up with best 

practices for education policy. I am pleased to note that the Bank had the courage to 

suggest that enrollment can be increased by abolishing user fees for primary schools. 

These fees were a common feature of Bank-supported programs, but the present 

Bank study argues that these fees can seriously impede access to education for poor 

children. The study also emphasizes the need to link education to broader policy 

issues, such as HIV/AIDS. It is a tragedy that 10% of African teachers are expected 

to die of AIDS in the next ten years. Children cannot stay in school because they 

have to look after AIDS patients in the household. It is good that the study clarifies 

the consequences of HIV/AIDS for education. The study also concludes that extra 

efforts are needed to achieve gender equity on top of mainstreaming gender into 

general education policies. The meeting in Amsterdam concluded that the indicative 

framework used by the Bank, will calculate explicitly the cost for these extra gender 

efforts.  I remind fellow members that the MDG is to close the gender gap by 2005.  

   

Donor coordination within a single national framework, as discussed in the previous 

section, is also an issue on the EfA agenda. The international community vowed in 

Dakar that no country seriously committed to EfA will be thwarted in the achievement 

of the EfA goals by a lack of resources. Not much has been done to meet this 

commitment. Donors often use the argument that the absorptive capacity in recipient 

countries is insufficient. The World Bank study, however, argues that it is donors who 

create a capacity problem. Fragmented, uncoordinated and supply-driven donor 

projects form a burden on countries’ limited capacity. During the EfA conference in 
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Amsterdam 10-11 April, donor coordination was a key issue.  I think it would be an 

interesting idea to introduce a code of conduct for the donor community. Donors 

should help, not hinder.  

 

Although the international community did not make much progress after Dakar, I now 

see new grounds for optimism. More donors are prepared to coordinate their 

activities and lower their flags. At the conference I could see growing support for a 

donor consortium on Education for All, an idea that was also pushed by the Global 

Campaign for Education. There is an emerging consensus on putting together a 

mechanism supplementary to, not competing with, existing channels. The 

mechanism should be aimed at countries that deserve support on the basis of their 

educational programs and their wider anti-poverty programs, but who face a lack of 

bilateral donor support. I support the fast tracking approach as described in the Bank 

paper. Furthermore, this mechanism would be placed, where possible, within national 

education plans and budgets, in the framework of the PRSP.  I am prepared to work 

on the shape and content of such a financing mechanism and to do it quickly. I am 

also prepared to contribute 135 million euro, on the understanding that some other 

donors support it too. I appeal to the members of the Development Committee: 

Ministers should be willing to ensure that the financing gap is closed for countries that 

implement the right education policies. By the next Development Committee Meeting, 

we should be able to review the first actions taken. By the end of this year funds 

should have started flowing.   

 

 

 

 

 


