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I would like at the outset to welcome Ms. Ngozi Okonjo-Iweala, in her capacity as Interim 
Development Committee Chair. This is a task that I am sure she will excel at, given her 
deep knowledge of the issues at hand, her well-established hands-on experience and her 
strong and commending personality. 

The signs of a strong global recovery are becoming more and more evident. The 
accompanying increases in capital flows to developing countries are also a very welcome 
development. The challenge, is therefore, how to sustain this latest recovery in flows, and to 
ensure that they are most effectively used to achieve sustained and equitable growth where 
it is most needed. This is a joint responsibility that we should all embrace going forward. 
Our common objective  should be how best to go about meeting the Monterrey 
commitments. 

This global recovery is also occurring against a background of an unsettled global political 
scene and several regional conflicts. The escalating tensions in the Middle East, especially 
in Palestine, are contributing factors that exacerbate these uncertainties and would need to 
be tackled with greater urgency and through a more concerted international effort. 

Peace and stability are indeed key to growth and prosperity, but the reverse is also true. 
Sustained economic growth that brings about notable improvements in the lives of the poor 
is vital for giving them an added reason to avoid conflict and seek more peaceful ways to 
address their problems. The international community has begun to address this issue, 
including through the UN agencies and the World Bank’s work in the conflict and post-
conflict area. Such efforts should continue. 

Let me now turn to the main items on our agenda and make the following selected 
comments: 

This first annual Global Monitoring Report (GMR), is an excellent start as it provides an 
incisive and generally balanced assessment of progress on policies and actions needed to 
achieve the MDGs. I share the report’s main message that the progress toward achieving 
the MDGs is far from satisfactory and that the Monterrey vision needs to be converted into 
swift and effective actions by the parties to the compact.  

Developing countries have made laudable progress in reforming their economies and 
improving their absorptive capacity. However, more needs to be done, especially in Sub-
Saharan Africa, to further improve aid effectiveness. Emphasis should be on pursuing more 
outward oriented strategies and improving the enabling environment for private sector 
development, including by implementing the required structural and institutional reforms 
and improving access to and quality of infrastructure, where sizable investments are 
required. This is an area where the Bank Group can do more and where the spectrum of 
contributors should be broadened to include the Private Sector as well as Private-Public 
Partnerships. 

For their part, developed countries would need to do more. There should be greater resolve 
by these countries to increase their levels of ODA towards the target of 0.7 percent of GNP. 
Efforts are also needed to improve the predictability and flexibility of aid and its allocation 
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process. Furthermore, developed countries would need to play a bigger role in fostering 
global economic growth and ensure an orderly resolution of current imbalances. They will 
also have to move more forcefully on the Doha Development Agenda and reduce trade 
barriers that impede developing countries from partaking of the full benefits of trade. 

In this context, let me express my appreciation for the explicit recognition by the report of 
the many contributions the Arab world, and Saudi Arabia in particular have made towards 
the MDGs cause. Namely, that Arab aid has led the increase in official development 
assistance from non-DAC countries, with the increase in development assistance from 
Saudi Arabia topping 400 percent over the last 10 years. Also, that Saudi Arabia is the 
second largest source of remittances ($16 billion) after the US at a time when remittances 
are becoming an important and stable source of financing for development. The 
significance of this contribution is the more apparent, especially if compared with the 
overall level of global ODA, which reached $58 billion in 2002. In fact, Saudi Arabia has 
been active over the last three decades, both bilaterally and through international and 
regional multilateral institutions, in supporting 73 countries in Africa, Asia, Europe and the 
Middle East in their development efforts by providing more than $81 billion, translating to 
an annual average of 4.0 percent of the Saudi GDP. This aid has been untied, fast 
disbursing, and characterized by high concessionality. 

As for the International Financial Institutions (IFIs) we note with appreciation the 
significant alignment of their work to support the Monterrey compact and adjust their 
programs to become more results oriented.  However, much more is expected from them.  
They would need to move faster on the existing harmonization and simplification agenda, 
focus more on country ownership and promote greater transparency, efficiency and 
accountability in the use of resources. There also needs to be a stronger push for more 
result-focused approaches as donors are increasingly eager to see more concretely the 
impact of their contribution in terms of reduced poverty and progress towards the MDGs. I 
would also urge that future reports include an assessment of the non-IFIs contributions and 
look forward to seeing particular reference to the Arab financial institutions, the Islamic 
Development Bank, and the OPEC Fund. Harmonization efforts among these institutions 
are worthy of being closely looked at and emulated. 

Overall, the GMR provides a good analytical basis for monitoring progress towards the 
MDGs, but ensuring adequate monitoring depends, for the most part, on the ability to find 
reliable and consistent data and on the tools to analyze progress. This would require the 
World Bank to further help countries build adequate statistical capacity where it is lacking, 
and work closer with relevant international agencies to ensure adequate and timely 
reporting of data. This would benefit countries directly and would result in a more reliable 
information base for accurately assessing progress towards the MDGs. As to the tools used 
for assessing progress, I am very pleased with the use of innovative tools in the report, such 
as the Overall Trade Restrictiveness Index (OTRI) and the Aid Selectivity Index (ASI). I 
would, however, highlight the need to ensure objectivity and robustness before these and 
other indicators are broadly accepted as reliable measures of progress. 

I note for instance some data inconsistencies in the GMR, including about Saudi Arabia’s 
record on Education, on which I would like to shed some light. The Saudi experience in 
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education has proven very successful as it allowed an increasing number of Saudi citizens 
to contribute more productively to the development process of the country. Not only did 
Saudi Arabia succeed in reducing illiteracy rates (for the population aged 10 years or more) 
from 64.3% in 1974 to around 19.9% in 2000 we were also able to boost student enrollment 
across all education levels from 984,000 students in 1975 to over 5 million in 2002. Overall 
gender parity has also improved and the ratio of male to female students fell from 1 female 
student enrolled for each 2.2 male students, in 1975, to a one to one ratio in 2002. At the 
university level female students outnumber their male colleagues by a ratio of 10 to 9. 
Spending on education has also seen a dramatic increase over the last three decades with 
the share of the education budget to GDP rising from 3.5% in 1970 to 9.5% in 2002, in 
which year education expenditure reached 27% of the budget. 

This leads me to make a few comments about the “Education for All – Fast Track 
Initiative – Progress Report”. First, I would note that the progress achieved thus far gives 
reason for cautious optimism but further progress hinges on ensuring the result orientation 
of the initiative, and on the ability of both contracting sides to meet their end of the bargain. 
Donor partners would need to provide more predictable and flexible financial support; and, 
recipient countries would need to show greater commitment to having adequate and 
sustainable domestic financing for education and undertake the necessary refo rms to 
increase their absorptive capacity for additional resources as they become available. 

Second, I agree with the need to provide increased financing through multilateral as well as 
bilateral channels relying more on the PRSP process. This would allow for a better 
alignment of donors’ support around national poverty reduction strategy and budget 
processes and would enhance leverage in helping countries develop the necessary 
institutional capacity and strengthen their educational systems. The World Bank’s role, in 
this regard, is becoming more and more important. I would encourage that it be further 
reinforced. Bank Country Assistance Strategies, for instance, are becoming more and more 
result-focused and increasingly aligned with the countries’ own PRSPs. This is in turn 
helping countries better focus on performance, better prioritize and cost development 
objectives within improved medium term expenditure frameworks and better link their 
overall economic growth to the needs of the education sector. 

Third, I would note that achieving the Universal Primary Completion (UPC) goal is a noble 
objective in itself, but it is through sustained improvements in the quality and continuous 
and massive investments in education at all levels, that societies would experience the 
transformation needed to put them on a higher and more sustainable development path. In 
addition to urging for the creation of more fiscal space for investment in education, I would 
call for more emphasis on the quality aspect of the reforms, including as part of the 
indicative framework where quality benchmarks should be envisaged, as data become 
available. It is worth mentioning here that low-income countries, especially debt-stressed 
ones, would need more help finding the needed resources for meeting the MDGs without 
sinking deeper in debt. 

In this connection, I find the proposed “Debt sustainability framework for Low-Income 
Countries” to be, in principle, a step in the right direction. However, it is clear that this 
work is at an early stage and much remains to be done to elucidate its modalities and 
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operational implications. Moreover, the proposed framework would clearly lead to 
increased concessionality of financing and higher volume of grants. Prudence calls on us to 
be fully aware of the additional financial burden this would entail, before we proceed with 
its “operationalization”. 

Unfortunately, increasing the concessionality of aid flows alone will not suffice. We would 
need to find alternative and innovative financing modalities and continue to seek ways for 
enhancing the flexibility and responsiveness of aid to make it more effective. The Progress 
Note on “Financing Modalities Toward the Millennium Development Goals” provides us 
with a good overview of the work underway to explore such alternative financing 
modalities. The search for such alternatives should be broader and more pragmatic. 

First, let me emphasis that a proactive stance is critical for increasing the developing 
countries’ access to not only global export and financial markets but also foreign direct 
investment (FDI) and remittance flows. I also urge the Bank and the Fund to take a close 
look at how best to assist countries to take maximum advantage of trade reforms and to 
create the right conditions for attracting FDI flows and improving access to financial 
markets. 

Second, and concerning the International Finance Facility, the concept is novel. However, 
one can see major challenges that could be difficult to overcome. In particular, those related 
to the accounting and legislative treatment of government pledges, the chosen governance 
structure, and concerns about the true “additionality” of the initiative and its link to the 
MDGs objectives. 

Third, and with regard to the global tax schemes, I note that several of the suggested ideas 
– such as the environment tax on carbons and the Tobin tax on currency transactions – have 
been previously discussed and failed to resonate with the international community and gain 
the needed support for their adoption. Indeed, the broad consensus aga inst such proposals 
should lead us to focus on ideas that are more realistic in the light of the needed 
international collaboration and political support necessary for their implementation. 

Finally, I welcome the progress made in improving the efficiency and responsiveness of the 
existing development assistance. I also support the work underway towards more flexible 
and better-targeted instruments to help countries deal with exogenous shocks and problems 
of debt sustainability. More needs to be done, however, to improve the practicality of the 
existing instruments and to reduce ad hoc responses. Efforts to refine existing instruments 
and modalities also need to be supplemented by an equally intense marketing effort. 
Clearly, a greater awareness of the availability as well as the timing and modality of the 
entire spectrum of instruments is essential for both the recipient countries and the donor 
community. 

 


