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This seventy-first meeting of the Development Committee is marked at the same time by a great 
continuity and by a feeling of urgency. This body has already discussed all of the items on the 
agenda at one time or another.  The second edition of the Global Monitoring Report presents a 
fairly similar picture to the one provided in the 2004 Report. We have been concerned about 
development financing issues for many months now. It would be easy to lean towards cynicism 
under the circumstances, since progress has been very slow. 
 
However, this is my first time to speak in front of the Development Committee, which means 
that I have been spared from monotony. On the contrary, I would like to take an optimistic 
viewpoint. Several of the subjects before us today are now ripe for decision. Therefore, we 
should make the most of this opportunity, as it is the last one we will have before the September 
2005 Summit, where the whole international community will ask us to give an account of what 
we have achieved in concrete terms.  
 
We should also seize this opportunity because the options before us us are good solutions. 
Whether referring to the five-point agenda in the Global Monitoring Report or innovative 
financing mechanisms, the objective of the agenda is not to disrupt the consensus on official 
development aid. Instead, the intention is to consolidate our shared vision of development based 
on the Monterrey partnership, and to be imaginative and ambitious in this task. 
 

* * * 
 
Paradoxically, the primary reason for my optimism is the Global Monitoring Report. The first 
Millennium Development Goal, probably the most important one, should be reached. This 
achievement will be unbalanced, with success in Asia offsetting failure in Africa, but it does 
show that there is no fatality to stagnation. Growth in China, India, Vietnam and others 
demonstrates how reforms that poor countries regard as legitimate can succeed, and that private 
and public financial flows are a decisive catalyst in this success. 
 
The second reason for my optimism is that we know how to replicate this result. The World 
Bank’s five-point agenda broadly covers the same points as the Sachs Report and the United 
Nations Secretary General’s Report. We need to devise a plan for achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals that complement the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers. Similarly, 
improving governance, the investment climate and service delivery is a well known course of 
action. Finally, we are making progress in terms of improving aid effectiveness. The Paris 
Declaration, which was the main outcome of the successful second High Level Forum on Aid 
Harmonisation, has provided the international community with an ambitious road map for 
progress in this area.  
 
The third reason for my optimism stems from a conjunction of events. The September summit at 
the United Nations will be a major milestone on the path to the Millennium Development Goals. 
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The WTO Conference in Hong Kong in December 2005 will be critical for completing a round 
of trade talks, which I hope will become known as the development round.  
 

* * * 
 
France shares the World Bank’s priority for a rapid completion of the Doha Round. The concerns 
of the poorest countries, especially in Africa, must be the top objectives for the Round. The 
World Bank has rightly made this one of its five priorities for achieving the Millennium 
Development Goals. France has been working in this direction to ensure the success of the WTO 
conference in Hong Kong in December and the completion of the current round of talks in 2006 
with a broad-based and balanced outcome. 
 
Yet, trade liberalisation implemented in the framework of the Doha Round is not the cure-all 
solution to the poorest countries’ problems. The World Bank indeed acknowledges that it could 
even have very limited effects, or even negative ones, on many low-income countries, especially 
in sub-Saharan Africa. We drew the international community’s attention to this fact back in 
2003, when we proposed a trade initiative for sub-Saharan Africa. In parallel to the Doha Round, 
it is crucial to devise specific solutions to help the poorest countries reap the benefits of trade. I 
will evoke three of the avenues we are pursuing in France. 
 
First of all, the developed countries must make a commitment to improve the system of tariff 
preferences that they grant to the poorest countries. The European Union already offers access 
without any quotas or customs duties to all exports from the Least Developed Countries as part 
of its “Everything But Arms” Initiative. It would be helpful if all of the developed countries 
followed suit in this initiative. Furthermore, the developed countries need to commit themselves 
to simplifying their system of preferential rules of origin, since their complexity is the underlying 
reason why the use of preferential tariffs is unequal.  
 
Secondly, we should encourage the development of trade among South/South countries, by 
inciting emerging economies to open up their markets to African products. Today, developed 
countries alone offer truly preferential access to products from the Least Developed Countries, 
even though some of the emerging countries could be major export markets for them. Regional 
integration in Africa also contributes to the development of South/South trade. For this reason, 
Economic Partnership Agreements implemented between the European Union and regional 
entities in Africa will be powerful development tools.  
 
Finally, France is in favour of increasing “Aid for Trade” to help developing countries reap  real 
benefits from trade liberalisation. But we must keep in mind that capacity building is not enough 
to prevent the risks that trade liberalisation will create for some developing countries, especially 
those that benefit from tariff preferences or those that are structurally importers of agricultural 
products. We need to discuss measures to assist these countries to cope with transition costs 
associated with trade liberalisation. 
 

* * * 
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The fifth point on the World Bank agenda for achieving the Millennium Development Goals 
concerns the aspect of the Monterrey Partnership that is more specifically the responsibility of 
the developed countries. The doubling of official development assistance should match the 
reform efforts of developing countries, which have managed to increase their absorption capacity 
substantially.   
 
I think that this development agenda item calls for us to better prioritize our objectives, or else 
we may not achieve any of them. As the World Bank stresses in another report, debt relief should 
be mobilised to reinstate sustainable debt levels. Debt cancellations could reach as much as 
100 % in order to meet this goal, if the situation warrants it. France therefore proposes to 
implement a scheme that would enable the cancellation of 100 % of countries’ unsustainable 
debt service to multilateral banks. But, under such an assumption,  we still need more resources 
if we are to meet the Millennium Development Goals. 
 
The current trend is encouraging. Between 1999 and 2004, official development assistance 
increased by 20 billion euros, but it still falls far short of the identified needs. For example, I 
welcome that IDA will provide 8.3 billion dollars to the poorest countries in 2006, thanks 
notably to France’s 41% increase in its contribution to IDA. But, the World Bank estimates that 
the additional needs amount to 50 billion dollars per year, and the Sachs report puts the figure at 
70 billion dollars per year. Besides, the Global Monitoring Report points out that the allocation 
of this increase was provided through unsatisfactory modalities, as it was channeled to 
humanitarian aid and technical assistance, while developing countries expressed a need for new 
cash transfers.  
 
Against this background, I welcome the World Bank’s confirmation that the rapid 
implementation of innovative development financing mechanisms  is feasible. These mechanisms 
provide stable, predictable and truly useable aid flows for poor countries. 
 

* * * 
 
The outcome of the work done by the World Bank and the IMF on innovative financing 
mechanisms is unequivocal. In my view, two points in particular stand out. On the one hand, 
these mechanisms meet the need expressed by the poor countries for stable, predictable and 
additional resources, a need also highlighted by the Global Monitoring Report. On the other 
hand, the Bretton Woods Institutions stress that the IFF and international solidarity levies are not 
just theoretical constructs, but pragmatic and feasible solutions. 
 
France decided to go forward on these options, proposing the creation on an experimental basis 
of a levy to finance the fight against HIV/AIDS. 
 
Therefore, we must pursue the technical work in order to devise operational mechanisms by 
September 2005. As for taxes, it is time to focus our efforts on those that seem the most 
promising. Brazil, Chile, Spain and France brought up several possibilities last September within 
the framework of the quadripartite group. In light of the analysis conducted by the World Bank 
and the IMF, we can single out, as for now, taxes levied on air transport, sea transport, global 
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public goods and arms. The technical procedures for implementing these taxes, especially at the 
regional level, need to be examined carefully. 
 
Indeed, universal participation is not indispensable, even though it would serve the interest of 
development, as more resources would be raised. It should be our ultimate goal, but in the short 
term, progress can be made with the participation of a smaller group of countries. This is why 
Germany and France have proposed creating an international solidarity levy based on air 
transport.  
 
Taxing air transport makes economic sense, as underscored by the World Bank report. In fact, 
the level of taxation on air transport is lower than on other means of transport, since aviation fuel 
is tax exempt. Aircraft play a major role in global warming, but they are not, however, covered 
by the Kyoto Protocol. Several options seem to be technically feasible. Taxing aviation fuel 
would have a major positive environmental impact. As for a tax on airline tickets, it could easily 
be instituted and there are no legal obstacles to such a tax, as the World Bank rightly points out. 
 
Of course, such a measure is certainly not a cure-all for developing countries or for rich 
countries. However, it does have the merit of being technically feasible. Let those countries that 
would like to give the poor countries a fighting chance of meeting the Millennium Development 
Goals join us in this undertaking.  
 
As for the utilisation to be made of the funds raised, I agree with the World Bank’s analysis on 
the importance of comprehensive and coherent development strategies. Our objective is not to 
launch a multitude of disparate initiatives and do away with such tools as the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Papers, which have proven their effectiveness. The programmes to be financed by the 
pilot international tax or the IFF could be coordinated within country-owned strategies. The 
generalisation of the levies and the IFF could also provide new resources for multilateral donors, 
such as the World Bank.  
 
By creating such instruments, we are not undermining the partnership approach adopted in 
Monterrey, which is based on poverty reduction strategies elaborated by the countries 
themselves. On the contrary, we are trying to give them the resources they need to live.  
 

* * * 
 
This same princip le of ownership led France and other European countries to support greater 
representation for poor countries in international financial institutions. Five European countries 
are contributing, for example, to strengthening the capacities of African directors at the World 
Bank. 
 
These few innovations do not go nearly far enough. That is why I regret that this issue is no 
longer on our agenda. More structural solutions are required to deal with these representation 
issues. The legitimacy of the international financial institutions’ action in poor countries depends 
on it. I would like that we resume these discussions at the 2005 Annual Meetings and that we 
succeed in combining the various options so as to implement a reform that is not merely a token 
change. 
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* * * 

 
My optimism is bound to be restrained, faced with such a challenge as development. We have 
before us a colossal task with very high expectations. Nobody is in a better position to grasp the 
scale of this task than the President of the World Bank. I wo uld thus like to welcome the 
selection of Mr. Wolfowitz and express my confidence in his ability to pursue the outstanding 
work accomplished by Jim Wolfensohn at the helm of this great institution. 


