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As in 2004 and  2005, the Global Monitoring Report stresses the need for continuous 
commitment: we will not achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) at the current 
pace. All the same, this report does not inspire either cynicism or pessimism so much as the wish 
to do better. These goals guide our work and strengthen our resolve to act.  
 
Their effectiveness became clear during the past year. The multilateral debt of the Heavily 
Indebted Poor Countries was cancelled. The European Union (EU) took ambitious official 
development assistance (ODA) commitments. In 2010, we will collectively earmark 0.56% of 
our resources to poor countries. If all OECD countries meet the commitments taken in 2005, 
ODA should increase by 63% between 2004 and 2010.1 The first results were observed in 2005. 
According to the figures of the OECD's DAC, official development assistance in 2005 was up by 
31.4% to a record $106 billion from 2004. 
 
Commitments need to make way for concrete results. This requires humility and follow-up rather 
than imagination but results are all that matters. This Development Committee needs to be 
placed under the banner of implementation. 
 

* * * 
 
I am thinking first of all of implementation of the multilateral debt cancellation process. Heavily 
Indebted Poor Countries which passed the completion point stopped servicing their debt to the 
IMF on January 1st. They are expected to stop paying the IDA on July 1st. They will also benefit 
from the same mechanism in the African Development Fund.  
 
Nevertheless, we have only accomplished the easiest part. Writing-off assets from the balance 
sheet only raises legal problems. But compensating IDA and the ADF for lost resources raises 
financial issues. One could consider that the poor countries have already reaped all the benefits 
of the debt cancellation and that compensation would merely aim at preserving the balance sheet 
of international financial institutions.  
 
This is shortsighted. The final goal of the compensation paid by donors for forgone reflows is not 
to keep the World Bank and the African Development Bank on a sound financial footing.  This is 
merely an intermediate objective. We must ensure the additionality of the initiative if we want 
IDA and the ADF to remain active in poor countries. Even if we only compensate for cancelled 
debt without increasing replenishments’ levels, IDA may have to withdraw from, for instance, 
Bolivia, Guinea, Gambia and Togo by 2012. IDA would have stopped funding Somalia and the 
Central African Republic three years before.  
 

                                                 
1 OECD figures 
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Thus, poor countries will not fully benefit from debt cancellation unless we compensate forgone 
reflows. In December 2005, the French Parliament approved the appropriations needed to repay 
the French share of the cancelled debt over the first ten years. I have written to the Presidents of 
the World Bank and the African Development Bank to state our intention to compensate their 
institutions for their lost revenues falling due after the first ten years. We have demonstrated our 
commitment, financially, to debt cancellation. Now we are calling on other donors to do the 
same.  
 

* * * 
 
Multilateral debt cancellation does not eliminate the threat of debt crises once and for all. 
Multilateral debt cancellations create new borrowing opportunities to finance the development of 
poor countries and to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). This is a welcome 
situation since the G8 initiative was designed in order to help raising additional development  
resources. The risks stemming from these new circumstances need to be assessed, since new 
borrowing margins can result in the accumulation of excessive debt if past errors on the part of 
both creditors and borrowers are repeated.  
 
Preventing a new debt crisis will require collective discipline from both the lenders and the 
borrowers. Long term sustainability of debt continues to be undermined by the non-cooperative 
behavior of certain creditors, who take advantage of the new borrowing capacities of poor 
countries to make new non-concessional loans. If such behavior were to become common 
practice, the benefits of past debt relief policies would be seriously jeopardized. In the end, this 
would spur general skepticism on the legitimacy of such policies among the public. 
 
This is why France supports reflections by multilateral institutions to adapt their operational 
instruments in poor countries in order to prevent and as necessary punish free-riding. In our 
capacity as bilateral lenders, it is essential to improve coordination of our policies in order to 
give clear priority to providing concessional resources on the basis of the debt sustainability 
framework developed by the IMF and the World Bank. The OECD and the Paris Club are the 
natural fora for this debate, which could be extended to the G20. 
 

* * * 
 
The second aspect of implementation is international trade. The Doha round is a development  
round, even if negotiations are not yet finalized. We believe that it needs to be ambitious, 
balanced, and especially to benefit the poorest and weakest countries.  
 
Much has already been done to promote development in the negotiations. The Hong-Kong 
Ministerial Conference allowed the Least Developed Countries to gain access without quotas or 
tariffs to the developed markets for 97% of their products. I am calling upon the major emerging 
countries to rally behind this initiative. Cotton export subsidies will be eliminated this year and 
we already know that cotton production aid will be reduced more rapidly and more ambitiously 
than support for other products.  
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Lastly, some of us are committed to “aid for trade" and enhancement of the Integrated 
Framework for Trade-Related Assistance to the Least Developed Countries. Even if such 
assistance cannot be a substitute for an ambitious agreement, it is essential to ensure this round 
keeps its promises. Some of the poorest countries will confront erosion of trade preferences, 
rising food import prices and waning customs revenues. All of us must pay close attention to 
their needs and their messages.  
 
Much remains to be done to implement our commitments under this round. I am looking forward 
to concluding the final terms of a trade agreement, which I hope to occur before the end of the 
year. We also need to implement our “aid for trade” commitments and the special and 
differentiated treatment mechanisms within the WTO framework. They benefit all developing 
countries. 

 
* * * 

 
The progress report of the World Bank and the IMF on fiscal space expresses the same concern 
on implementation. In 2005 we agreed to scale-up our aid. These external resources will have an 
impact on the economy of poor countries. They will make it possible to finance new services to 
poor people and new infrastructures. They may also drive up the real exchange rate, fuel 
inflation, and so on. 
 
This is why we are looking forward to the final report in the expectation that it includes 
operational recommendations allowing recipient countries to make the best use of our aid. This 
calls for a new macroeconomic concept, innovative aid management conditions and technical 
assistance to optimize spending. 
 

* * * 
 
Obviously, I am assuming that the assistance flows promised in 2005 will materialize. The 
Global Monitoring Report is also based on this assumption and reviews the ways and means to 
secure additional resources. In my opinion, scrupulous follow-up of our financial commitments, 
as provided by the DAC, is the best way to achieve this objective. 
 
Moreover, it is possible and necessary to make aid more predictable. From experience we know 
that investment appropriations and official development assistance are the first to be cut during 
periods of fiscal consolidation. Their volatility is hardly compatible with the financing of the 
social programs needed by the poorest. This is why we believe that an international solidarity 
levy will have considerable value added in the aid community. Such a levy would protect 
revenues and so offer genuine financial visibility. 
 
The Conference on Innovative Development Financing Mechanisms held on March 1st in Paris at 
the invitation of the President of the French Republic showed that this idea is beginning to take 
shape. Fourteen countries expressed the intention to establish such a levy. Forty-one countries 
joined the pilot group set up to review the technical aspects of the mechanism. On July 1st, 
France will start collecting an international air-ticket contribution. We are expecting revenue of 
several hundred million euros, which will be entirely earmarked for official development  
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assistance. France also contributes to one-quarter of the International Finance Facility for 
Immunization (IFFIm), foreseen to become operational in 2006. According to the WHO, this ten-
year program of $4 billion would prevent the death of more than 5 million children up to 2015. 
 

* * * 
 
In my opinion, this project owes its success primarily to the fact that it satisfies the need for 
stable and predictable resources. The same phenomenon explains the success of vertical funds. 
 
I understand the theoretical criticisms leveled against such funds in the Global Monitoring 
Report, but the aid sector is not landscaped like a classical French garden. While the emergence 
of vertical funds triggers additional management and transaction costs, they cater to the health 
financing needs of poor countries. They were created because they are able to raise more funds 
than traditional donors, notably thanks to the modern and inclusive governance methods they 
offer. In 2004, contributions to the Global Fund soared by 64%, compared with a 7% increase for 
ODA in the health sector. 
 
The countless trust funds hosted by each multilateral institutions seem to raise more 
harmonization and governance problems than these few vertical funds. In my opinion, the Global 
Monitoring Report overestimates their impact on harmonization. Aid harmonization is not 
synonymous with a monopoly on the supply of aid. On the contrary, competition between 
lenders can be a source of creativity. Harmonization must rather take place at the recipient 
country level. Donors need to include their activities in poverty reduction strategy papers 
(PRSP). Like all other funds, vertical funds need to abide by this discipline. The diversity of 
official development assistance is a strong reality which is only marginally aggravated by 
vertical funds. The benefits resulting from additional financing raised by these new institutions 
far outweigh the inconveniences. 
 

* * * 
 
In the light of this situation, the World Bank has to be more specific on the needs that are to be 
addressed by the financial mechanisms proposed in the Clean Energy and Development Report. 
This analysis must obviously take into account existing instruments, especially the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF), an instrument designed to rationalize global environment and 
whose mandate largely covers the areas of application of the proposed financial facilities. 
 
The GEF's fourth replenishment round is facing obstacles. France hopes to remove them rapidly 
and expects an ambitious replenishment. We can draw lessons to remind us that we need to 
exercise great caution in creating new instruments as they could overlap with an existing 
mechanism which receives our full support and could be weaken or encounter the same 
difficulties during financial negotiations. 
 
France’s questions on the proposed options do not lessen the relevance of the World Bank's 
suggestions to mitigate and adapt the consequences of climate change. I particularly share the 
two underlying considerations of the Bank's diagnosis. First, it concludes that it is necessary to 
develop new technologies, even if not yet commercially and financially viable. Secondly, it 
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stresses the need for a stable and stimulating legal and institutional framework at both national 
and international level which ensures sustainable long-term investment. Within the framework of 
its primary mandate to reduce poverty, and as part of its dialogue with the borrowing countries, 
the World Bank could promote an institutional framework favorable to investment in clean 
energy. 
 
The World Bank's analysis must first of all reflect the fact that climate change is not just a 
energy issue but also a development matter. Energy-related issues are particularly important for 
the poorest. Not only do they cover the question of adaptation - which the Bank has taken the 
laudable initiative to examine - but also the critical issue of access to energy. The concentration 
of risks in emerging countries calls for separate treatment of their special situation without losing 
sight of the development aspects of energy and environmental issues for the poorest countries, 
particularly in Africa. Access to energy and the introduction of clean energy in the global 
strategy against poverty are vital issues.  
 

* * * 
 
To maximize the benefits of the foregoing initiatives, developing countries need capable and 
honest governments. The discussion of governance in the second half of the Global Monitoring 
Report seems relevant, especially because of the report's highly balanced approach to this issue. 
The report stresses the difficulty of measur ing governance, particularly through aggregate 
indicators. More specific indicators, such as the PEFA, constitute the best ground work to 
develop a governance policy. 
 
The general concept of governance is difficult to define in clear terms. There is therefore no 
absolute and undisputable benchmark. This is why every decision based on measurement of 
governance must reflect a trend rather than an absolute value. It is difficult to compare the 
institutional quality of countries. Each country has its own internal regulation modalities, its own 
governance model. All the same, it is legitimate to measure the governance trend of a given 
country year after year with the same tool. Such trend-based analyses produce methodologically 
sounder decisions.  
 
Moreover, as stressed in the Global Monitoring Report, there is no unique path to good 
governance. Every country can move towards greater transparency and stronger rule of law 
based on its own institutions, history and culture. 
 

* * * 
 
Addressing corruption is a critical issue and the shared responsibility of developed and 
developing countries. In the spirit of the principle of mutual accountability and building on the 
sense of partnership developed since Monterrey, we should join our efforts to promote good 
governance and, in this context, fight against corruption. To this end, the international 
community has already defined operational instruments. Let me mention, among other 
instruments, the United Nations Convention against corruption usually referred as the Merida 
convention. This Convention, inspired by high level national standards, is a landmark which sets 
principles and operational tools to address corruption. France, along with the United Kingdom, 



 6 

was the first G7 country to ratify the Merida convention. We are calling upon all countries which 
have not yet ratified this convention to do so as soon as possible and we invite them to ensure its 
concrete implementation. 
 
Fighting against corruption cannot rely on ad hoc measures. Within the World Bank, addressing 
corruption requires setting up a strategy. It should be designed on the basis of the work that has 
been done over the past decade in the Bank. A broad and open dialogue within an agreed 
framework should be the key rule of the elaboration process. I would expect the result of our 
work to be transparent and widely publicized. 
 
Our strategy must be anchored to the principles of consistency, proportionality, and equity of 
treatment across countries. Moreover, we should not address the issue of corruption in isolation 
from the main goals of the World Bank namely poverty reduction. 
 
As far as the the implementation of the strategy is concerned, all problems will not be solved in 
one day. This is why I believe that the World Bank should be fully and continuously engaged in 
its partner countries. Halting a project is possible but should be the last resort. Zero tolerance 
does not mean zero action. Of course, the World Bank needs to adapt its operation modalities to 
the institutional context in which it operates, and to help countries to face their difficulties. 
 

* * * 
 
2005 was the year of multilateral debt cancellation, of the Paris Declaration on Aid 
Effectiveness, of the Millennium +5 Summit, and of the launch of the IFFIm and the 
international solidarity levy. Considerable progress was made. Resources for development in the 
years ahead will significantly increase. 
 
France believes that the World Bank's support for this collective effort is of decisive importance. 
The Bank is at the core of the multilateral system and therefore has a particular responsibility for 
coordination and cooperation with all bilateral and multilateral partners. We want it to continue 
exercising this responsib ility. 
 
Now is the time for implementation, for realism. There are projects to be completed, measures to 
be implemented. There is no more time to invent new aid paradigms. Let’s implement our 
commitments, let’s harmonize our programs, then we would be closer to reaching our 
Millennium Development Goals. 
 


