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Implementing the Monterey Consensus  
 
 

After long and fruitful international debate in recent years on different socio-economic 
developmental issues two world summits, in Monterey and Johannesburg, established a new 
agenda and, more importantly, defined responsibilities for future work. At the same time, the 
international community launched new multilateral trade talks, which recognized the need to 
seriously consider the interests of developing countries. The outcome of these is a new set of 
development, and an understanding of the responsibilities of both the developing and developed 
countries as well as the international institutions in moving the agenda forward.  
 

During our April meeting we indicated our views that the Development Committee 
should have a prominent role in monitoring and evaluating progress post Monterrey. We reiterate 
our suggestion that at least once every year in future meetings, the Committee should dedicate 
part of its agenda to monitor and evaluate the progress made, based on to the commitments made 
by both developed and developing countries. We should also look at the work of international 
agencies, assess the levels of public and private resources flowing to developing countries, and 
determine whether or not all is on track. Because we are talking of a long term engagement, our 
work plan needs to be simple, yet comprehensive.  
 

We welcome the work done within the World Bank since April to facilitate our 
consideration of different aspects of the implementation challenge. The new orientation, which in 
the private sector is often called performance management, places a premium on quality, 
particularly in relation to efficiency of public sector spending and service delivery mechanisms. 
Ironically, in the past the IFIs were seen as the institutions promoting cuts in public spending, or 
sometimes encouraging them, but not focused on cost-effectiveness. Therefore, this shift to focus 
the Bank’s attention on results based on the quality of public spending is a welcome step. 
 

However, the World Bank does not deliver public services directly. It does so through the 
provision of loans, credits and technical assistance to member countries. Therefore, in order for 
the Bank to successfully implement its programs based on a results-oriented approach, 
borrowing countries will need to be able to manage their public delivery systems in a similar 
manner and this is quite a challenging task. Even among developed countries, only a few have 
adopted results-based public administration systems. Among developing countries there are 
incipient experiences, in some countries, including Brazil and Colombia in our constituency. Part 
of the complexities involved in this approach lies in the fact that greater emphasis must be placed 
on monitoring and evaluation and on the need for multi-sectoral interventions. This require 
resource capability and good statistical systems, and most developing countries are deficient in  
both.  Therefore, if the new Bank orientation towards results and efficiency is not managed 
properly and is not supported by greater capacity building especially for the poorer countries, 
there is a risk of failure.  
 

The Case Studies show that strong sector policies and institutions, good budget processes, 
improvements in governance, especially in the areas of financial management and procurement, 
are important prerequisites for success. This is clearly demonstrated in  the Brazilian experiences 
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quoted in the Case Studies in the areas of primary education, combating HIV/AIDS and 
community-driven rural development.  
 

At the same time, these studies draw attention to the need to reconsider the policy by 
multilateral banks and bilateral donor agencies of not financing recurrent costs. This is one of the 
most critical findings. In the classical theory of development aid the tradition has been that 
international grants or loans finance capital costs and domestic resources should finance 
recurrent costs. The studies demonstrate however that ensuring such domestic funding may be 
problematic especially in many poor countries which lack a sufficient tax base. The argument 
could also apply to many middle income countries that are implementing programs which 
involvesevere fiscal tightening. 
 

Many bilateral donors hesitate to accept such financing requests citing   the risks of 
resource diversion and perpetuating aid dependence of recipient countries. Therefore the 
conclusion of the case studies underlines important trade-offs: in situations where domestic 
sources are insufficient to cover recurrent costs of programs on a sustained basis, should the 
international community give up on the required outcomes or should it accept the need for new 
instruments? From the point of view of developing countries, should they engage in borrowing to 
finance recurrent costs without assurances that such financing would be available over the long-
term to yield results? Our view is that appropriate instruments should be developed to deal with 
this issue.  
 

For the developed countries the challenges are substantial.  First and foremost is the 
question of policy coherence in the areas of trade and development finance. While new pledges 
of aid resources made in recent months are welcome, these will do very little to promote growth 
and poverty reduction if exports from developing countries continue to face significant trade 
barriers. Research is abundantly clear on the links between poverty and access to markets. In our 
view this is one of the gloomiest chapters in international economic relations. A recent study by 
the World Bank demonstrates that trade in products exported by developing countries remain 
heavily distorted because of barriers and subsidies imposed by the developed countries. Yet, 
protectionist pressures continue to increase, notably in steel and agribusiness trade. Unless there 
is a serious effort on the part of developed countries to address this issue, it will be very difficult 
to overcome poverty.  
 
 Another important challenge for the developed countries in their capacity as aid 
providers, relates to the need to incorporate the principle of ownership. Although this is accepted 
as a general principle, in practice it is not working. One of the findings of the case studies is that 
donor programs must be aligned with recipient country budget processes and national strategies. 
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HIPC – Joint Bank-Fund Progress Report 
 
 We believe there is continued progress, albeit slow, within the HIPC Initiative, with six 
countries reaching their completion points to date and with the possibility that one additional 
country would be doing so by year-end. In the case of those countries reaching their decision 
points, many are experiencing a worsening of their debt sustainability ratios and two are in 
jeopardy of not maintaining long term debt sustainability. We support the view that if faster, and 
more meaningful progress is to be made, there must be some flexibility within the HIPC 
framework. In addition, there should also be some flexibility in allowing for top-up relief at the 
completion point for those HIPCs which experience systemic shocks due to exogenous factors, 
subject to the availability of financial resources. 
 
In this regard, current proposals to exclude voluntary bilateral support made in addition to the 
original enhanced program do not seem appropriate. We do not support the move to request 
developing countries who are HIPC creditors to deliver additional debt relief which will impose 
an additional burden. We also do not favor further transfers from the World Bank net income to 
the HIPC Trust Fund since the Bank has already pledged US$ 2.15 billion (NPV). The HIPC 
Fund should be financed by bilateral pledges. 
 

Recognizing the short time available to bring the remaining twelve HIPCs to their 
decision points, since many of these countries are also post-conflict countries, we support the 
proposal to extend the sunset clause to the end of 2004. This will give time for HIPC countries to 
establish a track record. This is the third time the sunset clause is being extended. One of the 
main features of the HIPC initiative was that it is a one-time window, since we all had 
recognized that a permanent facility would create risks of moral hazard. As a consequence we 
must avoid perpetuating the initiative via quasi -automatic extensions. There is a need to look at 
an alternative mechanism should the present situation again arise at the end of the next two 
years. 
 

The HIPC Initiative still faces the challenge of creditor participation. We support the 
efforts by staff to have those non –Paris Club members and commercial creditors that have not 
yet participated in the initiative to do so within the HIPC framework. Moreover, the latest move 
by creditors to initiate litigation against a number of HIPCs is cause for concern. Appropriate 
avenues should be explored to have all creditors provide the agreed relief to HIPCs. 
 
Joint IMF/World Bank Progress Report on PRSPS 
 
 

The Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers, while helping countries to formulate a strategic 
view of their development policies represent a new administrative burden for the poorest 
countries. Most of them are faced with the need to adapt quickly in order to have access to the 
concessional windows of the World Bank, the IMF and bilateral resources. Most poor countries 
have engaged seriously in the exercise, but they face capacity constraints. The Bank and the 
Fund must find mechanisms to assist countries to improve the quality of the design and 
implementation of these strategies so as to ensure growth and poverty reduction.   
 



 

 

4

One such challenge is making the participatory process more relevant. But, this must be 
done taking into account the different legal and institutional frameworks, which exist in each 
country. In particular, the Bank and the Fund must carefully avoid creating parallel mechanisms 
of civil society participation that may undermine legitimately elected governments and 
democratic institutions existing in countries. 
 

The effectiveness of PRSPs also hinges to the extent on which multilateral development 
banks and bilateral donors align their financial support with the priorities established by the 
different countries. They also need to   harmonize their policies, procedures, and practices in 
order to reduce the costs of financial aid and technical assistance. This could prove to be most 
effective if coordinated with the recipient countries’ budget, and procurement procedures and 
systems as a platform for delivering aid in accordance with the countries’ priorities.  We must 
avoid a situation in which countries are requested to define priorities in participatory PRSPs and 
those priorities are disregarded when it comes to providing international financing. 
 
Joint Bank/IMF Progress Report on Combating Money Laundering and Terrorist 
Financing 
 

We wish to reiterate our strong support for the strengthening of international cooperation 
in combating money laundering and financial crime and an intensification of the IMF and the 
World Bank activities in this area consistent with their respective mandates. Money laundering 
distorts the efficient global allocation of resources and creates international negative externalities 
that can adversely affect other countries.  
 

 We need a cooperative approach in addressing the issue of money laundering. This 
approach requires the involvement of many different institutions that deal with financial sector 
supervision and regulation, good governance, judicial and legal reform, and effective law 
enforcement. The Bank’s and Fund’s principal contribution to these efforts has been, and should 
continue to be, to assist countries in  addressing structural and institutional weaknesses that may 
address the lack of market integrity and the potential for  abuse of the financial system. Both 
institutions should avoid becoming involved in law enforcement activities. We strongly reiterate 
our position that the lead for anti-money laundering efforts at the international level should 
remain with specialized institutions such as the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), the 
regional anti-money laundering task forces, the United Nations and other such organizations 
engaged in assessing and promoting anti-money laundering, including law enforcement 
activities.   
 
 The World Bank must be prepared to respond to countries which require assistance in 
addressing the implementation of the 40+8 FATF recommendations, through policy dialogue and 
technical assistance. However, we do not favor a mandatory inclusion of AML/CFT issues in 
every single Country Assistance Strategy, without the element of client demand. Any attempt to 
do so would reduce the impetus by individual countries to cooperate and thus may prove 
counterproductive.  
 


