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Achieving the MDGs and Related Outcomes: A Framework for Monitoring Policies 

and Actions  
 
We very much welcome this enormous effort to bring together an integrated framework 
for monitoring progress in policies and actions to achieve the MDGs. 
 
We endorse the ambitious goal of making a periodic apex report on the status of world 
development to better anchor Development Committee deliberations. This is very useful 
to place up-front the framework of mutual responsibilities and accountabilities to achieve 
the MDGs. 
 
We concur with the proposed agenda of the developing countries for accelerated progress 
on MDGs, based on a pro-poor growth strategy. We agree to focus the reform effort in 
the rule of law, infrastructure, quality of governance, capacity building and efficient 
delivery of social services in developing countries. However, we would place more 
emphasis on the investment climate to promote private sector based growth, in light of 
the preliminary findings that show pervasive government failure in public sector 
governance in most low- and middle- income countries. 
 
We welcome the introduction of trade issues as an element of regular reporting of 
developed countries, including market access and domestic subsidies, among others. But 
we feel that environmental sustainability should be singled out as mainly a responsibility 
of developed countries. Let me quote paragraph 19 of the background paper on achieving 
the MDGs to support this claim: “Developed countries have a special contribution to 
make to protect the global environment, as they dominate energy use and are the largest 
consumers of most natural resources and the largest producers of most pollutants.”  
 
We believe that the contribution of developed countries to progress in the Monterrey 
Consensus should focus in increasing market access for developing countries and in 
providing a significant increase in aid linked to policy reform, as well as facilitating a 
substantial increase in aid effectiveness. 
 
Now we will comment on what we consider is appropriate to advance in the monitoring 
of actions by the developed countries and other development actors within the framework 
of the proposed apex report. 
 
In the area of market access, we would like to see a more precise account of changes in 
market access for developing countries, including the effects of reduction of domestic 
subsidies, phasing-out of the multi- fiber agreement without imposing compensatory 
measures, reducing trade barriers to products exported by developing countries and 
contributing to a successful and timely implementation of the Doha Round. We would 
also like to see the potential quantitative impact of recent modifications in agricultural 
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polices in the USA and the European Union (EU) on market access. It is well known that 
accession countries to the EU have more open agricultural policies than the EU. We 
would like to see a quantitative measure of loss in market access due to accession. 
Furthermore, we would like to see an estimate of the market access effects of the 
“Everything but Arms” initiative, if any. We request as well a follow-up of the market 
access effects of industrial policies and the use of standards as instruments of non-tariff 
protection by all countries. We expect a progress report on these matters for our next 
meeting. 
 
In the case of efficiency in the delivery of aid, much emphasis is placed on good policies 
by developing countries (which are necessary conditions for aid effectiveness), but little 
is said on the very slow progress in harmonization, which imposes significant transaction 
costs. We ask for the development of firm metrics and time frames to monitor progress in 
implementation of the harmonization agenda. We must remember that efforts to 
harmonize aid among donors started in April 1996 and that the results to date are very 
scant. Moreover, great efficiency gains can be obtained by untying aid, not only for the 
least developed countries but for all developing countries. We ask for a precise account 
of progress in untying aid in the coming progress reports. 
 
In the case of international organizations we would like firm commitment from the World 
Bank to reduce the burden of the implementation of safeguard and fiduciary policies 
which now take up to fifty percent of project preparation time and budget in investment 
lending. 
 
Additionally, we think that reporting financial flows between deve loped and developing 
countries should be part of regular monitoring. As the Global Development Finance 2003 
shows: “the development world has become a net capital exporter since 1998; the 
expectation of large, continuing budget deficits (in OECD countries) may further reduce 
developing countries access to funds…” This is particularly relevant given the significant 
financing gaps remaining to achieve the MDGs.  
 
One of the most important results of the monitoring exercise is the extremely poor ratings 
on public sector governance shown for low-income countries. This call for caution on the 
strategies for public sector reform and scaling up. As the report shows that government 
failure is pervasive, it should be stressed the importance of using more intensively the 
instruments of the World Bank private sector strategy for the delivery of public services 
which are more automatic and less institutions- intensive.  
 
 
Scaling-up the service MDGs 
 
We welcome the reports on context and proposed actions for scaling-up efforts in 
education, health, water and sanitation and HIV/AIDS. Yet we must remember that the 
World Bank has ample experience of work in these areas and has produced sector 
strategies in education, health, and lately in water and sanitation, that take stock of the 
accumulated knowledge on each area, provide excellent summaries of the lessons learned 
and of the way ahead in each of these sectors. We are not starting from scratch in our 
endeavor of scaling-up service delivery for the poor. 
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The reports on scaling up education, health, water and sanitation, and HIV/AIDS provide 
us with different models of approaching the challenge of scaling-up services for the poor 
to achieve the so-called “services” MDGs. The water and sanitation report adopts a 
locally based approach, focused in optimizing systems and then expanding them, solidly 
grounded in experience, policies, incentives and institution building. The education report 
places great emphasis in public education and a set of stylized facts of successful 
education systems. The HIV/AIDs report is more experimental as the pandemic is very 
recent and the lessons learned are scant. In all sectors the progress in scaling-up is still 
nascent, even the Education for All Fast Track Initiative, which is the most advanced, has 
produced only untested action plans in a group of qualifying countries. 
 
We think it is too early to look for lessons in the implementation of scaling-up in these 
reports, but we consider the Education For All model is not the most appropriate to use in 
other service delivery areas. We believe that the best prospect to be extended to other 
sectors is the Water and Sanitation model, with its emphasis on solid sector policies, well 
grounded in aligned incentives and properly developed institutional policies. We also like 
emphasis on sustainability and efficient use of resources over systems expansion. We 
think the focus in demand-driven designs and in empowering local authorities and 
communities to improve efficiency of delivery systems is appropriate. We believe that 
promoting private sector participation in delivery of services is correct. We find that 
Water and Sanitation model is well aligned with the preliminary findings of the 2004 
World Development Report: Making Services Work for the Poor.    
 
We would like to deal now with two specific issues that are of crucial importance to 
advance in scaling-up in education and HIV/AIDS. 
 
First, the quality of education is a significant problem not only in low-income but also in 
middle- income countries. Focusing only in completion rates risks falling in the 
“performance by target syndrome”. Some additional measures have to be developed to 
evaluate if there is a correlation between completion and learning outcomes. 
 
Second, in the fight against HIV/AIDS, one  fact stands alone as crucially important: only 
5 percent of those in need of antiretroviral treatment have access to antiretroviral drugs. 
This is simply unacceptable. The daily cost of anti retroviral treatment at patented prices 
is about US$30 per day, which is out of reach for the majority of poor who live on less 
than US$2 a day. The cost of the treatment with generics is in the order of US$0.53 per 
day. The solution lies in attacking simultaneously the barriers to import generics into 
AIDS-stricken countries and creating innovative delivery systems for drug distribution, 
like Guinea’s revolving drug scheme, where co-payments give beneficiaries incentives to 
police the proper use of drugs. 
 
 
Voice and Participation of Developing and Transition Countries in Decision-Making 

at the World Bank and the IMF 
 
Greater voice and participation is one of the most effective ways of addressing the 
problem of limited ownership of WB and IMF sponsored reform programs by developing 
and transition countries (DTCs). 
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The nature of the issues is clear. There are two basic asymmetries in the participation of 
DTCs vis-à-vis developed countries in WB/IMF decision-making.  
 
First, DTCs hold minority voting power in WB/IMF decisions. Even though most of 
decisions are reached by consensus at the Bretton Woods Institutions (BWIs), the 
deterrent effect of the majority may influence some of them. 
 
Second, the voice of DCTs is also less heard than the voice of developed countries. This 
has to do with the weak institutional and technical capacity in DTCs at the BWIs and in 
their capitals. Moreover, given the shortage of resources in these areas, less resources are 
assigned by DTCs to deal with the BWIs than to their day-to-day management of 
government affairs. Additionally, the BWIs used to give more voice to developed 
countries and other international players. This was clearly characterized by the so-called 
“Washington Consensus” of the 90s. Currently, with the advent of the Monterrey 
Consensus and participative approaches to development in the World Bank, more voice is 
gradually being given to the DTCs.  
 
 
How to correct this situation? 
 
Voting power. Rebalancing voting power, independently from the modalities adopted, 
depends mainly on the political will of developed countries to cede more participation to 
DTCs. In line with the Monterrey pact of mutual accountabilities and responsibility, a 
move in that direction would show on the ground the will to share on equal footing the 
responsibilities to fulfill the MDGs. Moreover, the analysis in the context of the Twelfth 
Review of Quotas at the IMF shows that quotas should better reflect the DTCs increasing 
participation in world GDP, trade and financial markets. 
 
Voice. More voice for DTCs requires action in two fronts. First, in enhancing technical 
and institutional capacity of DTCs, not only at the BWIs, but mainly in the countries 
themselves, to take control and ownership of the needed reforms to progress in their quest 
for development. Second, continuing with the efforts to empower the development 
country actors, deepening decentralization of BWIs activities and enhancing the culture 
of service to the client, openness and capacity to listen in these institutions to the 
demands and requests from DCTs. 
 


