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Strengthening Bank Group Engagement on Governance and Anticorruption 
 
We welcome the 74th Development Committee Meeting and the selected topics for strengthening 
the Bank’s engagement in Governance and Anticorruption and in IBRD partner countries.  
 
It was last year when my colleague, the Governor of Thailand congratulated you, Mr. Wolfowitz, 
and welcomed you to the center stage of the International development community. Today we 
see the difference you have made, by asserting these two topics for mission discussion, aimed at 
strengthening the Bank’s engagement. Within a year, Governance has become a passionate topic 
in the World Bank Group, and the international community has begun to follow and listen to the 
Group’s efforts in addressing it.   
 
This very first topic in our Development Committee Meeting focuses on Governance and 
Anticorruption.  Indeed, during the Spring Meeting, the Development Committee requested for a 
document articulating the World Bank Group’s strategy on governance and anticorruption as an 
integral part of its work to reduce poverty and promote growth.  
 
We agree with the Bank’s stance that poor governance and the act of corruption undermine the 
Bank’s core mission; that there exists a fundamental link between weak governance and 
corruption; and its adverse effects on growth and poverty reduction. The paper represents us 
well. The Bank carefully crafted its strategy into a three-level-approach, namely country, project, 
and global levels. We support this strategy, especially when the Bank placed Country at the 
forefront of its three-level-approach.  We also appreciate the Bank’s recognition given to 
Indonesian CAS, as one model with a strong governance focus.  
 
It is our belief that current work on Governance and Anticorruption should be driven by country 
ownership. Country ownership means commitment. Our experience shows that no matter how 
many resources one pours into a country, it will end-up wasted if there is no commitment.  
Therefore, we support the CAS-based approach while linking assistance to governance 
performance. However, the Bank should be careful when there are calls for its implementation as 
it may lower the Bank’s engagement level into a non-financing scenario. Therefore, the process 
in implementing this strategy should be transparent and guided by reliable indicators at the onset.  
This would ensure that the Bank applies consistency of treatment across countries. We also 
would like to see the inclusion of the Board for playing a greater role for ensuring an open and 
observable decision making process.  
 
In safeguarding the Project, the Bank proposed the Project Level approach, introducing certain 
“tools” for improving aid effectiveness. We do not have any aversion toward “the usage of these 
tools”, in fact we appreciate the Bank’s readiness to safeguard the project. Nevertheless, we 
would like to caution the Bank on the possibility of “increased transaction costs” since this 
approach would involve more actors. Should the Bank decide to apply this approach, our 
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suggestion would be that the Bank design it with thorough Government consultations so that 
both the “increased transaction cost” and “the signaling effect”, can be avoided or at least 
mitigated.  
 
Another issue in “the project level strategy” is related to the findings of INT when corruption is 
detected. There are 2 issues of pressing concern.  First, on the need to share the information with 
the authorities. We believe the Bank should assist the Government in fighting corruption by 
sharing the information it has on cases found. As our legal system requires, one can not be 
prosecuted until we have solid evidence. The Bank put a lot of emphasis or, if we may say, 
obligation, to the Government for upholding Governance. However recent arrangements on the 
Voluntary Disclosure Program and INT findings on alleged corruption does not help the 
Government in concluding the alleged cases. Information shared has not been sufficient for 
bringing justice to the system, and the Bank heavily retracted its information which did not aid in 
bringing the case forward. Second, The Bank should communicate with its client countries on its 
own procedures for determining cases of “corruption”. Most of the time what was deemed by the 
Bank as “corrupt practices” has not been declared by the relevant authorities in one’s country as 
“corrupt practices”. As an example, the determination of corruption by the Bank would result in 
seeking full repayment of a grant or loan from client countries. This procedure has to be 
understood clearly so that different interpretations would not lead to conflicting perceptions. 
 
As for the concern in needing to strengthen the Bank Offices and Staff, we noted positively the 
proposed approach as suggested in the paper. We couldn’t agree more on the need to carefully 
develop and address the Staffing and Skill requirements of front line Bank operations and 
Country Offices. We certainly hope that prior to the enhancement of Governance and 
Anticorruption programs in client countries, the Country Offices could be well equipped to 
implement this strategy. 
 
On the proposed strategy of a “Broad Based Partnership”, we strongly support the proposal. 
We find the spirit of embracing all would sustain the reform and create ownership within. 
However, since in this broad based partnership more actors would be involved, there are two 
points which should be considered: 
 
• On the Civil Society inclusion, the question is more to which CSO truly represents genuine 

public interest. The Bank should be careful in selecting the CSOs that it supports under this 
“Broad based partnership”. Certainly, meaningful communication between the Bank and its 
client countries prior to involving CSOs is expected. There are different rules in different 
countries. Therefore, we would like to recommend for the Bank to follow the rules of one’s 
country in engaging with CSOs. 

 
• With regard to donors, both bilateral and multilateral, we should harmonize their operational 

strategies and procedures so that it will not create additional confusion to client countries on 
the implementation of projects. 

 
• The need to engage local Government with the objective of  improving local capacity, so that 

achievement could be sustained and held within the domestic actors, where ownership 
prevails. 
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On the need to engage more in high risk countries, we support the proposed approach for 
strengthening the Bank’s engagement on Governance and Anticorruption with high risk 
countries that posses low capacity, yet high commitment to reform. We believe development 
would have the most impact when country leadership is willing to address the challenges it has in 
governance and anticorruption. Although capacity matters, in our view, commitment is vital in 
bringing the country forward by allowing bilateral or multilaterals to assist in building the 
country’s own capacity. 
 
 
Strengthening the World Bank’s Engagement with IBRD Partner Countries 
 
Mr Chairman, 
 
On the issue of the World Bank’s engagement with IBRD partner countries, we strongly support 
such a proposal since middle income countries (MICs) account for two-thirds of the world’s 
population and home to 70 percent of the developing world’s poor.  We are glad this issue is 
brought forward for discussion today because the Development Committee has lately put 
emphasis on the low income countries (LICs) while neglecting the MICs. 
 
While poverty may be the most important issue for LICs, it also remains one of major concern 
for MICs, especially for those MICs that have problems with income inequalities and which lack 
access to private financing.  Relieving countries of debt or pouring financial resources in to 
countries may be a short term solution for reducing poverty of LICs; but the poverty problem for 
MICs are more complex.  We believe that, if poverty is to be reduced or resolved, we have to 
work from the ground up where the fundamentals to encourage economic growth are in place; 
strong governance, both in private and public institutions, are set up to prevent leakage; and 
long-term sustainable development strategies have been established.  On this note, the role of the 
World Bank in assisting the MICs to meet these challenges is crucial and needs special attention 
from all members. 
 
We agree with the assessment presented in this paper that MICs have become more advance and 
require more complex products and services from the World Bank in order to satisfy current 
requirements.  Many countries that I represent are MICs, and we have not been fully engaged 
since the current World Bank’s products and services do not adequately match the needs of our 
member countries.  For the World Bank to increase engagement with MICs and to better serve 
them as clients, the Bank’s financial products must be more price-competitive and flexible than 
the commercial market.  On flexibility, we feel that the current Bank standards and requirements 
placed on clients have been one of the major reasons why MICs, which have access to private 
financing, are to reluctant to utilize the Bank’s financial products.  However, we are pleased that 
the Bank has adopted the use of the country system, but we are disappointed with the progress of 
implementation.  At this point, it seems that the country system is only good if it fits with the 
current Bank’s procedures. On pricing of the Bank’s financial products, it seems that the current 
price structure is in line with commercially–based products, but hidden costs such as front-end 
fees and commitment charges have made the Bank’s financial products less competitive. 
 
On unbundling the offering of the Bank’s products and services, we have no objection to this 
proposal but would like to question whether unbundling could result in increased engagement 
and activity with MICs.  Many MICs value the knowledge and strategic services provided by the 
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Bank because they currently come in a package together with financial assistance.  We believe 
that the Bank is not an expert in every field, so for unbundling to work, the Bank must identify 
what areas of expertise that they have comparative advantage over others, and focus resources in 
those specific areas.   
 
However, we would like to note the need for the refinement of existing “bundling” services of 
the Bank. By relating it to the Governance issues, we believe the Bank, with its knowledge, 
should assist client countries in the design of effective and transparent projects and programs. 
 
We also support in creating synergy within the World Bank Group, and would like to see the 
launching of a pilot, single country directorship.  As a client, it is more convenient to deal with 
one country director that could represent the whole organization, not just IBRD/IDA, IFC or 
MIGA. Therefore, management must come up with mechanisms that could promote synergy 
among staff in various institutions in the World Bank Group. 
 
With regard to the graduation policy, we are aware of the flexibility that if a country’s per capita 
income exceeds a certain level, it becomes the starting point for graduation review and does not 
exclude countries from Bank lending.  However, we feel that the decision to graduate should 
come from the country itself since IBRD lending is market-determined, unlike IDA lending 
which is concessional in nature.  
 
We understand that the proposed strategy is only at the preliminary stage, and so an action plan 
needs to be developed based on this proposal and our inputs.  We feel that the Bank is moving in 
the right direction, and look forward for the progress report on this initiative at the next 
Development Committee Meeting. 
 
 
Progress Report on Clean Energy, Education for All, and Doha Development Agenda 
 
Mr Chairman, 
 
Let me turn now to the topic of Progress Reports. 
 
We acknowledge the considerable amount of work in developing an Investment Framework on 
Clean Energy and Development in response to a request from the Development Committee. 
We strongly feel that the ground work done to meet the MDGs will be jeopardized by the lack of 
proper access to energy and adaptation to climate change in the developing countries.  
 
We are mindful in the importance of a proper energy sector policy framework. We therefore 
welcome the efforts to set up the Sub-Sahara Energy Action Plan, hopeful that it will be able to 
mainstream the sector with other development activities and at the same time, generate interest in 
the private sector to fill the financial gap. Furthermore, and of equal importance is the need to 
make certain that appropriate policy  frameworks are in place in other regions where high a 
percentage of the population are still denied access to energy. 
 
On the transition to a Low-Carbon economy, we encourage the Bank to be more innovative in 
order to maximize the use of the existing mechanisms and support the proposed new financial 
instruments which will complement and provide different financing options to different 
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economic environments. On adaptation, we strongly support the Bank’s work plan to mitigate 
the risks of natural disasters as this is imperative for development planning in poor countries, 
especially small-island states, whose infrastructure, agriculture, are natural resources are the 
most impacted.  
 
On the Doha Development Agenda, we regret the suspension of the current round and would 
like to urge developed countries not to slide-back from offers made that affect developing 
countries. It is our belief that opening access to world markets is imperative for the improvement 
of developing countries. In this context, we urge the Bank to play a catalytic role in advancing 
the development agenda of Doha.  
 
Despite the lack of progress of the Doha negotiations, we feel that the Bank and the Fund should 
strengthen their efforts to help countries in the trade policy area. However aid for trade should 
not be seen as a substitute for the Doha round. 
 

Last but not the least, on Fast Track Initiative (FTI) Education for All, we welcome the report 
and are delighted to find that the FTI model is functioning. The Progress Report indicates that 
many developing countries are fulfilling their commitments in preparing credible plans. The 
utmost consideration should be given to the predictability of resources since education is a 
substantial investment in human capital and this program is an important contribution to one of 
the MDG targets. On this note, we would like to call for donors to work hand-in-hand in 
delivering the resources that can ensure long term and predictable funding. 

 


