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I. Supporting Global Development through the Crisis and Beyond 
 
Since our last Meeting, there are welcome signs that the global economy may be on the verge of recovery. 
Risks to the global financial system have been contained, thanks to well-timed and coordinated policy 
actions by the G20 and many other countries, and scaled up financial support provided by IMF, the World 
Bank Group (WBG) and other multilateral institutions. Saudi Arabia has contributed significantly to these 
efforts through a large fiscal and monetary stimulus package of its own.  
 
The crisis, in terms of its impacts on the real economy, was late in reaching the low-income countries and 
it will take longer for those countries to recover.  Progress towards the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) has been further undermined by the sharp drop in trade and capital flows, commodity price 
volatility, and a lack of investor confidence. The poorest have inevitably suffered the most. This 
unfortunate scenario is summed in recent forecasts that 90-100 million additional people may fall into 
extreme poverty by the end of 2010. 
 
This situation calls for sustained efforts by the countries concerned and their development partners. I will 
highlight four areas where I believe urgent and continued action is required. One vitally important area is 
trade. It is a key driver of growth that has been a major victim of the crisis. Restoring trade to pre-crisis 
levels will, among other things, require maintaining open trade regimes and avoiding protectionist 
measures, including restrictions on banks to undertake cross-border lending, restrictions on exports or 
discriminatory measures against imports. Moreover, removal of agricultural subsidies in developed 
countries and early conclusion of an ambitious and balanced Doha Round has assumed even greater 
importance at this juncture.  
 
Second, those countries that have not already done so must honor their aid pledges and meet or exceed the 
UN target of 0.7 percent of GNI. On its part, Saudi Arabia has consistently exceeded the target over the 
long term, and we will continue our policy of assisting developing countries bilaterally and through 
multilateral, regional and international organizations. 
 
Third, given the current situation, the Bank and the larger donor community need to focus attention on 
those still suffering from poverty and hunger, and on the even larger numbers who lack adequate access to 
food, fuel and finance. I welcome current initiatives, especially the Bank’s evolving Agriculture Action 
Plan, to enhance food security through improved agricultural productivity, to promote the development of 
clean, affordable, and commercially viable energy resources to the developing world; and to enhance 
access to finance of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) and low-income households.  
 
Fourth, I cannot over emphasize the role of private sector in development and poverty reduction through 
enhancing growth and creating jobs. It is therefore critical that we do all we can to rejuvenate private 
sector activity, including support of public-private partnerships for infrastructure development. Of course, 
Bank Group financial, advisory and capacity building assistance can and should play an important role in 
this process. 
 
Saudi Arabia is playing its part in all of these areas. Its trade policy and practice has remained open and 
liberal. It has for decades maintained aid levels substantially above those of most other donors. More 

 



 

recently, it has contributed $300 million to IFC’s Global Trade Liquidity Program and made a large 
donation to the World Food Program towards food security for the poor around the world. It is investing 
in the agriculture sectors of several developing countries and has been making complementary 
investments in infrastructure, industry and other sectors of developing countries through the Saudi Fund 
for Development and regional development institutions and Funds. And it continues to play a critical role 
in enhancing energy security by maintaining an oil production capacity considerably in excess of current 
demand, and through the Energy for the Poor Initiative. Under this Initiative, a number of energy projects 
have been identified in poor countries, mainly in Africa, which would be co-financed by the Saudi Fund 
for Development and the OPEC Fund for International Development in close coordination with the World 
Bank. I take this opportunity to convey our appreciation of the World Bank’s active role in implementing 
this Initiative in cooperation with regional development institutions. And I call upon donor countries to 
support this Initiative.  
 
I acknowledge and welcome the efforts of the Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) to accelerate and 
expand lending to help developing countries cope with this unprecedented crisis. I particularly appreciate 
the role the WBG is playing under the leadership of Mr. Zoellick. I commend the Group for achieving a 
commitment level of $60 billion in FY09. I also appreciate the steps that have been taken by the Group to 
help developing countries in the areas of social protection, infrastructure finance, trade, bank 
recapitalization, SMEs and microfinance. Indeed, client countries would have expected no less from the 
world’s premier development institution.  
 
II. Review of World Bank Group Financial Capacity 
 
I turn now to the issue of WBG financial capacity, for which a review was requested by this Committee 
last Spring. I welcome the extensive consultation process and detailed discussions that have taken place 
between the Board and Management. Going forward, there are two agendas to be considered. One is the 
evolution of the strategic framework. The other concerns options for addressing the Group’s financial 
capacity. 
 
On the strategy, I take note of the proposed four key drivers: (i) traditional and innovative development 
finance; (ii) knowledge products; (iii) scaling up the global public goods agenda; and (iv) responding to 
future (unknown) crises.  I can see merit in these focus areas but I would caution that the Group should 
remain focused on its core mandate and avoid spreading itself too thinly, particularly preoccupation with 
climate change. Nevertheless, additional work is needed to better understand how these drivers are linked 
to operational programs, instruments and resource needs. In particular, I am interested to see a 
quantitative assessment of how much capital each strategic driver would consume. I would also like to see 
a credible projection of the demand for Bank Group support and its linkage with projected lending levels.  
 
As for the IBRD financial capacity options, I can support a voice-linked SCI, provided it enhances the 
voting power of developing and transition countries individually and collectively.  As regards a GCI, my 
view is that it can be justified only in the context of a shared understanding of the Bank’s roles and 
responsibilities in today’s world, and an agreement on the strategy to deliver on such responsibilities. The 
case should be clear for what any additional capital may afford us in terms of enhanced capacity to deliver 
on the Bank’s core mandate, and any additional mandates embraced by the Bank, such as climate change. 
I emphasize yet again that we should not be ahead of the ongoing climate change negotiations under the 
auspices of the UNFCCC. Specifically, Saudi Arabia does not agree that climate finance—that is 
mitigation finance—should be integrated or mingled with development finance provided by the Bank 
Group, nor should the Bank push client countries to mainstream climate change in their development 
planning. Any role accepted by the Bank in the new financing architecture for climate change must be 
within the context of truly new and additional resources provided by industrial countries, which should be 
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transparently ring-fenced. Such ring-fencing in my view is essential to protect, at least, the current levels 
of development funding. 
 
As of now, a convincing case for a GCI does not appear to have been made and I would encourage 
management and the Board to undertake further work in this regard. If and when such a case is made, my 
preference would be to first explore the options linked to concepts of contingent and redeemable capital, 
possibly tied to the Bank’s crisis-response capacity. I would also like to see IBRD’s financial capacity 
being assessed in the context of future IDA transfers. 
 
As regards the option of higher pricing for longer-maturity loans, this could be considered as part of the 
next annual pricing review, if necessitated by urgency to strengthen financial capacity. 
 
As regards IFC financial capacity, we need to bear in mind that the role of the private sector in 
development, and the role of IFC in financing private investment, will in all likelihood continue to expand 
in the future. The Corporation has demonstrated its efficiency and effectiveness in realizing its crisis-
related objectives. Going forward, it needs to maintain an adequate financial capacity to realize the agreed 
strategy and to help meet the vital and increasing needs of the private sector. There is also greater clarity 
about IFC’s strategic positioning and what this implies in terms of commitment levels, investments, and 
risk appetite. I look forward to a broad consensus on the need to continue support for sustaining and even 
strengthening IFC’s financial capacity. Therefore, I can go along the proposed two-step approach which 
would start with the hybrid-capital option and move on to a full GCI.  
 
III. Enhancing Voice and Participation of Developing and Transition Countries in the World 

Bank Group: Phase 2 
 
The Voice and Participation issue at the World Bank Group is longstanding and important. Phase 1 Voice 
reform, now under implementation, was a welcome step. Saudi Arabia has already ratified the amendment 
in IBRD Articles that is required to implement this reform. At the Spring Meetings, this Committee 
highlighted the need to accelerate work on Phase 2 with a view to reaching agreement by the Spring 2010 
Meetings. The challenge for all of us is to deliver on this goal meaningfully and in a timely manner.  
 
I stress three points of principle on this critical issue. First, the World Bank Group being the world’s 
premier development institution should approach this issue from a broad, global perspective. Voice 
reform should be tailored to recognize and reward the contributions shareholders have made to 
international development, not just to World Bank finances. These contributions should be measured in 
terms of not only ability, but also willingness. Another dimension of the global perspective is the 
systemic importance of countries to the global economy. In the case of Saudi Arabia, this is exemplified 
by its ability to help fuel global growth by keeping the energy markets well-supplied, so that industry, 
agriculture, transport and services can be energized with relative price stability.  This is, of course, not 
without cost, as Saudi Arabia has invested about $130 billion over five years in capacity expansion even 
during a period of uncertainty. 
 
Second, we need to remind ourselves that the Monterey Consensus envisaged enhanced voice and 
participation for all developing and transition countries (DTCs). The Spring 2008 Communiqué of the 
Development Committee too envisaged enhanced voice for all DTCs. It would be against the spirit of 
Monterey if some developing countries ended up with additional voting power at the expense of other 
developing countries.  Hence, the Phase 2 reform should lead to enhancement of the voice and 
representation of developing countries both individually and collectively. 
 
Third, the Phase 2 reform should result in a meaningful increase in the voting power of the DTCs with the 
ultimate objective of reaching voting parity with the developed countries.  
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Based on these principles, therefore, my response to the proposals identified for us is as follows. 
 

 I can confirm what the representatives of over 90 DTCs have already stated repeatedly, that the 
goal of the voice reform is to reach voting parity between developed countries and the DTCs 
without dilution of the voting power of individual DTCs.  

 
 As regards realignment criteria, we should be mindful that we are not dealing with shareholding 

realignment for its own sake. Rather, we seek to find a viable basis for readjusting IBRD voting 
power amongst the developed countries, and for determining the metrics of the shift to DTCs. 
Hence, “no dilution” should be the principal criterion in this exercise. 

 
 Therefore, we should proceed in our discussions in two sequential steps. The first step should be 

for the developed countries to reach a political agreement amongst themselves. If any particular 
criteria are to be used to facilitate that agreement, such criteria should not be forced upon the 
DTCs. The second step would be agreement on a basis to allocate the additional voting power 
among the DTCs.  

 
IV. A Review of Some Aspects of the Low-Income Country Debt Sustainability Framework  
 
The review of the Debt Sustainability Framework (DSF) gains added relevance in today’s uncertain 
economic environment for the low-income countries. It is also relevant in the context of exploiting 
potential opportunities to realize productive debt-financed public investments. I agree with the view that 
the DSF should accommodate non-concessional borrowings for the purpose of making high-yield public 
investments. Of course, the growth dividend from such investments will be enhanced if the quality of the 
investment is high, and there are opportunities to crowd-in private sector financing. It would also be 
helpful if the government concerned has a good track record in its ability (including administrative 
capacity) to realize appropriate fiscal dividends of growth.  Finally, independently managed public 
enterprises should have the opportunity to mobilize non-concessional debt for development, and such 
financing should be excluded from public debt for DSF purposes. All these issues should be explored 
further at the technical level. 
 
In conclusion, I wish to record my appreciation to our Turkish hosts for their excellent hospitality. I hope 
that our collaborative actions to address the many dimensions of this development crisis will continue to 
bear fruit, and that we will see evidence of this at our next Meeting.  

 
 


