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Summary 

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were launched at the UN General Assembly 
in 2001, and have had great influence on the field of international development. The Goals 
cover areas such as extreme poverty (i.e. living on less than US$1.25 per day), primary 
education, child and maternal mortality, and HIV/AIDS; each Goal is supported by 
underlying targets, most of which have a target date of 2015. In July 2012, the UN 
Secretary-General established a High-level Panel, tasked with making recommendations as 
to what should replace the MDGs after 2015. The British Prime Minister, David Cameron, 
is one of three co-Chairs of this Panel. We urge the Prime Minister and the High-level 
Panel’s other members to remain engaged with the process after their report is published 
and to continue to mobilise public opinion and to press Heads of Government to support 
their post-2015 agenda. 

Under the MDGs, some of the targets are phrased in universal terms, but others are 
relative—on extreme poverty, for example, the target is not to eliminate it but to reduce it 
by half. The Prime Minister has argued that the post-2015 framework should aim for the 
elimination of extreme poverty, and we agree. Whilst this is ambitious, for the first time in 
history it is also eminently achievable. 

Another key debate is whether the post-2015 framework should incorporate issues of 
environmental sustainability: our view is that it should. Poverty reduction and 
environmental sustainability are interdependent: the task of the present generation is to 
meet development challenges without compromising the interests of future generations. 

Progress against MDG targets can mask significant inequalities between countries. For 
example, the MDG target to halve the proportion of people without access to safe water has 
already been achieved, but this is largely due to rapid progress in China and India: sub-
Saharan Africa remains off-track. To ensure that the post-2015 framework does not hide 
such disparities, we recommend that—whilst the goals themselves should be global in 
scope—the underlying targets and indicators be specific to individual countries’ 
circumstances. 

There is room for improvement in the means by which progress is measured. Under the 
MDGs, the tendency to assess progress by means of national averages has allowed great 
disparities, such as those between women and men or between particular regions of a 
country, to be hidden. Under the post-2015 framework, data should be broken down 
(‘disaggregated’) by gender and region, and by other variables as appropriate. 

Since 2005, David Cameron has espoused the notion that successful development needed 
to be underpinned by a ‘golden thread’ of governance-related issues. We share the Prime 
Minister’s belief that good governance is fundamental to development, and we believe that 
it should be included in the post-2015 framework. The Prime Minister has defined the 
‘Golden Thread’ in a number of different ways. We recommend that the Prime Minster 
give a clear and consistent definition of what he means by the ‘Golden Thread’ in response 
to this report given its importance in his thinking on the post-2015 framework and goals. 

Job creation is one of the most crucial of all development challenges. Whilst the issue of 
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employment was included in the original MDG framework, it was insufficiently prominent 
and failed to capture the public imagination. In the post-2015 framework, the task will be 
to design an employment ‘goal’ which captures the imagination of people around the 
world.  

The MDGs undoubtedly had great resonance around the world. The simplicity and 
measurability of the MDGs, and the level of responsibility countries have taken for meeting 
them, have been crucial factors in their success. For those involved in developing the post-
2015 framework, the most critical task is to ensure that these strengths are retained. 
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1 Introduction 
1. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were launched by the UN General 
Assembly in 2001 and cover such areas as extreme poverty (i.e. living on less than US$1.25 
per day), primary education, child and maternal mortality, and HIV/AIDS. They have had 
great influence with policy makers in both developed and developing countries, as well as 
with civil society.1 The MDGs will expire in 2015; what will replace them to be of 
fundamental importance.2 

The Millennium Development Goals 

2. The eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were launched in 2001.3 Each MDG 
is supported by underlying targets and indicators: in most cases, the target date is 2015. 
The MDGs, together with some of the most prominent targets, are listed in Box 1; for a full 
list of the underlying targets and indicators, see Annex 1. 

Box 1 

The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)

• MDG 1 – Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger (targets include halving, between 1990 and 
2015, the proportion of people whose income is less than one dollar a day) 

• MDG 2 – Achieve universal primary education 
• MDG 3 – Promote gender equality and empower women 
• MDG 4 – Reduce child mortality 
• MDG 5 – Improve maternal health (targets include reducing by three quarters, between 

1990 and 2015, the maternal mortality ratio) 
• MDG 6 – Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases 
• MDG 7 – Ensure environmental sustainability (targets include halving, between 1990 and 

2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic 
sanitation) 

• MDG 8 – Develop a global partnership for development 

Source: Official list of MDG indicators, effective 15 January 2008, www.un.org. 

3. The MDGs were themselves derived from the Millennium Declaration, a broad-based 
document adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations on 8 September 2000.4 
The key components of the Millennium Declaration are shown in Box 2. 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Q 49 

2 Official list of MDG indicators, effective 15 January 2008, www.un.org. A small number of the underlying targets 
have target dates other than 2015: see Chapter 5. 

3 Road map towards the implementation of the United Nations Millennium Declaration, Report of the Secretary-
General, 6 September 2001, www.un.org  

4 United Nations Millennium Declaration, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly, 18 September 2000, 
www.un.org 
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Box 2 

Key components of the Millennium Declaration

• A declaration of fundamental values, including freedom, equality, solidarity, tolerance, 
respect for nature, and shared responsibility. 

• Sections on the following topics: 
· Peace, security and disarmament; 
· Development and poverty eradication; 
· Protecting our common environment; 
· Human rights, democracy and good governance; 
· Protecting the vulnerable; 
· Meeting the special needs of Africa; 
· Strengthening the United Nations. 

Source: adapted from United Nations Millennium Declaration, Resolution adopted by the General Assembly, 18 
September 2000, www.un.org 

The UN High-level Panel 

4. In May 2012, the UN Secretary-General announced his intention to establish a High-
level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Development Agenda to be co-chaired by 
Prime Minister David Cameron, President Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf of Liberia, and President 
Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono of Indonesia.5 The Prime Minister is supported in his role as 
co-Chair by a cross-Whitehall Committee of officials, including representatives from 
DFID, DEFRA, DECC, FCO and the Cabinet Office.6 

5. Subsequently the Panel was established, and its full membership announced, in July 
2012. The role of the High-level Panel is to present a report making recommendations on 
the nature of the post-2015 development framework—in other words, the successor to the 
MDGs.7 The formal Terms of Reference for the Panel are set out in Annex 3. 

 ‘Sustainable Development Goals’ process 

6. The importance of sustainable development has long been recognised. In 1992, eight 
years before the MDGs were launched, the United Nations held a major conference on the 
subject in Rio de Janeiro.8 In June 2012, on the twentieth anniversary of that conference, 
the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio +20) took place. At this 
conference, separately from the post-2015 process outlined above, it was agreed to establish 
‘Sustainable Development Goals’ (SDGs). The Rio+20 ‘outcome document’ stated that an 
Open Working Group of thirty geographically representative members (nominated by UN 
Member States via the five UN Regional Groups) would be created with a view to drawing 
up SDGs.9 

 
5 Secretary-General’s briefing at Informal Meeting of the General Assembly, United Nations, 9 May 2012, www.un.org  

6 Q 103 

7 UN Secretary-General Appoints High-level Panel on Post-2015 Development Agenda, United Nations, 31 July 2012, 
www.un.org. 

8 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), Earth Summit, United Nations: Sustainable 
Development Knowledge Platform, www.un.org  

9 The Future We Want, UN Resolution A/RES/66/288, 27 July 2012, www.un.org  
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7. This process, which is being overseen by the UN Permanent Representative of Brazil,10 
has encountered significant delays. The Open Working Group was due to be set up in 
September 2012,11 yet its membership was not announced until December 2012.12 

8. The task of the Open Working Group will be to draw up the SDGs, and to report back to 
the UN General Assembly during its 68th session (between September 2013 and September 
2014).13 Amina Mohammed, the Special Adviser of the Secretary-General on Post-2015 
Development Planning, stated in her evidence to us that: ‘We use the one secretariat to 
make sure that the inputs that go for both the High-level Panel and the support to the SDG 
working group will be given by the UN system.’14 

Our inquiry 

9. This inquiry represents a departure from our usual work: rather than holding DFID to 
account for its existing work, we are seeking to contribute to a broader debate around 
future priorities. As a Committee, we regard the post-2015 debate as being of fundamental 
importance to the future of international development. This, together with the presence of 
the British Prime Minister in such a prominent role, was the key reason behind our 
decision to undertake this inquiry. 

10. Following this inquiry, we intend to remain engaged with the post-2015 development 
process. In the coming months, we will be publishing relevant reports on violence against 
women and girls and on DFID’s programme in Pakistan, with  a major focus on education. 
During the remainder of this Parliament, we will be conducting a longer-term inquiry into 
the future of UK development cooperation. 

11. Our report begins (Chapter 2) with a more detailed exploration of the processes by 
which the post-2015 development goals are being developed and the consultations which 
are being undertaken. In Chapter 3, we consider what the overarching purpose of the new 
goals should be, including consideration of the extent to which development should be 
integrated with issues of environmental sustainability. In Chapter 4, we assess the potential 
content of the post-2015 framework. In doing so, our intention is not to be prescriptive, 
but to set out some broad issues to be borne in mind when the framework is being 
developed. Finally, in Chapter 5, we assess the potential structure of the new framework, 
including a consideration of the role of targets and indicators. 

12. We received 82 pieces of written evidence from a wide range of individuals and 
organisations. Some submissions addressed the issues very broadly; others focused on 
particular areas of expertise (Action for Global Health UK, for example, focused on health 
issues).15 We also held three oral evidence sessions. Witnesses at the oral sessions included 
Amina Mohammed, the Special Adviser of the Secretary-General on Post-2015 

 
10 Q 11 

11 Q 109 

12 Open Working Group of the General Assembly on Sustainable Development Goals: draft decision submitted by the 
President of the General Assembly, 20 December 2012, www.post2015.org 

13 The Future We Want, UN Resolution A/RES/66/288, 27 July 2012, www.un.org 

14 Q 11 

15 Ev w5-9 
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Development Planning; Rt Hon Justine Greening MP, the Secretary of State for 
International Development; Michael Anderson, the Special Envoy to the Prime Minister 
on the Development Goals; and leading academics and non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs). Finally, we are grateful to Claire Melamed, of the Overseas Development 
Institute, for serving as our Specialist Adviser to this inquiry, and for providing us with 
invaluable guidance. 
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2 Post-2015 Development Goals: the 
process 

Progress of the UN High-level Panel 

13. The High-level Panel members were selected by the Secretary-General, in consultation 
with the Deputy Secretary-General, based on ‘a process of consultation with member 
states, with different constituencies, so from civil society and from business.’16 
Subsequently, the Panel’s co-Chairs appointed Dr Homi Kharas, Senior Fellow and Deputy 
Director of the Global Economy and Development Programme of the Brookings 
Institution,17 as Executive Secretary of the Panel and lead author of its report.18 

14. The Secretariat for the High-level Panel was due to be fully operational by September 
2012. In practice, however, it was not fully operational until December.19 In addition, we 
were told that the Secretariat would only have a core team of ‘about seven or eight,’ plus 
external support.20 In contrast to the Commission for Africa, a similarly prestigious panel 
whose recommendations informed the 2005 G8 Summit at Gleneagles,21 this is extremely 
small: the Commission for Africa’s own Secretariat had 42 members.22 

15. Even if the High-level Panel’s secretariat had been appointed on time it would have 
had much less time and far fewer staff than the Commission for Africa secretariat. The 
High-level Panel’s conclusions and recommendations are therefore less likely to have 
secured international political ‘buy-in’ before they are published. It is imperative to win 
international commitments to implement post-2015 development goals and we 
recommend that the UK retain its cross-Whitehall Committee of officials which has 
supported the Prime Minister in his role as co-Chair as well as trying to seek 
international agreement with the other co-Chairs to keep a UN secretariat in place until 
the UN General Assembly agrees the post-2015 development agenda. 

16. The High-level Panel held an introductory meeting in New York in late September 
2012, followed by its first substantive meeting in London on 31 October–2 November. 23 
Over the course of three days, the Panel members were briefed by a number of experts, 
engaged in various outreach activities and discussed the Panel’s future programme of 
work.24 The Panel is due to meet next in Liberia from 29 January–1 February25 and again in 

 
16 Qq 3-4 

17 “Homi Kharas of Pakistan appointed to lead Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on Post-2015 Development 
Agenda”, Press Release SG/2185 BIO/4418 DEV/2955from the UN Secretary-General, 19 September 2012  

18 Q 6 

19 Ev w130 

20 Q 26 

21 Still our Common Interest, Commission for Africa Report 2010, www.commissionforafrica.info, p 3 

22 Q 28 

23 Q 18; “Press Statement from High-level Panel of Eminent Persons on Post-2015 Development Agenda, at conclusion 
of its first meeting, 25 September”, United Nations Press Release DEV/2959, 26 September 2012, www.un.org; “High-
level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Development Agenda: at the conclusion of the Panel’s second 
meeting”, United Nations Press Statement, 2 November 2012, www.un.org  

24 Q 100 
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Indonesia in March. The Secretary of State for International Development, Rt Hon Justine 
Greening MP, told us that the Panel would discuss ‘national development’ at its Liberia 
meeting, and ‘global partnerships’ at its Indonesia meeting.26 The final meeting is expected 
to take place in New York in May 2013, with the High-level Panel presenting its report to 
the UN Secretary-General on 31 May 2013.27 

Figure 1: timeline of key events 

Date Event 

2000 Millennium Declaration adopted by UN General Assembly 

2001 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) launched

May 2012 UN Secretary-General announces intention to create High-level Panel of 
Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Development Agenda, and appoints the 
British Prime Minister as one of its co-Chairs. 

July 2012 High-level Panel formally launched; full membership announced. 

September 2012 High-level Panel holds introductory meeting in New York 

31 October – 2 
November 2012 

High-level Panel holds first substantive meeting in London 

29 January – 1 
February 2013 

High-level Panel due to meet in Monrovia, Liberia

March 2013 High-level Panel due to meet in Indonesia

May 2013 High-level Panel expected to hold final meeting in New York; High-level 
Panel’s report to be presented to UN Secretary-General 

Subsequently Post-2015 framework to be developed based on intergovernmental 
negotiations 

 

17. The High-level Panel conducts some outreach work during its meetings: its recent 
meeting in London, for example, included engagement with civil society, with business and 
with young people.28 However, it also holds private meetings29 whose minutes are not 
published. The Special Adviser of the Secretary-General on Post-2015 Development 
Planning told us that: ‘The background papers will be open, but as far as the work goes, 
until such time as it is concluded, I believe that will remain internal to the Panel.’30  

18. We accept that the High-level Panel wishes to hold some of its meetings in private. 
However, it is regrettable that no notes of such meetings are available to the public. In 
an age where transparency is increasingly important, publishing a note of meetings 
would have helped to achieve public ‘buy-in’. 

                                                                                                                                                               
25 “Extreme poverty could end within 20 years, Save the Children says”, Save the Children press release, 8 January 2013 

26 Q 101 

27 Q 18 

28 Q q 10, 100 

29 Q 21 

30 Q 20 
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Taking forward the Panel’s recommendations 

19. Following the High-level Panel’s report, an intergovernmental process will be launched 
to negotiate the post-2015 framework. This will be informed both by the High-level Panel’s 
report and by a subsequent report from the Secretary-General himself.31 However, the UN 
has not yet announced what form this intergovernmental process will take.  

20. We know that the High-level Panel’s report will be followed by an 
intergovernmental process, but it is currently unclear what form this process will take 
or how the Panel and its secretariat will mobilise and lobby internationally to win 
political support for its proposals. To ensure that the current levels of momentum and 
public interest are not lost, we hope that this uncertainty can be resolved as soon as 
possible. We urge our Prime Minister, and the Panel, to set out clear proposals for an 
international campaign to secure support for the Panel’s proposals during the 
intergovernmental process.  

21. Within the context of this intergovernmental process it will be important to ensure that 
the recommendations made by the High-level Panel are taken forward. Following the 
Commission for Africa’s first report in 2005, the UK Government invested great time, 
effort and political capital in persuading the heads of government of both donor and 
developing countries to implement its recommendations.32 If the High-level Panel’s 
recommendations are to have a similar degree of traction, our present Prime Minister 
should make it one of his personal priorities to build international political support for the 
High-level Panel’s proposals. Following publication of the High-level Panel’s report, the 
Prime Minister and his fellow panellists should focus on building international 
political support for its recommendations with a view to ensuring that they are 
incorporated in the post-2015 framework. To this end, it will be important to engage 
with heads of government from both donor countries and developing countries. 

22. The UK has assumed the Presidency of the G8 for 2013.33 This presents another parallel 
with the Commission for Africa: in 2005, when the Commission for Africa’s first report 
was published, the UK also held the G8 presidency.34 On that occasion, the UK 
Government was able to use its G8 Presidency to win important commitments from a 
number of other G8 countries: deals were agreed for a $50billion increase in development 
assistance and for large-scale debt cancellation.35 However, some states failed to honour 
their commitments.36 Through its Presidency of the G8 in 2013, the present UK 
Government has an excellent opportunity to challenge its fellow G8 members to honour 
their existing commitments, and to push for further commitments. The UK Government, 
during its Presidency of the G8 in 2013, should encourage its fellow G8 members to 
make further, specific commitments to development. 

 
31 Millennium Development Goals and post-2015 Development Agenda, United Nations Economic and Social Council, 

http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc 

32 Still our Common Interest, Commission for Africa Report 2010, www.commissionforafrica.info, p9; Q 33 

33 Ev w69 

34 Still our Common Interest, Commission for Africa Report 2010, www.commissionforafrica.info, p6 

35 Still our Common Interest, Commission for Africa Report 2010, www.commissionforafrica.info, p9 

36 Ev w41, w132 
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Consultation 

23. For all their successes, the MDGs were born out of a process which was by nature 
unconsultative. As Lawrence Haddad, Director of the Institute of Development Studies, 
pointed out to us, the process ‘did not really engage many people who [were] actually 
suffering in poverty.’ 37 In an attempt to ensure that the same is not true of the post-2015 
framework, the UN is conducting various public consultations on the post-2015 process: 

a) A number of country consultations in developing countries (due to report in March 
2013)—see Box 3; 

b) eleven thematic consultations38 (due to report in June 2013, and hence aiming to 
inform not the High-level Panel but the subsequent intergovernmental process)—see 
Box 4.39 

 
 
 
Box 3 

UN country consultations 

• The initial number of participating countries was 50 – a ‘stratified sample of countries from 
different regions, of different income levels.’ Subsequently a further seven countries have 
joined,40 and any others which wish to join are free to do so.41 

• These consultations will be led by the UN Development Group (UNDG) teams in each 
participating country; 

• The consultations will seek the views of NGOs, community-based organisation, universities 
and research institutions, private sector entities, interest groups (trade unions, employers’ 
organisations, advocacy groups), national human rights institutions or ombudsmen, and 
political decision-makers.42 

Source: Qq 40-3; ONE (Ben Leo with Khai Hoan Tram), ‘What does the world really want from the next global 
development goals: Ensuring that the world’s poor define the post-2015 framework, 2012, p 3. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
37 Q 83 

38 Q 40 

39 ONE (Ben Leo with Khai Hoan Tram), ‘What does the world really want from the next global development goals: 
Ensuring that the world’s poor define the post-2015 framework, 2012, p 3. 

40 Q 40 

41 Qq 41-3 

42 ONE (Ben Leo with Khai Hoan Tram), What does the world really want from the next global development goals: 
Ensuring that the world’s poor define the post-2015 framework, 2012, p 3. 
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Box 4 

UN thematic consultations 

• Consulted parties will include academics, media, businesses, trade unions, and civil society. 
• Each consultation will be led by the UN agency most relevant to the thematic area, and co-

chaired by two Member States (one developed country and one developing country).43 
• The eleven thematic areas are inequalities; governance; health; education; growth and 

employment; conflict and fragility; food security and nutrition; energy; water; 
environmental sustainability; and population dynamics.44 

Source: ONE (Ben Leo with Khai Hoan Tram), ‘What does the world really want from the next global 
development goals: Ensuring that the world’s poor define the post-2015 framework, 2012, p 3; Overview of 
ongoing Thematic Online Consultations, held in the Framework of the UN’s Post-2015 Development Agenda, 
United Nations Non-Governmental Liaison Service, 30 November 2012, www.un-ngls.org  

 

24. Additionally, DFID has agreed to fund the ‘Participate’ initiative, which is to be 
convened jointly by the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) and by the ‘Beyond 2015’ 
civil society campaign. This initiative will seek to assimilate participatory research (both 
existing research and research which is currently ongoing) from a variety of sources, in an 
attempt to ensure that ‘the most vulnerable and marginalised communities’ have their 
voices heard.45 

25. Furthermore, a global survey called My World has been developed by UNDP, the UN 
Millennium Campaign, ODI, the ONE Campaign and the World Wide Web Foundation. 
Its purpose is to ask people around the world which issues are most important to include in 
the post-2015 framework: each participant will be asked to choose six out of sixteen 
possible goals, with the additional option to suggest his / her own. The survey is accessible 
in a variety of formats: via a website, via a smartphone app, via social media, via SMS, and 
in paper form.46 

26. DFID has agreed to provide US$1.6million in funding for My World. Other sources of 
funding are as follows: 

a) Around US$1million from the UN 

b) Around US$700 000 from a ‘mobile implementing partner’ 

Additional funders are still being sought.47 

27. Some of these consultations will be completed before the High-level Panel’s report in 
May 2013, and will thus be able to inform this report. Others will not be completed until 

 
43 ONE (Ben Leo with Khai Hoan Tram), ‘What does the world really want from the next global development goals: 

Ensuring that the world’s poor define the post-2015 framework, 2012, p 3.  

44 Overview of ongoing Thematic Online Consultations, held in the Framework of the UN’s Post-2015 Development 
Agenda, United Nations Non-Governmental Liaison Service, 30 November 2012, www.un-ngls.org 

45 Ev 82. Participatory research involves ‘engaging the most marginalised and vulnerable groups, helping them to 
directly communicate the reality of their lives and what is most important to them.’ 

46 Ev w128 

47 Ev w129 
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later, and will thus be seeking to inform the subsequent intergovernmental process rather 
than the High-level Panel per se. 

28. It is vital that the post-2015 development framework reflects the needs of the 
poorest. We welcome the many consultation processes which have been launched: such 
processes will help the world’s poor to contribute to the debate. We commend DFID for 
providing funding for the ‘Participate’ and ‘My World’ initiatives. As the post-2015 
process continues to develop, during and beyond the lifetime of the High-level Panel, 
the outcomes of these consultations should be taken fully into account. We urge the 
Prime Minister and the High-level Panel’s other members to remain engaged with the 
process after their report is published and to continue to mobilise public opinion and 
to press Heads of Government to support their post-2015 agenda. 
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3 Post-2015 Development Goals: the 
purpose 
29. There is widespread agreement that the MDGs have been, broadly speaking, a success. 
At the same time, progress on some of the Goals has been limited, and there is a need to 
address additional areas which the MDGs neglected. This chapter addresses these issues in 
more detail. 

Building on the MDGs 

30. It is generally accepted that the MDGs since their launch have provided a useful focal 
point for development policy: 

a) In his written evidence, Lawrence Haddad argues that the MDGs have led to an 
increase in levels of Official Development Assistance (ODA), and an increase in the 
proportion of ODA which is directed towards sub-Saharan Africa. 

b) He also argues that some donor countries—particularly Scandinavian countries—have 
placed great emphasis on the MDGs.48 

c) Moreover, the simplicity and measurability of the MDGs has enabled them to resonate 
with people and governments across the world (see Chapter 5). 

d) In her oral evidence, Eveline Herfkens, former Minister of Development Cooperation 
of the Netherlands, told us that: 

It has been so important for the goals that they were signed on to by every head of 
state and head of government in every country in the world. The empowerment of 
civil society in developing countries comes from the fact that their own government, 
at the highest level, has signed on to it.49 

31. The MDG targets to halve the proportion of people living in extreme poverty and to 
halve the proportion of people without safe drinking water have been achieved already; 
there has also been significant progress towards the targets for completion of primary 
education; and gender equality in primary and secondary education. It should be noted, 
however, that targets are global in scope, rather than relating to specific countries. As such, 
progress against MDG targets can mask significant inequalities between countries. Broadly 
speaking, progress has been strong in East Asia, the Pacific, Latin America and the 
Caribbean; less strong in South Asia; and weakest of all in Sub-Saharan Africa.50 

32. Moreover, progress towards some other MDGs is significantly off-track. In particular, 
progress towards the targets for infant mortality, maternal mortality and sanitation is 
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lagging.51 In these areas, there will be considerable ‘unfinished business’ to address after 
2015. 

33. One of the key purposes of the post-2015 framework must be to build on the 
successes of the MDGs and where necessary to ‘finish the job’. The successes of the 
MDG framework derived primarily from the fact that the MDGs had great resonance 
around the world: with governments, with civil society organisations and with ordinary 
people. If the post-2015 framework is to achieve similar success, it must retain these 
qualities.  

Interaction with ‘Sustainable Development Goals’ process 

34. There is much discussion about the extent to which the new goals should differ from 
the MDGs. This debate has implications for the content of the new framework (see 
Chapter 4), but it also has broader implications. More specifically, there is a debate as to 
whether the post-2015 ‘development’ agenda should be merged with the ‘sustainability’ 
agenda. This, in effect, would entail merging the post-2015 framework with the 
‘Sustainable Development Goals’ (see Introduction). 

35. The Gates Foundation argues that the new framework should ‘have extreme poverty as 
its core focus.’52 It has been reported that some organisations are reluctant to see the 
agendas merged, for fear that this core focus might be lost. CAFOD, in spite of its own 
support for a merged framework, acknowledges that ‘A lack of trust in the international 
system, coupled with successive disappointments at international summits, has left key 
governments with little confidence that an integrated process will deliver their priorities.’53 
Additionally, the Brazilian and Egyptian representatives at the UN have argued that there 
should in fact be two separate sets of goals.54 

36. However, the majority view is that the end result should be one combined set of global 
goals, covering both post-2015 and sustainability agendas.55 Paul Ladd, Head of Team on 
Post-2015 at the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), argued that: 

From our perspective, we see very many occasions whereby progress on extreme 
poverty, which is what the MDGs were about, is now inseparable from many aspects 
of the natural environment, whether it is access to energy, access to water resources, 
or the use of ecosystems. Increasingly, it is becoming somewhat difficult to separate 
these issues for poor people living in poor countries.56 

Furthermore, in his evidence to us Lawrence Haddad, Director of the Institute of 
Development Studies (IDS), argued that: 
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we now [...] recognise that there are trade-offs between generations and we somehow 
have to deal with the inequality within generations, at the same time as we are 
dealing with it across generations.  If you have two ways of reducing poverty that are 
equally effective and one uses less resources than the other one, you need to know 
which one is using less resources and do it.57   

37. Integration of the two agendas need not necessarily mean having a specific 
‘sustainability’ goal within the post-2015 framework. Instead, it might mean including 
sustainability as a component part of all the post-2015 goals. Lawrence Haddad, of the 
Institute of Development Studies, suggested that resource use and emissions should be 
factored into each individual goal.58 Others have suggested the concept of ‘planetary 
boundaries’—i.e. ‘the environmental limits which human activities should stay within.’59 In 
its written evidence, the ESRC Social, Technological and Environmental Pathways to 
Sustainability (STEPS) Centre argues that ‘Planetary boundaries can be understood as 
defining a ‘safe operating space’ for humanity within which development goals must assist 
societies to steer.’60 The Planetary Boundaries Initiative, in its written evidence, suggests a 
number of possible goals based on this concept, such as the following: 

the goal could be an adequate supply of safe drinking water for all, achieved within 
the local and regional boundary for freshwater appropriation for each area. 
According to the recent ‘GEO5’ report (p97) the planetary boundary for human 
consumptive blue water use—hen used groundwater and surface water is not made 
available for reuse in the same basin—is estimated to be 4 000 km3 per year, with 
current consumptive blue water use estimated at approximately 2 600 km3 per year.61 

38. We recommend that issues of sustainability be incorporated into the post-2015 
framework. Poverty reduction and environmental sustainability are intimately 
connected: the task of the present generation is to meet development challenges 
without compromising the interests of future generations. As such, we believe that the 
arguments for merging the two agendas are stronger than the arguments for having 
two separate sets of goals. One option would be to include one specific goal on 
sustainability issues in the post-2015 framework. Ideally, however, sustainability 
should be included as a component part of a number of the post-2015 goals. 
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4 Post-2015 Development Goals: potential 
content 
39. As stated above, there are a number of consultation processes underway, of which full 
account should be taken when determining the content of the post-2015 framework. As 
such, whilst the evidence we received contains many suggestions for potential content, our 
intention in this chapter is not to be prescriptive, but to set out some broad issues to be 
borne in mind when the framework is developed. 

The ‘Golden Thread’ 

40. David Cameron has long argued that successful development needed to be 
underpinned by a ‘golden thread’ of governance-related issues.62 There has been some 
debate in the media as to whether, in his role as co-Chair of the High-level Panel, he will 
seek to incorporate the ‘golden thread’ into the post-2015 development agenda.63 

41. The Prime Minister has described the ‘Golden Thread’ in different ways at various 
different points. For example, addressing the Global Alliance for Vaccines and 
Immunisation (GAVI) on 13 June 2011, the Prime Minister said 

The same conditions create prosperity the world over. They include access to 
markets, property rights, private sector investment… and they make up what I see as 
the golden thread of successful development.64 

42. By contrast, at New York University on 15 March 2012, he said: 

I think there is a huge agenda here where we stop speaking simply about the quantity 
of aid, important as it is, and start talking about what I call the ‘golden thread’, which 
is you only get real long-term development through aid if there is also a golden 
thread of stable government, lack of corruption, human rights, the rule of law, 
transparent information.65 

43. It has been pointed out that descriptions of the Golden Thread tend to omit certain key 
issues such as empowerment, fairness and collectivity. During his recent evidence to the 
Liaison Committee, the Prime Minister agreed that these issues should be included, stating: 
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I think that is a very fair point... You will never, as a country, succeed unless you deal 
with the problems of conflict, injustice and rights. 66 

44. We share the Prime Minister’s belief that good governance is fundamental to 
development, and we believe that the issue must be included in the post-2015 
framework. The Prime Minister has defined the ‘Golden Thread’ in a number of 
different ways. We recommend that the Prime Minster give a clear and consistent 
definition of what he means by the ‘Golden Thread’ in response to this report given its 
importance in his thinking on the post-2015 framework and goals. We also feel that the 
‘Golden Thread’ would be strengthened by the inclusion of issues such as 
empowerment, fairness and collectivity. The Prime Minister should consider 
incorporating these issues. 

Health 

45. Under the MDG framework, health features in MDGs 4, 5 and 6.67 It has been 
suggested that, under the post-2015 framework, there should instead be one overarching 
goal on health.68 Such a goal could focus on the achievement of Universal Health Coverage 
(UHC), which is defined as follows: 

UHC is when all people have access to health services (promotion, prevention, 
treatments and rehabilitation), without fear of falling into poverty.69 

46. As Health Poverty Action argues, “the provision of and access to these services is a vital 
component of achieving the right to health for all. Universal health coverage, i.e. access to 
an essential package of quality health services without the risk of financial hardship 
associated with paying for healthcare, remains elusive to many.”70 

47. There is a strong argument that post-2015 framework should include one 
overarching goal on health based on Universal Health Coverage, rather than the three 
health-related goals which feature in the original MDGs. This should be done is such a 
way that the current vital emphasis on maternal and child mortality is not lost. 

Employment 

48. Employment—whether salaried employment or self-employment—is critical to 
development.71 This is an issue of fundamental importance to poor people around the 
world. Based on household survey data from sub-Saharan Africa, East Asia and Latin 
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America, ONE argues that the poor in all these regions regard jobs as their most urgent 
priority.72 

49. Simply including employment in the post-2015 framework is not enough. Employment 
was, after all, included in the original MDG framework: one of the targets under MDG 1 is 
‘to achieve full and productive employment and decent work for all, including women and 
young people.’73 This target suffers from two key problems: aiming for ‘full employment’ is 
somewhat unrealistic and—moreover—the target has not ‘captured the collective 
imagination.’74 As Michael Anderson, Special Envoy of the Prime Minister on the 
Development Goals, rightly argued, the task for the post-2015 framework is therefore ‘to 
get a narrative so that the world mobilises around that [employment] with the same 
passion that they mobilise around maternal mortality and infant mortality.’75 This will 
clearly be difficult (in the evidence we received, there was little detail as to precisely what 
form an ‘employment’ goal might take), but it remains fundamentally important. 

50. Job creation is one of the most crucial of all development challenges. Whilst the 
issue of employment was included in the original MDG framework, it was insufficiently 
prominent and failed to capture the public imagination. In the post-2015 framework, 
the task will be to design an employment ‘goal’ which captures the imagination of 
people around the world.  

Education 

51. Results UK argues that there has been excessive focus in many developing countries on 
the question of enrolment in primary education during the lifetime of the MDGs. This has 
led to insufficient focus on other issues: quality, completion, and transition to secondary 
education. Results UK argues that this was due to the underlying indicators for the MDG 
on education: the indicator for primary enrolment received far greater attention than the 
indicator for primary completion, whilst secondary education did not feature at all.76 The 
importance of secondary education in developing countries is critical: we have discussed 
this issue at length in previous reports, whilst the Commission for Africa has also identified 
the importance of the issue.77 We have also highlighted the importance of girls’ education, 
particularly at secondary level.78 

52. Whilst primary education is important, this Committee has found in its work over 
several years in this Parliament and the last that secondary education is equally critical 
to development. Under the post-2015 framework education targets should cover 
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primary enrolment, primary completion, secondary education and quality of 
education. 

53. Additionally, we received evidence highlighting the importance of tertiary education to 
development. At present only about 5% of Africans are educated to tertiary level, compared 
to a global average of 25%.79 If poor countries are to build their capacity to grow their 
economies and provide public services, they will require more people with high quality 
technical and vocational qualifications and more graduates. Therefore, as the post-2015 
framework is developed, the importance of tertiary education should be actively 
considered.  
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5 Post-2015 Development Goals: potential 
structure 
54. Designing the post-2015 framework will not simply be a task of identifying the relevant 
issues and compiling a list. The way in which the framework is structured will be critical in 
determining its success. This chapter deals with a number of key structural issues, 
including targets and timescale. 

‘Getting to zero’ 

55. Under the existing MDG framework some of the targets are phrased in universal terms. 
For example, target 6B is to achieve ‘universal access to treatment for HIV/AIDS for all 
those who need it.’ However, other targets are relative, as follows: 

a) Target 1A: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income is 
less than one dollar a day 

b) Target 1C: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from 
hunger; 

c) Target 4A: Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate; 

d) Target 5A: Reduce by three quarters, between 1990 and 2015, the maternal mortality 
ratio; 

e) Target 7C: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe 
drinking water and basic sanitation.80 

56. We recognise that relative targets were appropriate when the MDGs were designed, as 
they were more immediately achievable than absolute targets would have been. However, 
as World Vision highlights in its written evidence, relative targets had the unintended 
effect of exacerbating inequality. For example, one of the targets under MDG 1 is to reduce 
the proportion of people living on less than one dollar a day. It is far easier to focus on 
someone whose income is already $0.90 per day, increasing their income by just a few 
cents, than to make a real difference to a very poor person living on $0.50 per day. The 
relative target may thus have actively reduced the focus on the very poorest. World Vision 
thus argues that the post-2015 framework should focus on universal targets.81 Moreover, in 
his evidence to the Committee, John McArthur, Senior Fellow of the UN Foundation, 
made the following argument: 

Some colleagues and I have recommended a simple vision of getting to zero on 
extreme poverty as at least one central component of the overall agenda. That means 
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minimum standards for humanity by 2030, with explicit targets for every 
community, sub-national unit and country in the world.82 

57. In his role as co-Chair of the High-level Panel, the Prime Minister has stated publicly 
that he hopes to see a universal goal on extreme poverty (i.e. zero extreme poverty) 
included in the new framework, describing this as the ‘principal aim’ of the post-2015 
process.83 In its written evidence, Development Initiatives argues that the elimination of 
extreme poverty is achievable by 2025.84 Following the High-level Panel’s recent meeting in 
London, the Prime Minister indicated that he too believes that the elimination of extreme 
poverty is achievable: 

[...] we agreed that the principal aim of the Panel should be to focus on finishing the 
job of ending extreme poverty. We think the Millennium Development Goals have 
made great progress. There is more progress to be made between now and 2015, but 
we are clear the next stage should be aiming to eradicate absolute poverty in our 
world. That is something politicians have been talking about for a while, but for the 
first time I believe this generation really has the opportunity to do it.85 

58. We warmly welcome the Prime Minister’s commitment to ‘getting to zero’ on 
extreme poverty. We firmly agree that this should be one of the new Goals. Whilst this 
is ambitious, for the first time in human history it is also achievable. 

Inequality 

59. Under the current MDG framework, whilst the UN website tracks progress against 
each indicator on a country-by-country basis,86 targets remain global in scope. Progress 
against MDG targets can thus mask significant inequalities between countries. For 
example, the MDG target on access to safe water has already been achieved, but this is 
largely due to rapid progress in China and India. Sub-Saharan Africa remains off track: 
over 40% of all those without access to an improved drinking water source live in sub-
Saharan Africa.87 

60. Moreover, even if a specific country is said to be making good progress, there may 
nevertheless be persistent or increasing levels of inequality (for example, income inequality, 
gender inequality, ethnic inequality, inequality between urban and rural areas) and a 
complete lack of equality for the disabled within that country. The MDG target for primary 
education refers to ‘boys and girls alike,’ but all other targets are based on national 
averages88 and hence mask such inequalities. As Eveline Herfkens argued: 
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The problem with the goals is they are averages, averages, averages. They really hide 
the ugly underbelly of globalisation in inequality.89 

61. We believe that advancing the rights of women, especially with regards to 
education, health, land ownership, family planning and protection against early 
marriage, is central to development. These rights should be explicitly set out in 
quantitative detail in the post-2015 framework. 

62. Given the incidence of disability, especially in poor developing countries, a high 
priority should be given both to the prevention of disabilities and to rights, including 
political empowerment, for people with disabilities. 

63. It is widely argued that the post-2015 development framework should focus more 
closely on questions of inequality. This could most easily be achieved by using  data which 
is broken down (‘disaggregated’) in order specifically to monitor progress amongst ‘hard to 
reach’ populations (which—depending on the context—may include the poorest people, 
women, people in rural areas, ethnic minorities, etc.) 90 

64. There is room for improvement in the means by which progress is measured. Under 
the MDGs, the tendency to assess progress by means of national averages has allowed 
great disparities (such as those between women and men, or between particular regions 
of a country) to be hidden. Under the post-2015 framework, data should be broken 
down (‘disaggregated’) by gender and region, and by other variables as appropriate. 

Targets and indicators 

65. One of the great successes of the MDGs was that they provided an incentive to improve 
data collection. In his evidence to us, Richard Morgan, Senior Adviser in UNICEF’s 
Executive Office, argued that: 

they [the MDGs] catalysed efforts to improve data availability, data collection and 
data analysis in developing countries, such that, although I would say we are only 
halfway there, there is a lot more available in terms of household-level data now than 
there was 10 years ago.91 

66. Under the MDG framework, the robustness of the targets and indicators is mixed. This 
has in turn had a significant impact on the level of progress towards the Goals. For 
example, as shown above, the structure of targets and indicators led to an over-focus on 
enrolment in primary education, at the expense of other issues (quality, completion, and 
transition to secondary education). Moreover, there is sometimes a contradiction between 
the goals and the underlying targets. For MDG 1, for example, the goal is to ‘Eradicate 
extreme poverty and hunger,’ yet the underlying targets require only the halving of poverty 
and hunger.92 
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67. Once Member States reach agreement on the post-2015 goals, the corresponding 
targets and indicators will have to be developed. Since targets and indicators play such a 
fundamental role, the question of who will develop them is of great importance. The 
Secretary of State told us that she expected the UN to take the lead on this, whilst Michael 
Anderson added that: 

… a lot of the other countries, and even specialised agencies, look to some UK 
institutions—ODI [Overseas Development Institute], International Institute for 
Environment and Development, IDS [Institute of Development Studies]. They are 
seen as intellectual powerhouses in this area. I think the UK will play an important 
role not only through the Government but through a range of the think tanks that we 
have.93 

68. The development of robust targets and indicators will be a key determinant of the 
success of the new framework. We agree with the comments made by Michael 
Anderson, the Prime Minister’s Special Envoy on the Development Goals: UK 
institutions such as the Overseas Development Institute and the Institute of 
Development Studies should seek to play an active part in developing these targets and 
indicators. 

69. One criticism of the existing MDG framework is that its architecture—goals, targets 
and indicators—confuses ends with means. As Professor Jeff Waage, Professor Andrew 
Dorward and Professor Elaine Unterhalter have argued: 

Some goals and their targets focused on the achievement of impact (e.g. poverty and 
health goals) whereas others focused on the achievement of inputs, that is they were 
implementation goals (e.g. completing primary school and access to water). Many of 
the impact goals (eg. MDG3, 4 & 5) had both impact and implementation targets. 
Under different goals different emphasis was given to impact and implementation 
targets and indicators – and while impact indicators could be criticised for failing to 
specify investments and actions for their achievements, implementation indicators 
could lead to emphasis on achievement of these targets without consideration of 
their wider impact (a process known as ‘goal displacement’).94 

70. Professor Dorward therefore argues that—in order to avoid similar confusion arising in 
the post-2015 framework—there should be: 

a distinction between impacts (desired changes in achievement of fundamental 
objectives), outcomes (results of actions), outputs of actions, and inputs (resources 
into activities)... According to this way of looking at things, post 2015 goals should all 
be concerned with impacts (eg poverty, incomes, nutrition security, communication, 
health status, life skills, sustainable resource use and maintenance, population 
 growth rates, etc). For many of these there will be useful ‘outcome’ targets (eg school 
enrolment,  km of roads per person, health service access and utilisation, etc).95 
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71. The post-2015 framework should make a very clear distinction between the ultimate 
‘ends’ of development (which should be set out in the goals) and the means by which 
those ends might be achieved (which should be set out in the underlying targets and 
indicators). 

72. We have received written evidence which argues that whilst the goals should be global 
in scope, the underlying targets should be specific to the circumstances of each individual 
country.96 As DFID argues: 

Many themes and indicators—such as maternal mortality or access to safe drinking 
water—may apply more readily to developing countries. Others may be relevant and 
important in all countries—this may be the case in particular for issues around 
accountability, transparency, or the environment.97 

Moreover, as John McArthur argued, targets should be specific to country circumstances 
because “there are principles of sovereignty, and countries should have their scope to do 
things as they want.”98 

73. Despite this, it may be unrealistic to expect each individual country to develop its own 
set of targets and indicators. UNICEF UK suggests that the post-2015 framework should 
include a ‘menu’ of targets, able to be ‘adapted according to varying national context.’99 

74. We agree that the new goals should be global in scope whilst the underlying targets 
and indicators should be specific to individual countries’ circumstances. Individual 
countries may, however, lack the capacity or political will to develop their own targets 
and indicators. Therefore, we would propose that various sets of targets and indicators 
be developed, and individual countries choose the set most appropriate to their 
circumstances. 

75. Despite theoretically being global in scope, the nature of the MDGs is such that they are 
unchallenging for developed countries. In her evidence to us, Eveline Herfkens argued that: 
‘What rich countries should do to put an end to global poverty should be part and parcel of 
the new compact to make it a fair compact, where both parties have to achieve such an 
agenda.’100 The post-2015 agenda should set specific and measurable goals for all 
countries, including traditional donors and middle income countries, in key areas of 
international cooperation such as development aid, climate change, tax, trade, 
transparency, migration and intellectual property rights. 

Timescale 

76. CAFOD points out that given the inevitable time lags in data collection, data on 
development indicators pertaining to 2015 is unlikely to become available until several 
years afterwards. In view of this, it argues that the ‘baseline’ year for the post-2015 
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framework (that is, the benchmark against which progress is measured) should be 2010 
rather than 2015.101 Richard Morgan was slightly more optimistic about data availability, 
but nevertheless agreed that the baseline year for the post-2015 framework must be earlier 
than 2015.102 

77. Due to inevitable time lags in data collection, it will not be possible to use 2015 as 
the baseline year for the post-2015 framework. Whilst it would be desirable for the 
baseline year to be as close to 2015 as possible, we recognize that—for reasons of 
practicality—it will have to be several years earlier. 

78. The original MDG framework generally requires the tracking of progress over a 25-
year period, with progress monitored retrospectively from 1990 and prospectively until 
2015. A small minority of the MDG targets have different timescales, as follows: 

a) Target 3A: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education, preferably 
by 2005, and in all levels of education no later than 2015; 

b) Target 6B: Achieve, by 2010, universal access to treatment for HIV/AIDS for all those 
who need it; 

c) Target 7B: Reduce biodiversity loss, achieving, by 2010, a significant reduction in the 
rate of loss; 

d) Target 7D: By 2020, to have achieved a significant improvement in the lives of at least 
100 million slum dwellers.103 

79. In the evidence received by this Committee, there is general agreement that whatever 
the ultimate timescale for the post-2015 framework, some interim targets are needed, to 
ensure that progress can be monitored on an ongoing basis. (Such targets do not exist 
under the current MDG framework.)104 

80. Whatever the ultimate timescale for the post-2015 framework, it will be important 
to include some interim targets, perhaps every five years. This will help to ensure that 
policymakers’ attention remains focused on the framework. 

Simplicity and measurability 

81. The MDGs have undoubtedly had great resonance around the world. Eveline Herfkens 
told us that: 

[...] the Millennium Development Goals galvanised attention on issues of global 
poverty more than anything else ever in the development business has. That has been 
an incredible achievement.  [...]  I am personally absolutely convinced that, without 
the Millennium Development Goals and the campaigns that went with them in 
several countries in Europe, the 2005 EU commitments on the 0.7% would never 
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have been made. Not everybody lives up to them, but it was really a breakthrough 
after decades.  [...] It was really unique. It took 12 years to build international 
consensus on these goals, but it had never happened before. Every Government in 
the world signed up to them, at the highest political level—the financial institutions, 
the UN system, civil society and local authorities. It has been an incredible help in 
focusing this agenda.105 

82. One of the principal reasons why the MDG framework has had such great resonance is 
because of its simplicity.106 John McArthur, Senior Fellow of the UN Foundation, argued in 
his oral evidence to this Committee that: 

I have spent the past 10 years explaining the Millennium Development Goals to 
people, and by the time I get to Goal 5, the eyes glaze... We have eight goals right 
now, some of which are highly specific and highly quantified in targets, some of 
which not. My view is that they all should be, and so that is a criterion for including 
anything... I would not go to more than 10, for sure, but I would like to keep it close 
to eight if possible, because that will help.107 

83. Moreover, in his recent evidence to the Liaison Committee, the Prime Minister himself 
recognised the importance of keeping the new framework simple: 

The easiest thing in the world is to sit on one of these UN panels, take the 
Millennium Development Goals and then produce something incredibly 
complicated. Frankly, I think that is the danger... We’ve got to try and find a way of 
describing a simple set of things.108 

84. The simplicity and measurability of the MDG framework have been crucial factors 
in its success. We believe that the post-2015 framework must retain these strengths, and 
we are pleased that the Prime Minister shares this view. The number of goals should be 
no higher than 10, and all should have quantifiable targets. If the new framework is to 
be as successful as the MDGs, this simplicity will be fundamental. 

  

 
105 Q 71 

106 Ibid. 

107 Q 64 

108 Uncorrected transcript of oral evidence taken before the Liaison Committee on 11 December 2012, HC (2012-13)484-
ii, Q 82 



Post–2015 Development Goals     29 

 

Conclusions and recommendations 

Post-2015 Development Goals: the process 

1. Even if the High-level Panel’s secretariat had been appointed on time it would have 
had much less time and far fewer staff than the Commission for Africa secretariat. 
The High-level Panel’s conclusions and recommendations are therefore less likely to 
have secured international political ‘buy-in’ before they are published. It is 
imperative to win international commitments to implement post-2015 development 
goals and we recommend that the UK retain its cross-Whitehall Committee of 
officials which has supported the Prime Minister in his role as co-Chair as well as 
trying to seek international agreement with the other co-Chairs to keep a UN 
secretariat in place until the UN General Assembly agrees the post-2015 
development agenda. (Paragraph 15) 

2. We accept that the High-level Panel wishes to hold some of its meetings in private. 
However, it is regrettable that no notes of such meetings are available to the public. 
In an age where transparency is increasingly important, publishing a note of 
meetings would have helped to achieve public ‘buy-in’. (Paragraph 18) 

3. We know that the High-level Panel’s report will be followed by an intergovernmental 
process, but it is currently unclear what form this process will take or how the Panel 
and its secretariat will mobilise and lobby internationally to win political support for 
its proposals. To ensure that the current levels of momentum and public interest are 
not lost, we hope that this uncertainty can be resolved as soon as possible. We urge 
our Prime Minister, and the Panel, to set out clear proposals for an international 
campaign to secure support for the Panel’s proposals during the intergovernmental 
process.  (Paragraph 20) 

4.  Following publication of the High-level Panel’s report, the Prime Minister and his 
fellow panellists should focus on building international political support for its 
recommendations with a view to ensuring that they are incorporated in the post-
2015 framework. To this end, it will be important to engage with heads of 
government from both donor countries and developing countries. (Paragraph 21) 

5. The UK Government, during its Presidency of the G8 in 2013, should encourage its 
fellow G8 members to make further, specific commitments to development. 
(Paragraph 22) 

6. It is vital that the post-2015 development framework reflects the needs of the poorest. 
We welcome the many consultation processes which have been launched: such 
processes will help the world’s poor to contribute to the debate. We commend DFID 
for providing funding for the ‘Participate’ and ‘My World’ initiatives. As the post-
2015 process continues to develop, during and beyond the lifetime of the High-level 
Panel, the outcomes of these consultations should be taken fully into account. We 
urge the Prime Minister and the High-level Panel’s other members to remain 
engaged with the process after their report is published and to continue to mobilise 
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public opinion and to press Heads of Government to support their post-2015 
agenda. (Paragraph 28) 

Post-2015 Development Goals: the purpose 

7. One of the key purposes of the post-2015 framework must be to build on the 
successes of the MDGs and where necessary to ‘finish the job’. The successes of the 
MDG framework derived primarily from the fact that the MDGs had great 
resonance around the world: with governments, with civil society organisations and 
with ordinary people. If the post-2015 framework is to achieve similar success, it 
must retain these qualities.  (Paragraph 33) 

8. We recommend that issues of sustainability be incorporated into the post-2015 
framework. Poverty reduction and environmental sustainability are intimately 
connected: the task of the present generation is to meet development challenges 
without compromising the interests of future generations. As such, we believe that 
the arguments for merging the two agendas are stronger than the arguments for 
having two separate sets of goals. One option would be to include one specific goal 
on sustainability issues in the post-2015 framework. Ideally, however, sustainability 
should be included as a component part of a number of the post-2015 goals. 
(Paragraph 38) 

Post-2015 Development Goals: potential content 

9. We share the Prime Minister’s belief that good governance is fundamental to 
development, and we believe that the issue must be included in the post-2015 
framework. The Prime Minister has defined the ‘Golden Thread’ in a number of 
different ways. We recommend that the Prime Minster give a clear and consistent 
definition of what he means by the ‘Golden Thread’ in response to this report given 
its importance in his thinking on the post-2015 framework and goals. We also feel 
that the ‘Golden Thread’ would be strengthened by the inclusion of issues such as 
empowerment, fairness and collectivity. The Prime Minister should consider 
incorporating these issues. (Paragraph 44) 

10. There is a strong argument that post-2015 framework should include one 
overarching goal on health based on Universal Health Coverage, rather than the 
three health-related goals which feature in the original MDGs. This should be done is 
such a way that the current vital emphasis on maternal and child mortality is not lost. 
(Paragraph 47) 

11. Job creation is one of the most crucial of all development challenges. Whilst the issue 
of employment was included in the original MDG framework, it was insufficiently 
prominent and failed to capture the public imagination. In the post-2015 framework, 
the task will be to design an employment ‘goal’ which captures the imagination of 
people around the world.  (Paragraph 50) 

12. Whilst primary education is important, this Committee has found in its work over 
several years in this Parliament and the last that secondary education is equally 
critical to development. Under the post-2015 framework education targets should 
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cover primary enrolment, primary completion, secondary education and quality of 
education. (Paragraph 52) 

13.  If poor countries are to build their capacity to grow their economies and provide 
public services, they will require more people with high quality technical and 
vocational qualifications and more graduates. Therefore, as the post-2015 framework 
is developed, the importance of tertiary education should be actively considered.  
(Paragraph 53) 

Post-2015 Development Goals: potential structure 

14. We warmly welcome the Prime Minister’s commitment to ‘getting to zero’ on 
extreme poverty. We firmly agree that this should be one of the new Goals. Whilst 
this is ambitious, for the first time in human history it is also achievable. (Paragraph 
58) 

15. We believe that advancing the rights of women, especially with regards to education, 
health, land ownership, family planning and protection against early marriage, is 
central to development. These rights should be explicitly set out in quantitative detail 
in the post-2015 framework. (Paragraph 61) 

16. Given the incidence of disability, especially in poor developing countries, a high 
priority should be given both to the prevention of disabilities and to rights, including 
political empowerment, for people with disabilities. (Paragraph 62) 

17. There is room for improvement in the means by which progress is measured. Under 
the MDGs, the tendency to assess progress by means of national averages has 
allowed great disparities (such as those between women and men, or between 
particular regions of a country) to be hidden. Under the post-2015 framework, data 
should be broken down (‘disaggregated’) by gender and region, and by other 
variables as appropriate. (Paragraph 64) 

18. The development of robust targets and indicators will be a key determinant of the 
success of the new framework. We agree with the comments made by Michael 
Anderson, the Prime Minister’s Special Envoy on the Development Goals: UK 
institutions such as the Overseas Development Institute and the Institute of 
Development Studies should seek to play an active part in developing these targets 
and indicators. (Paragraph 68) 

19. The post-2015 framework should make a very clear distinction between the ultimate 
‘ends’ of development (which should be set out in the goals) and the means by which 
those ends might be achieved (which should be set out in the underlying targets and 
indicators). (Paragraph 71) 

20. We agree that the new goals should be global in scope whilst the underlying targets 
and indicators should be specific to individual countries’ circumstances. Individual 
countries may, however, lack the capacity or political will to develop their own 
targets and indicators. Therefore, we would propose that various sets of targets and 
indicators be developed, and individual countries choose the set most appropriate to 
their circumstances. (Paragraph 74) 
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21.  The post-2015 agenda should set specific and measurable goals for all countries, 
including traditional donors and middle income countries, in key areas of 
international cooperation such as development aid, climate change, tax, trade, 
transparency, migration and intellectual property rights. (Paragraph 75) 

22. Due to inevitable time lags in data collection, it will not be possible to use 2015 as the 
baseline year for the post-2015 framework. Whilst it would be desirable for the 
baseline year to be as close to 2015 as possible, we recognize that—for reasons of 
practicality—it will have to be several years earlier. (Paragraph 77) 

23. Whatever the ultimate timescale for the post-2015 framework, it will be important to 
include some interim targets, perhaps every five years. This will help to ensure that 
policymakers’ attention remains focused on the framework. (Paragraph 80) 

24. The simplicity and measurability of the MDG framework have been crucial factors in 
its success. We believe that the post-2015 framework must retain these strengths, and 
we are pleased that the Prime Minister shares this view. The number of goals should 
be no higher than 10, and all should have quantifiable targets. If the new framework 
is to be as successful as the MDGs, this simplicity will be fundamental. (Paragraph 
84) 
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Annex 1 – current MDG targets and indicators 

Goals and Targets Indicators for monitoring progress 

Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger 

Target 1.A: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, 
the proportion of people whose income is 
less than one dollar a day 

1.1 Proportion of population below $1 (PPP) 
per day 
1.2 Poverty gap ratio 
1.3 Share of poorest quintile in national 
consumption  

Target 1.B: Achieve full and productive 
employment and decent work for all, 
including women and young people 

1.4 Growth rate of GDP per person 
employed 
1.5 Employment-to-population ratio 
1.6 Proportion of employed people living 
below $1 (PPP) per day 
1.7 Proportion of own-account and 
contributing family workers in total 
employment  

Target 1.C: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, 
the proportion of people who suffer from 
hunger 

1.8 Prevalence of underweight children 
under-five years of age 
1.9 Proportion of population below 
minimum level of dietary energy 
consumption 

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education 

Target 2.A: Ensure that, by 2015, children 
everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able 
to complete a full course of primary 
schooling 

2.1 Net enrolment ratio in primary education
2.2 Proportion of pupils starting grade 1 who 
reach last grade of primary 
2.3 Literacy rate of 15-24 year-olds, women 
and men  

Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women 

Target 3.A: Eliminate gender disparity in 
primary and secondary education, preferably 
by 2005, and in all levels of education no later
than 2015 

3.1 Ratios of girls to boys in primary, 
secondary and tertiary education 
3.2 Share of women in wage employment in 
the non-agricultural sector 
3.3 Proportion of seats held by women in 
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national parliament 

Goal 4: Reduce child mortality 

Target 4.A: Reduce by two-thirds, between 
1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate 

4.1 Under-five mortality rate 
4.2 Infant mortality rate 
4.3 Proportion of 1 year-old children 
immunised against measles 

Goal 5: Improve maternal health 

Target 5.A: Reduce by three quarters, 
between 1990 and 2015, the maternal 
mortality ratio 

5.1 Maternal mortality ratio 
5.2 Proportion of births attended by skilled 
health personnel 

Target 5.B: Achieve, by 2015, universal access 
to reproductive health 

5.3 Contraceptive prevalence rate 
5.4 Adolescent birth rate 
5.5 Antenatal care coverage (at least one visit 
and at least four visits) 
5.6 Unmet need for family planning 

Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases 

Target 6.A: Have halted by 2015 and begun 
to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS 

6.1 HIV prevalence among population aged 
15-24 years 
6.2 Condom use at last high-risk sex 
6.3 Proportion of population aged 15-24 
years with comprehensive correct knowledge 
of HIV/AIDS 
6.4 Ratio of school attendance of orphans to 
school attendance of non-orphans aged 10-
14 years 

Target 6.B: Achieve, by 2010, universal access 
to treatment for HIV/AIDS for all those who 
need it 

6.5 Proportion of population with advanced 
HIV infection with access to antiretroviral 
drugs 

Target 6.C: Have halted by 2015 and begun 
to reverse the incidence of malaria and other 
major diseases 

6.6 Incidence and death rates associated with 
malaria 
6.7 Proportion of children under 5 sleeping 
under insecticide-treated bednets 
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6.8 Proportion of children under 5 with fever 
who are treated with appropriate anti-
malarial drugs 
6.9 Incidence, prevalence and death rates 
associated with tuberculosis 
6.10 Proportion of tuberculosis cases 
detected and cured under directly observed 
treatment short course 

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability 

Target 7.A: Integrate the principles of 
sustainable development into country 
policies and programmes and reverse the loss 
of environmental resources 

7.1 Proportion of land area covered by forest
7.2 CO2 emissions, total, per capita and per 
$1 GDP (PPP) 
7.3 Consumption of ozone-depleting 
substances 
7.4 Proportion of fish stocks within safe 
biological limits 
7.5 Proportion of total water resources used  

Target 7.B: Reduce biodiversity loss, 
achieving, by 2010, a significant reduction in 
the rate of loss 

7.6 Proportion of terrestrial and marine areas 
protected 
7.7 Proportion of species threatened with 
extinction 

Target 7.C: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of 
people without sustainable access to safe 
drinking water and basic sanitation 

7.8 Proportion of population using an 
improved drinking water source 
7.9 Proportion of population using an 
improved sanitation facility 

Target 7.D: By 2020, to have achieved a 
significant improvement in the lives of at 
least 100 million slum dwellers 

7.10 Proportion of urban population living in 
slums 

Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for development 

Target 8.A: Develop further an open, rule-
based, predictable, non-discriminatory 
trading and financial system 

Includes a commitment to good governance, 
development and poverty reduction - both 

Some of the indicators listed below are 
monitored separately for the least developed 
countries (LDCs), Africa, landlocked 
developing countries and small island 
developing States. 
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nationally and internationally 

Target 8.B: Address the special needs of the 
least developed countries 

Includes: tariff and quota free access for the 
least developed countries' exports; enhanced 
programme of debt relief for heavily 
indebted poor countries (HIPC) and 
cancellation of official bilateral debt; and 
more generous ODA for countries 
committed to poverty reduction 

Target 8.C: Address the special needs of 
landlocked developing countries and small 
island developing States (through the 
Programme of Action for the Sustainable 
Development of Small Island Developing 
States and the outcome of the twenty-second 
special session of the General Assembly) 

Target 8.D: Deal comprehensively with the 
debt problems of developing countries 
through national and international measures 
in order to make debt sustainable in the long 
term 

Official development assistance (ODA) 
8.1 Net ODA, total and to the least developed 
countries, as percentage of OECD/DAC 
donors' gross national income 
8.2 Proportion of total bilateral, sector-
allocable ODA of OECD/DAC donors to 
basic social services (basic education, 
primary health care, nutrition, safe water and 
sanitation) 
8.3 Proportion of bilateral official 
development assistance of OECD/DAC 
donors that is untied 
8.4 ODA received in landlocked developing 
countries as a proportion of their gross 
national incomes 
8.5 ODA received in small island developing 
States as a proportion of their gross national 
incomes 

Market access 
8.6 Proportion of total developed country 
imports (by value and excluding arms) from 
developing countries and least developed 
countries, admitted free of duty 
8.7 Average tariffs imposed by developed 
countries on agricultural products and 
textiles and clothing from developing 
countries 
8.8 Agricultural support estimate for OECD 
countries as a percentage of their gross 
domestic product 
8.9 Proportion of ODA provided to help 
build trade capacity 

Debt sustainability 
8.10 Total number of countries that have 
reached their HIPC decision points and 
number that have reached their HIPC 
completion points (cumulative) 
8.11 Debt relief committed under HIPC and 
MDRI Initiatives 
8.12 Debt service as a percentage of exports 
of goods and services 
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Target 8.E: In cooperation with 
pharmaceutical companies, provide access to 
affordable essential drugs in developing 
countries 

8.13 Proportion of population with access to 
affordable essential drugs on a sustainable 
basis 

Target 8.F: In cooperation with the private 
sector, make available the benefits of new 
technologies, especially information and 
communications 

8.14 Fixed telephone lines per 100 
inhabitants 
8.15 Mobile cellular subscriptions per 100 
inhabitants 
8.16 Internet users per 100 inhabitants 

 

Source: Official list of MDG indicators, effective 15 January 2008, www.un.org 
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Annex 2 – membership of High-level Panel of Eminent Persons on the 
Post-2015 Development Agenda 

H.E. Mr. Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, President of Indonesia 
Co-Chair 
 
H.E. Ms. Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, President of Liberia 
Co-Chair 
 
H.E. Mr. David Cameron, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom 
Co-Chair 
 
Fulbert Gero Amoussouga (Benin) 
 
Vanessa Petrelli Corrêa (Brazil) 
 
Yingfan Wang (China) 
 
Maria Angela Holguin (Colombia) 
 
Gisela Alonso (Cuba) 
 
Jean-Michel Severino (France) 
 
Horst Kohler (Germany) 
 
Naoto Kan (Japan) 
 
H.M. Queen Rania of Jordan (Jordan) 
 
Betty Maina (Kenya) 
 
Abhijit Banerjee (India) 
 
Andris Piebalgs (Latvia) 
 
Patricia Espinosa (Mexico) 
 
Paul Polman (Netherlands) 
 
Ngozi Okonjo-Iweala (Nigeria) 
 
Elvira Nabiullina (Russian Federation) 
 
Graça Machel (South Africa) 
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Sung-Hwan Kim (Republic of Korea) 
 
Gunilla Carlsson (Sweden) 
 
Emilia Pires (Timor-Leste) 
 
Kadir Topbaş (Turkey) 
 
John Podesta (United States of America) 
 
Tawakel Karman (Yemen) 
 
Amina J. Mohammed (ex officio) 
 
Source: UN Secretary-General Appoints High-level Panel on Post-2015 Development Agenda, United Nations, 31 
July 2012, www.un.org. 
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Annex 3 – terms of reference for High-level Panel of Eminent Persons 
on the Post-2015 Development Agenda 

 
 
1. The High-level Panel of Eminent Persons will be convened by the UN Secretary-General 
to advise him on a bold and at the same time practical development agenda beyond 2015. 

 
2. The High-level Panel will consist of 26 Eminent Persons, including representatives of 
governments, the private sector, academia, civil society and youth, with the appropriate 
geographical and gender balance. Panelists are members in their personal capacity. 
 
3. The panel should conduct its work on the basis of a rigorous analysis of credible shared 
evidence. The panel should engage and consult widely with relevant constituencies at 
national, regional and global levels. 
 
4. The Special Advisor of the Secretary-General for Post-2015 will be an ex-officio member 
of the HLP and serve as link to the UN system. 
            
5. The output of the Panel will be a report to the Secretary-General which will include: 
 

a) Recommendations regarding the vision and shape of a Post-2015 development 
agenda that will help respond to the global challenges of the 21st century, 
building on the MDGs and with a view to ending poverty. 

b) Key principles for reshaping the global partnership for development and 
strengthened accountability mechanisms; 

c) Recommendations on how to build and sustain broad political consensus on an 
ambitious yet achievable Post-2015 development agenda around the three 
dimensions of economic growth, social equality and environmental 
sustainability; taking into account the particular challenges of countries in 
conflict and post-conflict situations. 
 

6. To this end, it would be essential for the work of the HLP and of the intergovernmental 
Working Group on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) to inform each other in 
order to ensure both processes are mutually reinforcing. The HLP should advise the 
Secretary-General on how the SDGs relate to the broader Post-2015 development agenda.  
 
7. To prepare the report, the Panel will take into consideration: 

 
a) The Millennium Declaration, The Outcome Document of Rio+20; 
b) The findings of the Report of the Secretary-General’s UN Task Team for the 
preparation of the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda; as well as lessons learned 
and best practices from the MDGs. 
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c) The findings of the various national and thematic consultations at regional and 
national levels which are coordinated by the UNDG  as part of the preparations for 
the Post-2015 Development Agenda; 
 
d) The need to build momentum for a constructive dialogue on the parameters of 
the Post-2015  Development Agenda, and propose innovative ways for 
governments, parliaments, civil society organizations, the business sector, 
academia, local communities to engage continuously in such a dialogue; 
 
e) The ongoing work of the UN Task Team, the Special Advisor to the SG on Post-
2015, the report of the Global Sustainability Panel of the Secretary-General and the 
findings of the Global Sustainable Development Network Initiative; as well as 
 
f) Any other relevant inputs it may deem appropriate. 

 
8. The HLP will be supported by a dedicated and independent secretariat headed by a 
senior official (Lead Author of the HLP report). The secretariat will also be able to draw 
from the wealth of knowledge and expertise made available to it by the UN system. 
 
9. The Deputy Secretary-General will oversee, on behalf of the Secretary-General, the Post-
2015 process.   
 
10. The Panel will present its report to the Secretary-General in the second quarter of 2013. 
The report will serve as a key input to the Secretary-General's report to the special event to 
follow up on efforts made towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals and to 
discuss the possible contours of the Post-2015 Development Agenda to be organized by the 
President of the sixty-eighth session of the General Assembly in September 2013. 
 

Source: UN Secretary-General Appoints High-level Panel on Post-2015 Development Agenda, United Nations, 31 
July 2012, www.un.org. 
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Formal Minutes 

Wednesday 9 January 2013 

Members present: 

Sir Malcolm Bruce, in the Chair 

Hugh Bayley 
Fiona Bruce 
Richard Burden 
Pauline Latham 
Jeremy Lefroy 
 

 

Mr Michael McCann
Alison McGovern 
Fiona O’Donnell 
Chris White 

Draft Report (Post-2015 Development Goals), proposed by the Chair, brought up and read. 

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs 1 to 84 read and agreed to. 

Annexes and Summary agreed to. 

Resolved, That the Report be the Eighth Report of the Committee to the House. 

Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the provisions of 
Standing Order No. 134. 

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report (in addition to that 
ordered to be reported for publishing on 16, 23, 31 October and 8, 28 November and 11, 18 December. 

[Adjourned till Thursday 17 January at 9.00am 
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Taken before the International Development Committee
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Members present:

Sir Malcolm Bruce (Chair)

Hugh Bayley
Richard Burden
Pauline Latham

________________

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Amina Mohammed, Special Adviser of the Secretary General on Post-2015 Development Planning,
UN High Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Development Agenda, and Paul Ladd, Head of
Team on Post-2015, United Nations Development Programme, gave evidence.

Q1 Chair: Good morning to you both. Thank you
very much for coming in to give evidence to us. As
you know, we are looking at the post-2015
development goals, both the process and what we
hope or think the outcome might be. Just for the
record, could you introduce yourselves?
Amina Mohammed: Good morning. My name is
Amina Mohammed, and I am the Special Adviser and
the Assistant Secretary General to the SG of the
United Nations on the post-2015 Development
Planning. It is a bit of a mouthful.
Paul Ladd: My name is Paul Ladd. I work in the
United Nations Development Programme, and I head
up the UNDP team on post-2015.

Q2 Chair: As I say, thank you both. This is the first
formal evidence session we have had. We have had a
lot of written evidence submitted; obviously you have
explored some of the issues informally. Just to put it
in context, can you give us an indication of why you
think the Panel was set up the way it has been, both
in terms of the chairs and the membership, and
particularly how the members were selected? Then
perhaps we can go on to look at the secretariat as well.
Amina Mohammed: Thank you very much. We
welcome the enquiry to clarify the different moving
parts, as we call it, of the post-2015 process, because
we have mandated parts to it. We welcome the
opportunity to explain the High Level Panel’s role in
all of this, but there are other parts to it. We are happy
to present what the UN system is doing to support
member states, and this does include the High Level
Panel. Later we will perhaps talk about the
relationship with the Open Working Group, because
that is the other important part of it. Paul is here for
the UN systems response to the whole process.
The Panel itself was a response of the Secretary
General to his mandate in 2010 to present a report in
September 2013 to the General Assembly, in which
he would give a broad outline of what he thought the
post-2015 agenda would look like. What he put in
place at that time is the High Level Panel, with three
co-chairs, as you know, 26 members and me as the
ex-officio representative of the SG. The hope is to get
a view from the Panel that gives a bold and ambitious
report to take what has happened so far, remembering

Mr Michael McCann
Alison McGovern
Chris White

that we still have three years to go in finishing off the
MDGs, and to present to the Secretary General what
would be essentially the guts of his report in 2013. So
it should be something that is realistic, that gives us a
balance of where we are coming from on the poverty
agenda, and recognises that there are many other
issues that come into play from 2012; we are not in
the same place as we were in 2000.
The selection of the members of the High Level Panel
gives a representation of those interests and concerns
that we have globally, so they are from business and
civil society, and from member states.

Q3 Chair: Sorry, how were they selected? Was it by
a process of consultation?
Amina Mohammed: There was a process of
consultation with member states, with different
constituencies, so from civil society and from
business. There were terribly long lists, and one
looked at the criteria, the expertise, and this led to the
final list.

Q4 Chair: But the Secretary General then made the
final decision.
Amina Mohammed: The Secretary General made the
final decision, in consultation to the Deputy Secretary
General, who just came on board. We came at the
same time.

Q5 Chair: Has that been controversial, or do you
think that the general mix of the Panel has been
broadly accepted?
Amina Mohammed: There have been very high
expectations; everyone wants to be involved. I think
that we have had responses, if any, from civil society
on the membership. This is not the only opportunity
to engage with the High Level Panel, but by and large
we succeeded in putting together a fairly
representative panel. It is, again, the first time that we
have had more women than men on this Panel, so in
terms of the gender balance that was a welcome sign.

Q6 Chair: So just going on to the detail then: having
selected a panel, Homi Kharas was selected as the
lead author, and the secretariat is being established.
So can you just briefly tell us how Homi Kharas was
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selected, and again, whether that has the broad
acceptance, and what the state of the secretariat
recruitment is at the moment?
Amina Mohammed: We had a number of
recommendations for lead authors, and we went
through their CVs, checked their backgrounds, and
looked at the track records for being able to do this.
Then the three co-chairs and their envoys sat in a
technical group, and we went through criteria that
selected Dr Homi Kharas as the best candidate. That
happened over a period of about three months.

Q7 Chair: Do the usual political issues run through
it?
Amina Mohammed: For the selection of Dr Homi
Kharas, we did not have political issues; that really
was a technical base. People really thought that it was
important to get somebody who was going to pull
together a document that reflected what the Panel and
the co-chairs would be talking about. That was really
what we underscored: who was going to be able to do
this in the tight timeframe that we have. We have nine
months to try to pull all of this together, and that really
was the criterion. This was one time that politics was
not in the room.

Q8 Chair: Just a final point on that: is the secretariat
fully recruited yet, or is it still being recruited? Who
is funding it?
Amina Mohammed: It is a work in progress. The
Secretary General has written for support to member
states for it, and we have had some indications of
resources for it. It is not fully up and running. Dr
Homi Kharas is in place, and he has two or three staff
that have come on board, and we are recruiting as we
speak now. The UNDP is helping with that process;
they have been mandated to do that. The secretariat
itself is independent, but it has three major parts to it:
the research part that Dr Homi would be co-
ordinating, the outreach, and then the operational side,
for which we have the support of the UNDP and the
one secretariat that we keep to co-ordinate all these
moving parts.

Q9 Hugh Bayley: I am just interested in how you are
going to engage the public with your research of the
issues. Just while you were talking with the Chairman
I remembered that, way back in the 1980s, when Gro
Harlem Brundtland was doing her environment and
development report she had a partnership with a
television company I ran. We shared research and
produced six or eight films to address issues of
desertification, climate change and so on and so forth.
Have you thought of how you are going to create a
media strategy to take your findings and take the
report beyond the rarefied world that officials like you
and politicians like us live in?
Amina Mohammed: The Panel certainly will have
that. In its independent nature one of the things they
have made core to it is the outreach in the process of
recruiting. In my office we have an outreach person,
and we are giving a media strategy to that. There are
a number of proposals for how that would happen.
Paul explained to you what we are doing at the UN.
At the High Level Panel, we can take the first meeting

that will be happening in the UK, in London next
week, as an example. The first of those outreaches
would be bringing in people to speak to the panellists
on key issues, and background papers being prepared
by a number of constituencies from within and
outside. Then there is the panel meeting, where we
get to speak on a number of issues internally, and then
we go out again to a whole day with civil society
using social media. We will be using the opportunity
for roundtables and framing questions; instead of
questions and answers, it will be much more of a
discussion and discourse. This is being developed. We
have only just started, so we will certainly take
advantage of what is available now.

Q10 Chair: I just wondered whether Mr Ladd
wanted to add any comment.
Paul Ladd: I will add two things, very briefly, if I
may. Clearly there will be an opportunity for outreach
in the margins of each and every High Level Panel
meeting, which is an important method of
engagement. However, I think Mr Bayley’s question
responds to how you get people really engaged and
really interested. I wanted to quickly refer to two
things. First of all we have invested in a standard web
platform, which we hope that members of the public
in all parts of the world will be able to use to find
the current status of the debate, and upload not just
documents but also pictures or other things that are
coming out of the national consultations. The second
thing is that we have invested with partners in an
option survey called My World, which we are going
to be explaining to members of the High Level Panel
on 2 November, which we hope will be a way of
engaging millions of people around the world and
getting them to choose the priorities that they would
wish to see in any future development framework. I
can explain that in more detail later on, if you wish.

Q11 Mr McCann: Can I ask some questions, please,
about how the High Level Panel process will interact
with the sustainable development goals process? How
will the membership of the post-Rio Open Working
Group be chosen, and when do we expect the make-
up of that to be announced?
Amina Mohammed: The selection of the 30 experts
for the SDG process itself is a work in progress right
now. The member, the permanent representative for
Brazil, is co-ordinating that, under the guide of the
PGA, and that still has not yet been decided. We
understand that it should be fairly soon, and so one
really cannot comment. However, for us right from
the onset it is very clear we have these two processes.
We hope to see co-ordination of the processes from
the Secretary General’s office. We use the one
secretariat to make sure that the inputs that go for
both the High Level Panel and the support to the SDG
working group will be given by the UN system. We
believe that process in itself will come to what we
hope will be a convergence of ideas and work towards
September. For now it is probably pretty premature to
see how that is going, because the terms of reference
are not out, and the members are not known. But we
are prepared at the UN to make sure that both these
processes in fact will remain coherent. They are
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complex; this is the member states’ mandate coming
out of Rio, for one, to get not just the SDGs but a
financing framework too. But in a sense our focus for
the High Level Panel is really to get the report out
that informs the SG’s report in 2013.

Q12 Mr McCann: If I heard you correctly, there is
the one single secretariat who will serve both the High
Level Panel and the Open Working Group.
Amina Mohammed: Absolutely, yes. That is
reinforced again, as I said, by the system itself. While
the co-chairs of the UN Task Team that produced the
first report are still co-ordinating the work that goes
into this, there will be a subset of that group that
specifically addresses the SDG Open Working Group.

Q13 Chris White: I have just a couple of questions.
There is a great deal of debate about integrating the
post-2015 process into the post-Rio process. How do
you think this is going to be achieved?
Amina Mohammed: At the end of the day what we
want is one development agenda. The good news is
that with all discussions and outreach that we have
had with the member states, this is one thing that there
is consensus on—one development agenda. We have
the next three years to get there. What is really
important is how we are going to finish off the MDGs,
and that is the unfinished business of the day. In
learning from that and bringing through what the
strengths have been, where the gaps are, the situation
that we have today, there is a fairly good convergence
between those that are talking about the SDGs. The
SDGs have come out of Rio, and there is a perception
that they are the environment goals, but there is also
a great deal of effort to try to make sure that the
poverty agenda also comes into that. A lot of this is
going to be related to the outreach we have and the
consultations with member states. We believe that the
closer we come to September next year, the more we
will have that convergence.

Q14 Chris White: Will the Panel’s findings be fed
into the Open Working Group?
Amina Mohammed: We have a report. The SG’s
report comes in September, and so the General
Assembly will be a high-level event. There are a
number of other reports that come out at that time,
including the Gap Report and the Acceleration Report,
and all of these will converge then.

Q15 Chris White: Thank you. Finally, will there be
one specific goal on sustainability, or will
sustainability be included as a component part of the
other goals?
Amina Mohammed: If we had the answer to that now,
we would not have this process. That is going to be
part of the discussion that we have going forward. It
is certainly a contention.

Q16 Chris White: Do you have view on the
direction?
Amina Mohammed: Not currently, no.

Q17 Chair: You are having a joint secretariat, which
I had not fully appreciated before. So there is a joint

secretariat, or the same secretariat. Are you quite sure
that the minority of people who are suggesting there
should be two separate sets of goals will not prevail?
Are you concerned that there will be some kind of
divergence?
Amina Mohammed: We will work to ensure that they
do not prevail. We have said that there has been a
really good turnout of opinion around one
development agenda. There will be many
conversations politically and otherwise through the
course of this. While we co-ordinate the one
secretariat, certainly the three co-chairs have a
strategy for outreach with the member states. This has
started already; we have had informal sessions, and
retreats in Indonesia and Liberia have helped. As we
go back to New York after the High Level Panel
meeting, these will continue in a broader and a deeper
manner. So, yes, I am confident that those will be
minority voices, although they must be taken on
board.

Q18 Pauline Latham: The High Level Panel had its
first meeting in September. Can you tell us what the
main outcomes and achievements of that meeting
were?
Amina Mohammed: Essentially that was the first
meeting of the Panel as a whole. So really the three
co-chairs were laying out what their hopes were for
it, and then we heard from each one of the panellists
how they thought they would engage with this and
what they had to bring to the table. It was a very short
meeting; 19 minutes is not a long time, so it was the
introductory meeting.
They then agreed to how we were going to run the
work-plan programme for the High Level Panel,
which consists of five meetings. The first happened in
New York. There will be one in each of the capitals;
the first is in the UK, the second will be in Liberia,
and the third in Indonesia. We will have a final
meeting at the beginning of May in New York to wrap
up the report, which will be handed over to the SG on
31 May.
There were a number of outreach sessions during that
time, so it was not just the Panel report. We had a
debrief for all the Panel members the day before, to
bring them up to speed on where we were with the
MDGs and the acceleration framework, and what the
issues were coming out of Rio. Then we had another
outreach with civil society, where civil society was
very clear about their expectations of the Panel
members and then the Panel members’ commitment
to that open outreach.

Q19 Pauline Latham: Do you think the Panel
members hope to maintain some continuity with the
Millennium Development Goals, or do you think they
would prefer a different approach?
Amina Mohammed: It is rather soon to see that. What
came out of that was that they were all very concerned
about the poverty agenda. They all recognise that
there is a different set of circumstances today
compared with 2000. There are issues of conflict, of
environment, of the youth bulge; these are all things
that have to be factored in now. But there was unison
in everyone’s statement around that table that we had
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to finish off the MDGs. There was also the belief that
they were a good thing; they did have gaps, but these
were all things that could be taken into consideration
moving forward, as we tried to be more ambitious
with the next agenda.

Q20 Pauline Latham: There was no outcome
document following the meeting. Do you know why
that was?
Amina Mohammed: There is a read-out of the
meeting and notes on the meeting that are internal to
the Panel itself. This is an independent panel that will
do as much as it can in terms of outreach. The
background papers will be open, but as far as the work
goes, until such time as it is concluded, I believe that
will remain internal to the Panel.

Q21 Pauline Latham: So does that mean they will
always meet in private?
Amina Mohammed: We have closed sessions of the
Panel, yes.

Q22 Pauline Latham: Can you tell us what will be
on the agenda for the remaining meetings of the Panel,
and are you able to tell us which specific issues will
be discussed at each meeting?
Amina Mohammed: We have not yet finished. As we
go through all the meetings, no. At every meeting
itself, the experts and envoys sit round to look at the
issues that have come out and that the co-chairs would
like to discuss. This is the first substantive meeting,
so essentially we will be getting around the idea of
the vision of the committee itself and the Panel itself,
and the specific issues they would like to start talking
about. Sustainable development will be at the core,
and they will be speaking about the social elements,
the economy and the environment. The focus on this
will be a balance between the poverty and the
environmental agenda.

Q23 Pauline Latham: You mentioned having a
meeting in May 2013. When do you expect to see a
first draft of the Panel’s report? Will it be before that
date? When do you think it will be published?
Amina Mohammed: We expect the first draft around
March, and then we will publish the report as soon as
it is handed to the Secretary General, which will be at
the end of May or the beginning of June. There is a
short timeline between when that report will be
received and it being fed into the Secretary General’s
report that has to go to General Assembly, but it will
be published independently.

Q24 Chair: I do not know whether you want to add
anything, Mr Ladd? The process all sounds very
smooth and comfortable—it is all going down the
track. Clearly there are going to be arguments and
rows and so forth. How do you think these will be
resolved? To what extent do you think the timetable
might slip? It is not unknown for timetables to slip at
EU level, and when you are trying to get 200 countries
to agree on something—
Amina Mohammed: Do you want to speak about the
process itself? There have been a number of questions
around how we do the outreach, and how that all feeds

in with the different reports on time. The UN Task
Team has a huge task to try to bring all of that in from
100 countries or so.
Paul Ladd: Where I would start is that we find
ourselves in October 2012. There is a job to remain
on the MDGs until the end of 2015, and we do not
need any successor framework or agenda in place
until January 2016. So we have a considerable amount
of time between now and then to build a trustful
multilateral process that could be more successful. In
our experience, the way to generate a good
multilateral agreement is by starting early on, by
generating a common discourse and a common
language, and then letting coalitions form, which
eventually builds a momentum to a successful
outcome. We believe that on the UN side we have
invested early enough to provide the environment in
which this could happen. So the High Level Panel is
clearly one part of that, and your question is really,
“Can anything be brokered by the members of that
High Level Panel?” There will be arguments of
course, but there will also be a report at the end of it,
which will set the tone for the subsequent debate. We
then will have the process of the Open Working
Group, and a report of the Open Working Group,
which we see as a limited intergovernmental process,
which will then set the tone for the full
intergovernmental process. Member states have not
defined when it will start, but a likely guess would be
September 2014 to run until the end of September
2015.

Q25 Chair: I suppose what I had in mind is the
difficulties that the climate change agenda has
presented every time we have tried to get international
agreement, and whether or not bringing sustainable
developments into the post-MDGs will bring with it
the problems that go with that.
Paul Ladd: Clearly there are many issues. It is not
just the environmental sustainability ones that certain
member states find difficult to discuss and agree on.
There are other parts of the development agenda that
are contentious in a full intergovernmental setting, so
this is a challenge across the board. Again, this is
firmly in the domain of member states to agree, and
they may decide ultimately that some things are not
unimportant but better to take forward in other
processes, through protocols, through other
agreements, and through other tracks. But this will be
in the domain of member states to decide.
From our perspective, we see very many occasions
whereby progress on extreme poverty, which is what
the MDGs were about, is now inseparable from many
aspects of the natural environment, whether it is
access to energy, access to water resources, or the use
of ecosystems. Increasingly, it is becoming somewhat
difficult to separate these issues for poor people living
in poor countries.

Q26 Hugh Bayley: Looking at the High Level Panel
and its work specifically, how many people are on
the secretariat that will be organising the meetings,
collecting papers, writing and researching for Mr
Kharas?
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Amina Mohammed: We are envisaging that he would
probably have a core team of about seven or eight,
but that there would be people who would come on
and off with the external work; they would have short
papers that would come in for three months or for four
or five weeks, depending on the need. He is working
that out right now. In fact, we do have a shortlist of
about 11 background papers that are currently being
produced.

Q27 Hugh Bayley: You have not got much time,
have you?
Amina Mohammed: No.

Q28 Hugh Bayley: It is five months, and you are
done. You will have noticed that in the back of the
room is the head of the secretariat from Blair’s
Commission for Africa. He has just reminded me that
they had a secretariat of 42 people who worked for 18
months to produce the 2005 Commission for Africa
report. “Quick and dirty” would be the wrong phrase,
but in comparison this is going to be a much, much
quicker and a much less considered process. Will it
therefore provide the sort of cornerstone to the debate
that the Commission for Africa report did before
Gleneagles?
Amina Mohammed: Quite a lot of work has been
done before this that is going to feed in to what the
High Level Panel is going to do. They are not starting
afresh on the work that has to be considered, and quite
a bit of work did go into the UN Task Team report.
There are also a number of reports that have come out
of the system and without. There are many gaps that
need to be addressed, and there is a short timeline to
try to consider those. But as we go out on multiple
tracks, the challenge will be the co-ordination of that,
and bringing that into the group and being able to
discuss it, and to get that report together, rather than
the substance of it. There is really quite a bit of
substance there already.

Q29 Hugh Bayley: This is my fault, not Paul’s fault,
but I got a little bit lost with all the acronyms of the
different follow-on groups that are going to build upon
the High Level Panel’s findings. In constructing a
process between now and the time when the new
agreement on post-2015 is taken, such a short period
has been given for the initial launch document, if I
can call it that. Why has the High Level Panel decided
to do a six-month piece of work rather than a one-
year or an 18-month piece of work?
Amina Mohammed: It is actually a nine-month piece
of work, and it is a component of the Secretary
General’s report; it is not the Secretary General’s
report. What it does is narrow down. The member
states have asked us for a broad outline of what post-
2015 is supposed to look like. They have not asked us
to layer this, and to give them a set of goals, targets
and metrics. They have said, “What should the shape
of this look like by then?” That is what we want to
put on the table, so that then begins the discussion for
2015 and 2016. We can then deepen that and end up
with our development framework. So this is the
skeleton of it, if you will.

Q30 Hugh Bayley: So the timetable set by the
Secretary General is the timetable for the Secretary
General’s report?
Amina Mohammed: The member states set that
timetable. The Secretary General’s report—

Q31 Hugh Bayley: Yes, but that is why this is
conceived as a short and concentrated piece of work.
How confident are you that the recommendations from
the High Level Panel will be taken forward in the
post-2015 deal?
Amina Mohammed: I am fairly confident. I am co-
ordinating it, and so I expect that this for me is one
of the most important parts of the work that we have
to do. As an ex-officio member of that, I am very keen
to see that come through. We really do see this being
the equivalent of what Threats, Challenges and
Change were to the In Larger Freedom report. The
quality of this report will come from its outreach,
from the research that we do, and from how well we
communicate what the Panel and the co-chairs have.
It is unusual that member states have given us the
direction for this, but they are also co-chairing it.
There is a great interest in making sure this works. It
is the hope to give a balanced view of what should
happen post-2015. This is one independent group of
people, and certainly when you look around at the
Panel members themselves, you will find that we will
get what we need to in terms of its robustness and
ambition.

Q32 Hugh Bayley: How difficult will it be to get
agreement from member states?
Amina Mohammed: It will be really difficult; it will
be a big challenge. But what we have been able to do
is continuously reach out and keep them abreast of
this—that there is not another agenda, that it is one
about a global agenda. It is going to be an awful lot
of outreach. That has begun with the Panel members:
those that are member states, those in business, those
in civil society. So I do not think that this is easy, but
expectations are high. As I said, the good news in all
of this is that people are working towards one
development agenda and that some good work has
come out of the MDGs that has focused a lot of
momentum on the successes. It is also something that
we drive towards, saying, “Foot on the accelerator; we
have to finish.” The settings are very complicated, but
I think that this will happen.

Q33 Hugh Bayley: The G8 is, of course, different
from the UN, but I clearly saw Blair as politically
driving the process: picking up the telephone,
speaking to other Heads of Government and Heads of
State, asking for commitments, asking for briefings
before Gleneagles itself. Who is the key driver who
will be politically organising to get buy-in from
member states right across the spectrum, from richest
to poorest?
Amina Mohammed: The difference we find today is
that in 2001 and thereafter, there was very much a
global-north, global-south agenda. This is a global
agenda today; this is about all three co-chairs being
concerned about what we get globally. So all will be
present, and will be picking up the phone, and will be
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political, and will have to be, because there is the
climate change agenda, there is the poverty agenda,
there are many issues around conflict financing. Every
one of those three will pick up the phone. They
already are, and we see the synergy of that happening.

Q34 Hugh Bayley: But in a sense it is more than just
a high-level panel, isn’t it? They are producing—I am
not sure what to call it—a call to action, a strategy,
something that goes into the Secretary General’s
report. The political process will take us way beyond
the publication of the High Level Panel’s Report. Who
is going to lead that political process?
Amina Mohammed: The Secretary General, I hope,
is going to lead that process.

Q35 Hugh Bayley: The Secretary General?
Amina Mohammed: Yes, with the member states.

Q36 Hugh Bayley: Politics is a process. It is a
process of moving from where you are, winning
support, generating interest, buying agreement,
obtaining commitments. You need to timetable a
series of steps in a staircase that will take you from
where we are now, where there is a general view that
something ought to happen after 2015, to a buy-in that
makes countries, from the richest to the poorest in the
world, buy into this, and say: “We are committed; we
are going to make the difference.” How likely is that
to happen, and what leverage does the Secretary
General have over the President of the United States
and the President of Mali, shall we say?
Amina Mohammed: The first thing is that the
mandate has been given by the member states to have
something done, and they are fairly serious about
having it done. All the indications point to that. There
has been an enormous amount of communication as
to what we are doing and how we are doing it. There
are a number of milestones that have been put in
place, and we will work towards them. The outreach
and the partnership that we need on this will go
outside the UN to member states, to civil society, to
business, and the way and manner in which we do
that, and how we timetable it towards each one of
those milestones to put the momentum up, will make
that call to action happen.
The Secretary General has a five-point agenda, and
part of that is the post-2015. It also includes
sustainable development, and all these will form part
of what will make the case, and give us the political
momentum that we need to make those changes
happen, and to produce a development agenda that is
ambitious, that is bold, but at the same time realistic—
feet on the ground and head in the clouds. This is
what we have to have. I do not think we can afford to
say, “Will it happen, will it not happen?” It has to
happen. When we look back to see what is happening
on the MDGs in many of these countries, it does not
give us the luxury of saying, “Will it happen? How
can it happen?” We have to work towards that. I think
there is enough, there will be enough, and we can
bring those outliers into the process to make this
happen.

Q37 Hugh Bayley: If we get the agreement, it will
just be a platform—a starting point. Who will be
tasked with developing the tasks, implementation, and
the indicators on performance? Who will make sure it
is not just a statement of grand ambitions but of policy
changes in member states to achieve the goals or the
priorities that are set?
Amina Mohammed: Ultimately it is member states.
This is a development agenda that should be embraced
by them, whether we negotiate it or we do not
negotiate it. At the end of the day, if 193 member
states sign on, it is up to them. It is not legally
binding. This is one thing that we still credit to the
MDGs. Certainly in our country we found different
mechanisms, in Nigeria, to make the MDGs work.
One of those was the debt relief that we got from the
United Kingdom. That was used as leverage to better
governance, to target expenditure, and to use domestic
resources better. Ultimately it will be the member
states.
They will, of course, be supported and encouraged by
the UN system: hopefully the advocacy that will come
from civil society to Parliaments to make those
decisions and instruments like the recent resolution on
the rule of law will play out to provide an anchor for
a lot of this to happen. But ultimately it will be up to
the member states. What we hope is that not only do
you have a set of goals, but that this time the targeting
itself is much more focused on results, and that you
have a set of metrics that enables you to measure not
just GDP for growth of an economy but how much
impact that has had on inequality and on the lives of
the poor. There will be much more work that will go
into that.
But around what? This is what we need to have in
place before September 2013. Before you can go
deeper into those other issues of what should make
this an actionable plan, what I hope to see is that we
can craft something globally that we will be able to
implement at the local level. My coming to the United
Nations is after 30 years at the country level. I have
every intention of trying to make something global
work locally, because I intend to go back and have
that played out on the ground in a real way, making a
difference to people’s lives.

Q38 Hugh Bayley: One final question. Yes, of
course, who is the key player in developing policy in
Nigeria? It is the Government of Nigeria, of course.
But around the Millennium Development Goals, a
series of policies were made by multilateral agencies,
such as UNDP, such as the World Bank, to change the
way they work to ensure, in a loose sense, that there
was conditionality. The World Bank, during that
post-2000 period, developed its poverty-reduction
strategy process, and it was refined as time went on—
more consultation was built in and so on. To what
extent will UN agencies and the Bank amend their
ways of working so as to maximise the opportunities
for member states to change policy in the ways that
the post-2015 framework recommends? Where will
the pressure come from, and the encouragement, and
the support?
Paul Ladd: It is a little too early to say, but clearly
we will be thinking ahead of time as to what the likely
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shape of this agreement will be, and how we need to
change ourselves internally so as to meet the
challenge of then implementing the goals. What I
would say is that the PRSPs were more closely
connected to the debt relief scheme, which was
coming to fruition at the time, rather than the MDGs
in and of themselves. All I would say to reinforce an
earlier question is that the MDGs have been a
tremendously powerful communications and
implementation tool—a tool for progress. For the first
few years, however, there was very little traction on
them. There was very little traction on them because
they did not have, if you like, the absolute buy-in of
Governments who signed up to the Declaration—the
Declaration did not include the full framework of the
goals and targets and indicators. That came later, and
took time to bed down.
This time we want to make sure that people are
engaged in that debate on the goals, and then
potentially targets and indicators, so that from day one
there is an implementation agenda that is much
stronger at the beginning. There were several member
states who, as late as 2005, did not refer to the MDGs,
did not see them as part of their domestic policy, and
that has to change this time, because clearly we cannot
lose a third of a 15-year implementation schedule.

Q39 Chair: That is extremely helpful. Just perhaps
as a final point, we have a major challenge. You will
produce, as you put it, your framework—your set of
work—but then the Goals, the final outcome, will be
the second part of the process. Picking up a bit on
Mr Bayley’s point about political leadership, do you
envisage the three co-chairs will simply hand on the
job at the end of nine months and say, “We have done
our work; here it is. Now you get on and turn it into
however many goals you want to agree on”? Or do
you think they ought to maintain some degree of
political commitment? We could ask our own Prime
Minister, for example, whether or not he thinks he
wants to see what happens after he stops being a
co-chair in nine months’ time. Do you think that is a
reasonable ask of the three co-chairs, or not?
Amina Mohammed: I think so. They will continue to
be involved in this to varying degrees, remembering
that they are representing the member states of whom
this has been asked. Currently, when we look to see
the commitment that they have in engaging with
member states in New York, I think this will continue.
It will also go to the ownership of that report: I believe
that the three of them are very serious about putting a
good report in front of the Secretary General in May,
and that will continue. In what form? We will wait
until then, because for us, the Open Working Group
will be in place, and we will see how far that has gone.
The country consultations will also give us feedback,
which will help to inform “What then?” after the
Secretary General’s report is given to the General
Assembly.

Q40 Chair: Thank you very much. We obviously
wish you well. We recognise that, precisely as you
say, the MDGs perhaps had a slow start and a mixed
reception, but they have certainly had an impact in
many practical ways. Although we obviously need to

take a lot more evidence, there is a requirement to
ensure that, whatever the succession is, they are
bought into. You have individual countries taking part
in the consultative process. It is a rather broad number,
between 50 and 100, and that is not all of them. Can
you just perhaps clarify that process, so that we can
be sure at the end of it that what we have is a set—I
do not know how many, but presumably not too
many—of goals, which may be aspirational but also
practical and that have the buy-in, and how that
process will bed these people in? What about the
countries that are not taking part?
Paul Ladd: The architecture that we have tried to put
in place for consultation is at three levels:
national-level dialogues on post-2015; thematic,
slightly more expert-oriented dialogues, of which
there will be 11; and then a global outreach through
the web platform that I mentioned earlier. The national
dialogues, we think, are the cornerstone, and they are
important for many reasons, but firstly we think it is
the right thing to do. If you are going to have a
development framework that seeks to change people’s
lives for the better, then it is simply the right thing to
do to ask them what people think should be in it.
But secondly, there is a political imperative to make
sure that the work of not just the High Level Panel,
but also the Open Working Group, which is this
limited intergovernmental process, is informed by the
perspectives of people living in different parts of the
world. Also—more importantly, I believe, than this
slightly extractive approach—national conversations
around the sort of future that people want have the
potential to influence the national political process,
thereby informing national Government positions,
which are then brought to the UN for the full
intergovernmental process. This is an investment in
getting conversations started in parts of the world
where they would likely not start for a long time, and
therefore redressing the balance of a conversation that
is very well established in Europe, but not so well
established in other parts of the world.
We started off with 50. It was a stratified sample of
countries from different regions, of different income
levels, facing different development challenges. We
wanted to say, with that group of 50, that it was a
broadly representative group of countries, and
therefore was credible. Since then we have been
pleased, but also surprised, that a number of other
Governments have approached us and asked to initiate
the same sort of national conversation, and we have
sought to support them by mobilising additional
resources and technical support from the UN system
to make that happen. Currently there are 57 national
processes under way, and should there be more
interest, then we will also support anything up to a
larger number, possibly 100.

Q41 Chair: So what about the countries that do not
take part?
Paul Ladd: We have focused in the UN system on
what we would call our UN Development Group
programme countries, which are countries that are
middle-income or lower-income. We do not have a
remit to help with, or start, or be engaged in
conversations that will take place in Europe or North
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America, but we are very aware that those
conversations have already started. We hear from
Canada, for example, and Belgium, that they will be
seeking to initiate something very similar to a national
conversation on post-2015, and that will be reflected
then on the web platform as a place where views from
all over the world are sought.
Now if I understand correctly, your question is about,
“What if there is a particular country where this
conversation does not take place?” They may have
other priorities. There may be something more
pressing than thinking of something that may be
slightly esoteric and not really bite for another two to
three years. Where there is interest, all we can commit
to is to have this outreach and process, and we will
be there to support it. Where it is not a priority for a
country, we will not twist any arms.
Amina Mohammed: In addition to that, the Regional
Economic Commissions within the UN system do
have a strategy for outreach and are producing a report
in the new year, which will reflect those regional
concerns. In that we believe that their outreach on
consultation will have reached all countries.

Q42 Chair: I understand your sensitivity, and I do
not want to identify a country—that would be
invidious—but you say they have other priorities.
What greater priority is there than trying to ensure that
they eliminate poverty in a sustainable way?
Paul Ladd: There may be countries that are recently
out of crisis or a natural disaster, where the time of

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Charles Abugre Akelyira, Africa Regional Director, United Nations Millennium Campaign,
Professor Andrew Dorward, Professor of Development Economics, School of Oriental and African Studies,
and John McArthur, Senior Fellow, UN Foundation, gave evidence.

Q46 Chair: Good morning, gentlemen; thank you
very much indeed. You have obviously been here
through the previous session, and perhaps just for the
record, to begin with, you could introduce yourselves,
then we can continue the discussion. Charles?
Charles Abugre: I am Charles Abugre; I am the
Africa Regional Director of the UN Millennium
Campaign, and I am based in Nairobi.
John McArthur: I am John McArthur. I am a Senior
Fellow at the UN Foundation and non-resident Senior
Fellow at the Brookings Institute, and I was
previously Manager and Deputy Director of the UN
Millennium Project, in the early days of the MDGs.
Professor Dorward: My name is Andrew Dorward; I
am Professor of Development Economics at the
School of Oriental and African Studies in the
University of London, and representing a group across
different colleges in the university with different
disciplinary expertise.

Q47 Chair: Perhaps we can just pick up from where
we left off, with where the High Level Panel process
is going. You obviously come to it from an outside
perspective. I suppose the first question is—and
perhaps particularly the last part of the engagement
we have just had was illustrative of this—do you think

the Government, which is quite limited on some of
these aspects, will be focused.

Q43 Chair: So it is about the resource to actually
focus?
Paul Ladd: Yes, but our position is clear. For those
countries that have the capacity and the willingness to
engage, the UN is there to support them.

Q44 Chair: Thank you very much indeed. That has
been an extremely helpful start. Is there anything you
want to ask us, or leave with us? Obviously this is an
inquiry that we will be conducting over the next few
weeks, so if there are any comments or thoughts that
occur to you that you feel you want to communicate
with us after this, please do so. We very much
welcome that, and you will be able to see on the web
what is going on as we take further evidence. Thank
you both very much indeed, and can I simply say from
the chair, but on behalf of the Committee, we wish
you well. It is a big challenge.
Amina Mohammed: The UK are very much a part of
the challenge, so we will do it together.

Q45 Chair: We appreciate that; thank you very
much.
Amina Mohammed: Thank you very much for giving
us this opportunity.

the Panel’s approach is sufficiently consultative, or is
it likely to be perceived in the way that the MDGs
were, certainly at the outset, as a sort of gift to the
world from the political elite, rather than something
that is organically created by the people it is supposed
to impact on—namely, poor people, or people in need
of development progress?
Charles Abugre: The process has kicked off quite a
bit of a buzz, at least from where I come from.
Already, independent of the High Level Panel process,
there are various civil society groups organising,
organisations for people with disabilities, women’s
movements. There are a lot of poverty hearings and
community hearings that have been planned, well
ahead of the official, national-led process. This buzz
is useful by itself, and we have time then to extend it.
We have also seen quite a bit of buzz already
beginning at the regional level. I think that point was
made by Paul earlier.
It is not just the national processes; there are also
regional processes. In the case of Africa, the
Economic Commission for Africa and the African
Union, together with the African Development Bank,
have already started a process of reviewing the
MDGs, establishing the gaps, and they have a survey
going on expectations post-2015. This is
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complementary. The real task is how to pool all of
this buzz together in a manner that makes sense—
both feeding into the High Level Panel’s report, and
ultimately the Secretary General’s report, but beyond
that, keeping the conversations going up to the point
of negotiations.

Q48 Chair: Are you confident that this buzz is
around the same agenda, if you know what I mean?
You hear people say, “We want this, we want this, we
want this.” You have a Panel, and then the process
beyond the Panel needs to crunch all that down into
something that is manageable. Do you feel the people
engaged in all these dialogues are connecting that they
need to turn it into something that fits? Indeed, if you
take that approach, is that reasonable, or should they
simply say, “We want to demand that it is done the
way we want it”?
Charles Abugre: There will have to be both. It has to
be pooled together in such a way that it is a
meaningful feed in to a report, and into the UN-led
process. Those are some of the things that we are
trying to do, for example. Civil society organisations
are moving towards creating: they have created their
own web platform; they are intending to create their
own secretariat close to the co-chair in Monrovia, so
there is a singular feed in to it. They are working on
a framework for synthesising their own input, so that
it is meaningful and can be absorbed by the High
Level Panel.

Q49 Chair: So we are in quite a different space than
we were at the time that the MDGs were effectively
hatched up in a room in New York, but perhaps other
members of the panel would like to comment?
John McArthur: I give a slightly different view of
the history of the MDGs, with full respect to the
history from which they emerged. In a sense it is an
extraordinary victory that we are even talking about
the MDGs today, because it is a myth in many places
that the targets were not set in 2000. They were set in
2000, very explicitly, but then they were drawn
together in 2001, and it was really in 2002, at the
Monterrey conference on financing for development,
that they became real, in my view. In any sense of
practice and broad reference, the MDGs really only
started in March 2002. That, then, was a translation
process that had many debates around it.
But we have to remember what it came from. It came
from the late 1990s, where any debate around
international development goals was strongly
repudiated by many in civil society. It was dubbed
propaganda by a famous civil society leader on behalf
of the international financial institutions. There was
strong distrust; there was the “Battle in Seattle” at the
end of 1999. They could not even complete the WTO
congress at the time. It was a very difficult time for
international discussions. From that process, the
multiple agreements of the 1990s that were drawn
together in the Millennium Declaration set those
targets, which then became an increasingly, I would
say, resonant reference point, especially once they
converged with the financial system processes.
The convergence of diplomacy and resources is
essential to this whole question, whether it is domestic

resources or global resources. Going back to some of
the questions that came up earlier, it was only in 2005
that the translation from the global process to the
country process was confirmed in the World Summit
outcome, paragraph 22(a), which said that every
country would have support to implement a national
development strategy ambitious enough to achieve the
MDGs by the end of 2006. That was a huge process
of convergence, I would say, of many, many threads
being woven together: many, many activists, many
academics, many politicians and so forth.
I worked with Ambassador Wickstead when I was
managing the UN Millennium Project. Just to clarify
the history, it was not just the Commission for Africa;
there was this extraordinary global process around the
MDGs, with hundreds and hundreds of people
involved. But even as it was implemented, I would
say it was implemented imperfectly in many quarters.
I am publicly on the record saying that I think the
World Bank should have done better on this, because
even the World Bank, with all its tremendous talent
and leadership, to this day has not fully converged the
goals with the processes. We have to understand that
these goals are not an endpoint solution. They are a
policy instrument, which has, imperfectly but very
powerfully, been a common reference point for civil
society, for policy, for developing countries and
developed countries.
In one sense, yes, these conversations came out of a
conference room in New York, but in another sense
they came out of a global funnelling of conversations
into one place, in time to become real. There is a real
balancing act that the world faces today. I have had
the privilege to work with Ms Mohammed for many
years. We could not be more fortunate as a world than
to have someone with her credibility and talent in that
position, and we all owe her gratitude for taking on
such responsibility, because as has been discussed, it
is so difficult.
But as we move forward, we need to understand that
there is a very tight balancing act between the
finishing line of the next three years and the
convergence that needs to happen, iteratively, towards
the following generation. The success of the next three
years will beget the success of the following
generation. Not to go into it at too much length, but
we really need to understand the multiple threads that
are under way here, which come together. Ultimately,
in my view, this is not just a government conversation
today; it is a global conversation. We need to figure
out how to make those, with the new technologies of
the world, converge as well.

Q50 Chair: Mr Dorward?
Professor Dorward: I am not an expert on the High
Level Panel processes, so I will not comment much
on that, but I very much agree with Charles that there
is a real buzz around civil society, which I observe
from the sidelines. We would identify some particular
challenges. One is that achieving real bottom-up
participation is very difficult. It is time-consuming,
and it requires people to step out of their comfort
zones. I work particularly in agriculture, and it is very,
very difficult to have poor farmers represented. You
can find farmer organisations, but it is normally
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middle-level farmers who are the leaders in it, who
then have the most voice. I do not think that problem
is going to be unique to agriculture. There is a real
challenge there.
Another challenge is matching the bottom-up and the
top-down views and processes, and trying to make
them meet, and particularly getting the views of
middle-level professionals, who will be the ones
actually implementing these matters. One other
question here that I think is challenging, and which I
have not heard mentioned today, is the question of
what the objectives of this process actually are. Is it
to mobilise resources? Is it to get political buy-in at
global level? Is it to improve political buy-in at
national level? Is it to increase accountability at
national level? What are the objectives? Is it all of the
above? I would have thought that is a really big
question.
There are chicken and egg problems: how do you deal
with process objectives and content all at the same
time, since they all depend on each other? Which
comes first? I do not think that any of them come first,
but they all have to be addressed. That relates to
another issue, which is something that we have
thought about a lot: the question of holism, and trying
to have a holistic view that takes account of the
interactions between the different goals. This was a
weakness of the MDG process, and an understandable
one. It is very challenging to try to achieve that
holism; it is particularly challenging to try to achieve
it in processes of consultation.

Q51 Chair: Thank you for that; those are three
different but complementary views. Mr McArthur
quite rightly took us through the process of how the
MDGs got to where they are today, but to the extent
that they are well acknowledged, I suppose, just to
pick up your point about what it is for, is it not the
case that they gave practical focus to actually
delivering measurable improvements in people’s
quality of life? Isn’t it about mobilising all the various
players to try to deliver something that is concretely
improving the lives of poor people? The question is
how you mobilise all the right parts, and ensure that
the people who are most affected by it have a say in
how it is articulated and expressed. Is that fair?
Professor Dorward: I would just like to raise a
question there, which is how far there was complete
national ownership of the MDGs. It took time, and for
example, how far are the MDGs part of China’s
policies? That is a big question, because China has its
own goals, and China is a very big global player. We
have a very different global architecture from what we
had in 2000 and in the years immediately following
that. That has implications for asking what the goals
of the MDG, or International Development Goal,
process should be in the future. We also have, as we
have heard this morning, a much greater set of issues
around the environment. As you said, they have
particular problems and difficulties: are they
addressed through protocols, through targets, or
through resource allocations? Those are quite big
questions.

Q52 Mr McCann: My questions lead on from that,
gentlemen. There has always been a debate about the
aspirational nature of the MDGs, or the practicality of
delivering them, and there is a train of thought now,
which many people advocate, that the incorporation
of human rights should be part of the post-2015
framework. Do you buy that, each of you? Do you
take on board that argument? Where do you think the
balance lies? Do you think that human rights should
be incorporated post-2015?
Charles Abugre: In many ways, yes; in some ways,
be careful. Yes, because if you look at the human
rights framework holistically, both the civic and
political rights issues and the socio-economic rights,
you could say that by an extension of a lot of the
current MDG goals, you would be addressing some
of the socio-economic rights issues, such as universal
access to healthcare and universal access to education,
including secondary education, and so on and so forth.
It is moving from the minimalist to something
broader, ensuring that you do not undermine the basis
for human rights principles, addressing issues of
discrimination and inequalities, and finding a way to
measure those very significant issues of human rights
principles that also affect civic and political rights
issues, part of which is reflected in the current
conversations about what is doable in terms of targets
or goals on governance and political freedoms. Some
of those elements could meaningfully be reflected in
the follow-up agenda as a bigger exchange.
I said “Be careful,” because we could also lose the
essence of a global agreement when we frame the
issues in such a broad way that we are unable to
achieve the issue of concreteness as well. If the
principles can feed in to very specific goals and
objectives, that will definitely take us forward, and
there is that type of discussion. The final issue, of
course, on human rights principles is the question of
accountability. The accountability question is
particularly important, especially when we evaluate
MDG 8, for example. Other MDGs have a weak but
clearer accountability framework. For MDG 8, or the
International Partnership Framework, whatever the
future goal is, accountability as a human rights
principle would be useful, but again, what does that
mean concretely?

Q53 Mr McCann: In a practical sense, does that
mean you would differentiate, for example, in terms
of human rights, that there should be a commitment
in relation to women’s issues, but that it would be
more difficult in the sense of the right to health
regarding our commitments on HIV and AIDS?
Charles Abugre: It is easier in the right to health, in
the sense that you extend it to universal healthcare.
There is already a movement building on universal
healthcare, seeking to extend the gains of the
health-related MDGs, and universal education, but
also quality and equitable education. On the issues of
socio-economic rights, it is much easier to apply the
human rights principles. On the civic and political
rights agenda, the debate will be more difficult, but
the entry point will be on the governance and
accountability framework.
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John McArthur: I would generally agree with what
Charles said. I am of the view that the MDGs have
been extremely beneficial to many core human rights,
for example the progressive realisation of the right to
health, a fundamental tenet of many in the human
rights community. We have had dramatic
breakthroughs in that area globally. There is another
general tension to be navigated on all of these issues,
which is goals around areas where we have clear
agreement globally, versus goals around areas for
which we might want to seek agreement. The example
of climate change was raised before. It is somewhat
analogous in the nature of the debates, with very
different views among different constituencies.
The Millennium Declaration has very clear statements
on human rights as preamble, if you will, to the
Millennium Development Goals. It is there, but the
notion of solving the political rights through a set of
goals is quite different. It is also much more difficult
around issues of measurement and tracking, which are
so central to the Goals’ success. We have seen that
where the measurement is tighter as a system, there is
a much higher probability of success of the Goals.
This also links to the broader discussions around
governance, which is in my view one of the other
central debates of this discussion: how can notions of
accountability be pursued? How might that link to
issues of transparency in fiscal matters, which is a
common view around the world, even where there are
political debates? This has to be managed very
carefully, and there is a movement in some quarters
to use the goal process to solve the political debates.
My view is that we should use the goals to establish
targets around areas where there is pre-existing
agreement, and then diffuse.
I would just add briefly that the MDGs, as we look at
history, have what I would call direct effects and
indirect effects. The indirect effects are much less
appreciated. We have seen things like the fusion of
the global MDG campaign and the global health
campaign, originally through the AIDS treatment
effort. Dr Jim Kim, when he was head of the HIV/
AIDS effort, of course, at the World Health
Organisation, introduced the “3 by 5” target. It is a
great example. This was very controversial at the time
in much of officialdom, and we have to remember that
at the beginning of 2001, there was no international
effort for any treatment. By the end of 2005, the target
was 3 million people on treatment. By 2005, roughly
1.4 million were on treatment. They did not even get
50% of the way. However, this was very much of one
with the notion of goal-based service delivery targets,
and the introduction of that target changed mindsets
around what was possible, because only four years
previously there was no real effort to do anything.
Now today, as at the end of 2011, we have more than
8 million people on treatment.
Even the “3 by 5” goal, which only went halfway
there, if you will, was fundamental in changing the
way the subsequent scale-up worked, with the
Gleneagles agreement and the World Summit
agreement for universal access to treatment by 2010.
There were spillover effects that changed things, and
I would argue even China had a doubling of the rate
of decline of child mortality since 2000, which is

conceivably linked to a broader global effort to scale
up public health services. One cannot say that in a
conclusive manner, but it is quite likely. We need to
understand how these norms proliferate quite
distinctly from the policy mechanisms that are very
explicit.
Professor Dorward: I think both of those are very
helpful. This is something that in our group we
debated quite a lot. We came to the conclusion that
we have to put aspirations on the table, and not shy
away from difficult things. This, as was mentioned
earlier, will be a process of negotiation, and one has
to start negotiations putting as much on the table as
possible, and then seeing what you can get out of it
in the end. Different aspects of human rights should
definitely be there, in our view, on the table at the
beginning.

Q54 Mr McCann: John, perhaps I can put this
directly to you. There is a danger that there is a
massive contradiction here. Under the existing MDG
framework, some of the targets are based on universal
terms, and others are relative. For example, the target
for income equality is to halve the number of people
living below the poverty line, and by dint of that, we
are condemning the other half not to be looked after
during the period concerned. Does that not then
impinge on the human rights of the other half?
John McArthur: I have two answers to that. One is
that the MDGs are put in a no-win situation on this.
Even if they help transform the outcomes for half,
they will be criticised for the other half not being
addressed. The world is quite different today, as many
have said, from 2000, when poverty rates in Africa
had been going up for a generation and child death
rates had been going up throughout the 1990s, for
example; there were many problems where the trends
were quite terrible. Many of these goals have helped
and been part of a deep process of changing the
trends.
Keeping in mind the history, where these goals were
extracted from the Millennium Declaration, which
was a political process speaking largely to the
anti-globalisation protests and, after the Asia crisis of
1997 and 1998, at a very profound time of anti-
globalisation in many corners of the world, I do
believe this was a best effort among diplomats and
politicians to pull things together.
What we have now, which we did not have then, is
the chance for a more rigorous process, a more
consultative process. There were 700 million mobile
phone accounts in 2000; of course now there are more
than 6 billion. This is a very different global
conversation opportunity. There are many
imperfections in the way the goals were designed, like
primary education but not secondary, which is clearly
an imperfection. Over the next couple of years,
through the High Level Panel, for which I think a
political-visioning process would be my description of
its best role, rather than an academic process, there is
the opportunity to bring many of these constituencies
on to a similar page. We could then see a very clear
vision set that is universal.
Some colleagues and I have recommended a simple
vision of getting to zero on extreme poverty as at least
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one central component of the overall agenda. That
means minimum standards for humanity by 2030,
with explicit targets for every community,
sub-national unit and country in the world. That would
be a universal standard for human rights, and it would
be a very interesting and historic achievement for
humanity. What needs to go into that vision, and who
needs to set their own mechanisms of accountability,
inside and outside government, is a very important
conversation. I believe there is a lot of scope for
creativity around that, and many of us, whether we
are in civil society, the research community, or the
industry and business community, can start to set quite
ambitious processes around this.
One of the other things that is different about the
world is that, firstly, it is not strictly bifurcated
between high-income and low-income countries. We
know the majority of the poorest people now live in
middle-income countries. There is also a lot more, I
would say, respect and support for ingenuity in the
complements to Government. That is not to minimise
the role of Government, which is profound, but to
work alongside it. I think that is one of the more
exciting threads of discussion that the High Level
Panel cannot necessarily answer in the first instance
but at least create processes around, and even norms
around, where the three co-chairs, for example, could
convene leaders from all walks of life around the
world to set their agenda for this over the next couple
of years.

Q55 Mr McCann: A final question, Chair, and it is
to all three gentlemen: how should women’s rights be
addressed in the post-2015 framework? Charles, give
John a rest.
Charles Abugre: There are a lot of consultations on
that, and we will begin to get that from the gender
rights and women’s rights groups as we go along.
What I am hearing from the discussions so far is both
specific and cross-cutting—cross-cutting in the sense
that, if we took the issues of inequities seriously, the
targets set in each goal would include issues to deal
with inequities, including gender inequities. If we take
food and nutrition, it is not an average that we want.
We know enough now about the implications of
malnutrition in women, and the impact on children
and the rest of their lives, to understand that we need
to break that down.
If we address inequities, including gender inequities,
in all of these goals, including the income goal, then
we would see that, when it comes to certain targets,
whether those targets are globally set or nationally set,
our challenge would be statistical. How do we invest
in the ability to generate the data to demonstrate such
things? That is the cross-cutting. On every issue of
power and powerlessness, when you simply integrate,
you lose.
There needs to be a focus on gender inequalities,
maybe in an extension of the more political part of
the MDG-type goals—the issues of participation in
the economy, and the issues of participation in politics
and decision-making. But again, it is a statistical thing
that we need to invest in, in order to show it. The
specific and the cross-cutting allow us to address the
issue of gender, but also various forms of

differentiation that feed back into gender inequalities
as well.

Q56 Mr Michael McCann: Andrew, go ahead.
Professor Dorward: Excellent. I agree.
John McArthur: I would too. Again, on this notion
of minimum standards for humanity, if we take a
notion of zero extreme poverty, broadly defined, it
could include child mortality targets for boys and
girls, and it could be gender disaggregated on each
thing. It would mean thinking systematically about the
groups, and it would apply also to many minority
groups, which in many parts of the world are
dramatically excluded from core services. It is a nice
simple framework to tackle a lot of the inequality
questions that have many angles of inequality, of
which gender is one of the most profound.
We have a challenge coming out of the MDGs. I
would call the gender equality target inadequate for
tackling many of the challenges. This is ultimately a
political conversation. There is no issue where active
global debate is more merited, in my view. It is
different from child mortality, which is a little more
nuts-and-bolts technical; people die for certain
reasons. This is more of an autonomy question, or an
autonomous set of questions around identity, rights,
self, and manifestation of pursuit of the things we all
consider of value in a global society. We know that it
should be better than past goals.
A big question is how this applies to other countries.
It is certainly not just a question of low-income or
middle-income countries. It is equally, in many
instances, a question of high-income countries, and of
course that is a hot topic of debate in many parts of
the world this week. Those are serious issues that
merit very serious and intensive global discussion
around not only how we pursue these things but how
we measure progress against them.

Q57 Chair: A particular point you mentioned was
the elimination of absolute poverty by 2030. This is
something that the President of the World Bank has
indicated he wants the World Bank to consider as a
possible objective. That suggests a more common set
of goals. Do you think the World Bank is more
bought-in this time, or will be more bought-in than
was the case before?
John McArthur: I have enormous admiration for
Jim—Dr Kim—and I was delighted when I saw him
making these comments publicly. Again, I have had
the privilege to work with him for many years, in
different capacities, and he is very serious about this.
At the same time, I tweeted, “Remarkable that this
even merits a headline,” in response to the news that
the World Bank is considering focusing on extreme
poverty and ending extreme poverty. I think it was the
Financial Times. That speaks, in my view, to a bit of
drift in the governance of that institution, and this
links back to points on accountability. One of the
challenges around the Millennium Development
Goals that my colleagues and I spent a couple of years
on was the financing estimates—what it might cost to
achieve these goals. We spent a couple of years on
bottom-up assessments of several countries, best
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guess. It was in the order of 0.54% of rich country
GNP by 2015.
Of course we are nowhere near that, and also we know
that the famous, historic Gleneagles commitments of
2005, as an aggregate, fell short by more than $10
billion. We know that the L’Aquila commitments of
the G8 and G20 in 2009 have fallen short. That puts
colleagues at the World Bank in a very difficult
position as a financial institution. My own view is
that, in looking at the Bank, this has to be a
conversation at the staff level. It is important that their
board is asking them for ideas. It is a management
issue to help provide the leadership.
The management of the Bank has been quite
politically committed to these goals, but also the
boards, the members, and the shareholders have a real
responsibility to drive the agenda as well, because
there is a reporting relationship. Bank staff are
ultimately operating within the financial constraints of
their shareholders that are handed down to them. This
is, in my view, underappreciated, because that often
leads to a suppression of discussion of true need. It
would be an enormous service to the world if we can
have a more amplified discussion called for, even if it
is a matter of saying, “How far could we get, if there
were more support?” or, “What would it look like to
release the bottlenecks to get this job done?”
I would just add that we have to keep in mind that the
previous President of the United States did not say
the words “Millennium Development Goals” publicly
until September 2005, and his Ambassador to the UN
tried to eliminate the Millennium Development Goals
from the international system in August 2005. This
was not a 100% conducive environment. But the
Goals were so strong and so resonant, and then Prime
Minister Blair and at the time Chancellor Brown, and
so many others, provided tremendous leadership, with
many others, to keep it on the agenda. We have to see
this never as a predetermined set of processes, but as
an iterative set of processes, where a partnership
strategy of political leaders from different
constituencies and different corners of the world can
be extremely effective, if they approach it with a very
persistent mindset.

Q58 Hugh Bayley: I was very impressed with the
way Charles focused on the need to address
inequalities. I am sure the Millennium Development
Goals have, in catalysing change, done more good
than harm, but it is undoubtedly the case that, if you
set relativistic goals, you will increase inequality.
There is no incentive to raise somebody from 50 cents
per day to 90 cents a day, because you do not receive
a tick in the MDG box. You concentrate on the people
with 90 cents a day, and bringing them up to 100.
This process has to look ruthlessly at the intended and
unintended consequences of the MDGs. For instance,
“3 by 5” was great for generating medication for
people with HIV and AIDS, but it was pretty bad
news for a whole-health-system approach.
If we are going to set targets for post-2015 and do not
address the issue of reducing inequality, it seems to
me we will perpetuate some of the downside of the
MDGs. It is easy to say, but it is very difficult to do,
so perhaps I should start with the economist here. You

obviously need, as Charles suggests, to focus on
women, to focus on ethnic minorities, to focus on the
very poor, low-caste people, and so on. But how do
you construct goals that will address inequality? Some
universal goals will, but some may not have that
effect.
Professor Dorward: I do not know that I have
answers. What Charles said is that one sets goals that
focus on those for whom they are most important,
which will be those who are at the bottom. One does
not necessarily set boundaries to cross, but one sets
shifts to make in which everyone is included. Relative
shifts, “reduce the proportion” and things like that, are
not particularly helpful. Achieving particular
standards is more useful than changing proportions.
Then one comes up with the huge practical problem
that different countries have different resources, and
different extents of problems. There is the well known
problem of, if you like, not so much a moving of the
goalposts but the African goalposts being set an awful
lot further back than the goalposts of other countries
on other continents. A very important principle here is
disaggregation, and also subsidiarity, so that working
towards particular targets, countries are able to set
their own goals that reflect priorities between different
sectors and different goals, and reflect also the
availability of resources and the likelihood of being
able to achieve things. More subsidiarity allows and
encourages more local ownership, local buy-in, and
allows the possibility of a more equitable focus.

Q59 Hugh Bayley: I am encouraged by that
approach, but I would not want to create a series of
targets that allow countries—I am going to stereotype
here—with autocratic Governments that are not
particularly interested in poverty alleviation to say,
“We are setting local targets.” I am going to be very
cynical here, but those will be targets that do not
address rural poverty. Following Andrew’s comments,
first of all, does it make sense within each target or
goal to add a coda that says, “And in doing so, to
reduce inequality in access to healthcare,” or
whatever? Does it make sense to put an inequality and
equality framework around each area of work? That
is the first question.
Secondly, following Andrew’s suggestion that you
might have a different set of goals—he called it
subsidiarity—in different parts of the world and
different countries, it has long occurred to me that if
you want to address absolute poverty in Mozambique,
shall we say, you need donor countries to fund access
to a basic universal healthcare system, and access to
universal primary and perhaps secondary education;
but in India, you do not need outsiders to do it.
Somebody said that there are more poor people in
middle-income countries than in poor countries, but
the difference between Mozambique and India is that
if there is a political will in India, the Government of
India can redistribute from a middle class that is
bigger than the whole of the population of the
European Union to people who are poorer.
To what extent should you set funding responsibilities
from the international community for the poorest
countries as well as internal redistribution priorities to
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address inequality for middle-income and richer
countries? I take that point as well.
Charles Abugre: On an earlier question, Andrew
made the point about what the objective of all of this
really is. Clearly there are multiple objectives, and he
outlined them. One of the important things is that they
offer one more opportunity and space for
conversations between citizens and state, citizens and
their Government. It does not resolve everything, it is
not the only one, but it is an important space that feeds
into a global space. Inequality is one of these issues
that clearly require a political consensus to address it.
It requires a coalition, politically, in any country to
address it. It is more than simply targets.
The hope is that, as this issue becomes part of the
discussion, we all realise, as more work is being done,
that the inequalities affect us differently but similarly
in many ways. It affects our ability to develop our
economies, to keep ourselves in relative peace and
harmony, and so many things that we now know from
research. The way that I see it, for example, would be
giving the political opportunity to discuss this. Target
setting is actually national, in my view. Goal setting
could be global, in my view, but if you can encourage
goal setting, and maybe one layer of target setting that
also addresses inequalities, then each country level
discusses what that actually means in terms of the
reality of their context.
If there is a broad goal on addressing inequalities, then
we can have a shared understanding of what we mean
by the inequalities and we can start to work on the
data issues, which means that we are looking at a
multiple approach to reporting on inequalities. Doing
something about that in terms of resource allocation
is then part of the political consensus. Now there is
always a role for the international community in terms
of international finance and development assistance,
but as John was saying, we are in a different situation,
where, increasingly, most countries can do a lot more
than they are currently doing, or were able to do
from 2005.
That is the political consensus. It is also the reason
why, in my view, this ought to be truly global;
addressing inequalities and differentiations remaining
in our society is for all countries. Many developing
countries will find encouragement in not only being
told to address their inequalities but in seeing also
that the richer countries have committed themselves
to addressing their own differentiations as part of the
global agenda. Then, I think, it is doable.
John McArthur: This is a very tricky issue, because
even the word inequality has so many different
connotations in different parts of the world. However,
this is fast evolving. In the United States, where this
would not have been a common conversation, you are
seeing real public debates over inequality for maybe
the first time in a generation or more. My general view
is that the goals should go as far as the politics allows.
At the same time, I would argue that this has often
been misunderstood in the context of the MDGs. What
we have seen in the MDGs in practice is much more
emphasis on universal access and systems building.
I have a slightly different read, again, on the HIV
debates, because what we saw is that the notion of
needing to deliver pills drew extraordinary attention

to the need for broader health systems, and in that
process we have seen an apex model where there has
been a fanning out of investments and prioritisation,
to the extent that we now have a major global effort
around community health workers and frontline health
workers, as a low-cost delivery mechanism. Similarly,
as the efforts for infectious disease and child mortality
were making so much progress, the goal for maternal
mortality stood out that much more for its stagnation,
and then in 2008 we saw a big global push on
maternal mortality, which of course hinges on health
systems. Even the malaria control effort was based
on universal access to long-lasting, insecticide-treated
nets—universal access.
In practice I have seen very few instances of people
going for the cheap, inequality-enhancing option.
What I have more commonly seen is that often,
semi-paradoxically, it is cheaper to go for the easiest
cases, like the expansion of immunisations, so that has
been where people have gone first, because it is quite
low cost to go after the very first level of service
delivery in some instances. This has to be appreciated
as more layered than often discussed. I would also
agree with the notion of thinking through this in terms
of building on the programmes of universal access,
and then to the extent that the politics can handle the
word “inequality”, loaded as it might be, the world
community is more ready for that conversation than it
has been for quite some time. That is an important
attribute of this.

Q60 Chris White: Thank you for that comprehensive
answer. What do you think should be included in the
post-2015 framework? Do you think there is a danger
of trying to include so much that the framework
becomes overly complex?
Professor Dorward: That is the big question, isn’t it?
Chris White: Yes.
Professor Dorward: It should try to be as holistic as
possible. I would favour having main themes. We as
a group put together a proposal that had something
like 12 main themes, but instead of having three on
health, it had one on health. But we have to address
other things, like climate change. We have to think
about population stabilisation, water,
communications; these are critical things that were not
in the MDGs or were in the MDGs “light”, if you like.
These things need to be there, and I would suggest the
simplification comes from having some overarching
sets of goals. We have proposed something like
wellbeing; stunting is another potentially very useful
one, because so many things feed in to stunting.
Underneath that you have these different areas, if you
like, but there will be different priorities in different
countries as to which of those areas they should focus
on, depending on where they are furthest behind or
most problematic.

Q61 Chris White: Do you think that a simplification,
or your suggestion for simplification, could lead to a
lack of focus?
Professor Dorward: It could do, yes. Another
problem is that the MDGs have been politically
successful because they are easy to grasp and
communicate. If you have too many areas, then you
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lose that simplicity. But that also has led to gaps, and
there is the old problem of whether, as the world
moves on, you can put things out in order to bring
other things in, or whether you just bring other things
in. It is quite difficult to push out many, if any, of the
things in the current MDGs, but we know there are
some things that need to come in.
By dealing with an overarching goal or measure, like
wellbeing or stunting, which is very good
measurability-wise and in its links to other things, and
making that a focus, and then allowing this question
of global goals and national targets, which I think is
very helpful—and those national targets would be
targets for how to work towards and contribute to the
global goals—you address to some extent your
problem of particular countries, in a sense, opting out.

Q62 Chris White: Do you think it will be more
difficult to measure progress under these terms?
Professor Dorward: How do we measure progress at
the moment? We have these particular goals and
targets, and there are three or four targets for most of
the goals. You are getting up to quite a large number
of goals, and then we pick them out selectively: MDG
1 receives possibly the most attention; gender does
not receive as much attention. We already have some
self-selection coming in there. That is probably
inevitable. The danger then is that you have a
self-selection that is not appropriate to particular
countries, which is where this country stuff is
important.

Q63 Chris White: That is a fair comment. Just while
we are on the theme of the framework, where would
you see employment, or adequate levels of
employment, being there?
Professor Dorward: I would put it in terms of
livelihoods and people’s incomes. That links in with
poverty levels in terms of incomes. It also links in
with food, because food prices are so critical to
people’s real incomes, and so I would see those things
coming in there. I would bring a lot together under a
livelihoods headline. If you were to quiz me on how
we could have a livelihoods goal, I would have to say,
“Let me go away and think for a few months.”

Q64 Chris White: You have answered my question,
thank you. Would you like to add to that?
John McArthur: I would just add that I have spent the
past 10 years explaining the Millennium Development
Goals to people, and by the time I get to Goal 5, the
eyes glaze. We have to appreciate that there is a
carrying capacity for advocacy. We have eight goals
right now, some of which are highly specific and
highly quantified in targets, some of which not. My
view is that they all should be, and so that is a
criterion for including anything. But there is a bit of
a magic number issue in terms of how many we can
have as goals. I agree that there should be a
straightforward goal of basic health for all, with
proper targets under that. There should be a basic goal
of basic education for all, with proper targets under
that. Whatever the outcome of this global political
process is, it does truly, sincerely, seriously need to
worry about how many items there are on the agenda.

That will matter with enormous consequence. It is a
dilution effect. I would not go to more than 10, for
sure, but I would like to keep it close to eight if
possible, because that will help.
At the same time, I want to come back to the notion
of subsidiarity. The basic answer here is that it
depends on how the global goals are framed. If the
global goals are framed as some common standard,
then by all means it makes total sense to have every
country figure out their targets so that they are locally
actionable. It is very important that they are actionable
and monitorable at the local level. If the global vision
is very vague, such as, “Incorporate the principles of
sustainable development into national strategies,” then
we can predict how that will turn out. We need to
make sure that there is, in my recommendation, a crisp
vision with ample scope for the “how to”. One of the
reasons that the Millennium Goals were so effective
is that they were agnostic on the “how to”. It is often
an underappreciated point, but we do need an extra
layer, because the local discussion has to be specific
on what it is going to do.
Charles Abugre: I just wanted to add, from the
intergovernmental discussions I have been involved in
in Africa, there is much less contention. We have to
achieve all of the goals in the end, even the goal of
addressing disparities and inequalities, politically, at
that level, as distinct from national level. Then there
are the so-called enablers—the question of “how to”.
The main critique of the MDGs by many African
Governments, although they were also probably the
ones who bought into them the most, is that somehow
or other they have tended also to undermine their key
enabler, or did not enforce them, which is structurally
changing their economies.
This is a bigger thing than growth, for example. It is
more like: “We want to get out of primary commodity
dependence. We want to diversify our economies. We
want to build bigger local capacity for business. We
want our civil service to be more equipped and
stronger, not reduced and weak.” This enabler-level
discussion is probably the hottest issue to deal with.
Whether they are appropriate for global-level
agreement, I am not sure, because there is also buy-in
to the subsidiarity issue. The balance of goals,
however, must be set such that they are not seen to
undermine the building of more holistic societies, in a
way that many would interpret some of the MDGs to
have done, in the sense that they biased the way
societies are built with the limited resources that they
have, and things like that, and the planning process.

Q65 Richard Burden: You may have covered this
already, so my apologies for not being here for the
early part of the session. Listening to discussion so
far, which seems to be crystallising around a
comprehensive but nevertheless limited—it sounds
like I am contradicting myself—number of goals but
with regional or local or national differentiation
around targets or semi-targets below that, the question
that was coming into my head, and has been done in
some of the discussions on the High Level Panel and
so on, is the question of governance: about where that
appears, and whether it should appear, as a goal or a
target, across the board or differentiated.
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You may have answered this question already, but
Human Rights Watch, for example, have said political
participation and freedom of speech should be there
in the framework and should be part of the process
that answers the “how to” question you have been
talking about. What are your thoughts on that?
John McArthur: Charles? We did talk about this a
little bit, and Charles gave a good answer.
Charles Abugre: I have two things from what you
said. On the issue of political participation, I do not
know how this will eventually fan out. I am sure that
if we go back to the Millennium Declaration, from
which the MDGs are partially derived, it is the vision
of a world in which development, peace, security and
political participation are clearly spelled out. In a
sense we are not starting afresh in that discussion. If
you go back to the Millennium Declaration as the
starting point, the question is whether this then
translates into overarching shared principles, or
specific goals. If they become shared principles, that
is already there. We can scale it up; we can highlight
it. If it is about goals, Andrew said he favours putting
everything on the table so we can have a good debate,
including political participation, political freedom,
and civic and political rights, those issues. But we
know that we would then have a tough negotiation. It
is about treatment as opposed to whether or not the
world has addressed them one way or another.
The only thing I also wanted to add is: at
governmental level, where do you approach this,
countrywide? In the consultation process, the
difficulties we are seeing come from the absence of
an interministerial approach to this. The absence of an
interministerial approach means that it ends up being
a planning activity, with the finance ministry being the
closest partner. That means that everything to do with
building the democratic framework for development
becomes difficult to feed in to the national-level
consultation in that sense.
Also, at the regional level, the particular set of
political entities that tend to have the least support are
the ministers of public services and the ministries of
public services—the entities that support the civil
service structure and deliver services. In terms of an
implementation framework, I would say that we do
need to think carefully about interministerial
approaches on public services for the right to services.
On the issue of political freedom, it already exists; the
debate is whether we can frame them as specific goals
that we can measure, or escalate them as overarching
principles.

Q66 Chair: Mr McArthur, you said that you wanted
no more than 10, and you thought they should be
quantifiable. Some of the written evidence we have
had, for example from CAFOD, says that we have
already agreed the MDGs, although the current ones
are slightly disparate and some are different in terms
of their information from others. What they are saying
is that nobody has said how you should achieve them.
It will vary country to country, but do you think they
should?
The particular example that is given is that you set an
objective, and you have articulated an even stronger
one, to eliminate or reduce absolute poverty. But it

may not be a country’s fault, if they are afflicted by
disaster, or crop failure, or climate change, that they
do not achieve it. Should there be something in there
that says what they should and should not have done,
and indeed, if they cannot achieve it, whose
responsibility it is?
John McArthur: These are great questions. My
recommendation would be not to get into the weeds
on how to do these things, for a couple of reasons.
One, there are principles of sovereignty, and countries
should have their scope to do things as they want, and
there are enough differences in how the societies that
are involved here are organised around the world that
I think it is very reasonable for them to have their
own approaches.
A second reason, very fundamentally, is technology.
Technologies are changing dramatically in many areas
that are relevant. There are many technologies today
that are considered frontline and normal that 10 to 15
years ago were not even developed or certainly
normal. That will probably continue to be the case in
many areas that we have not thought through, and
they will change how services are delivered. That is
exciting, but also hard to predict.
My general view would be, firstly, to keep it to the
fundamentals of what we are trying to achieve. This
is ultimately a diplomatic process, not a scientific
process at the global level. Secondly, this question of
whom to hold responsible is a very deep one.
Ultimately we live in a networked world, with systems
of joint accountability, and it is very difficult to give
attribution for success to any particular individual or
organisation.

Q67 Chair: They have no difficulty in claiming it.
John McArthur: Exactly. Often, many deserve it, but
there are also individual failures, and there are
profound points here: if a child dies for lack of a pill,
it is no-one’s fault, but if a child dies for a bad pill,
someone loses their job. We have an asymmetry in
how the world deals with these things, which is a deep
injustice. We need more accountability in the
international system, where people have delivery
targets for the organisations they run. We also need to
understand—and in the UN Millennium Project we
recommended—that the country-level strategy should
be very explicit, where the local government would
say, “Here is our part,” the international system would
say, “Here is our part,” and the donor community,
where that was pertinent, would say, “Here is our
part,” and be explicit about it. That is remarkably
difficult to do—to put that basic logic of
accountability into these structures.
That is why it was such a victory, as simple as it might
seem, to say, “Let each country be empowered to craft
its own strategy as the centrepiece to achieve these
goals,” in 2005, as imperfect as that has been. Who in
the G8 should be held accountable for the Gleneagles
shortcomings in 2010? That is a deep question. Who
in the ministries of health of the countries that do not
have the $10 billion should be held accountable for
scenario planning around whether the donor
community follows through or not? That is another
very complicated question. I do not know whether
they can be perfectly solved, but we can add many
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layers of transparency, with sunlight as disinfectant,
so that we at least avoid the downward spiral blame
games of people pointing their fingers at each other,
saying, “It is everyone’s fault,” which it often is not.

Q68 Chair: That is a very reasonable answer. What
we and the Panel will be wrestling with over the next
period of time is how you split the difference between
very high aspirations and very practical delivery, and
then the subdivision of what that means in practical
policies. As a Committee, for example, when the
Department for International Development produced
in its Annual Report a series of traffic lights showing
what the Millennium Development Goal performance
was country by country, what they did not do initially,
until we pressed them to do so, was explain how they
thought the UK Government’s policies were affecting
the colour of the traffic light. Otherwise they were not
accepting the linkage. These are things that will be
interesting to explore.
We very much appreciate the evidence you have
submitted, both in writing and in coming here, and as
I said to the other panellists, and always do say, this
is a process that we are continuing with; if you have
any reflections after this that you think would be
helpful to us, comments or additional thoughts, please
feel free to contribute them. We would be very happy
to receive them. Obviously we hope that this
interaction will help us produce something that is not
just interesting to Parliament but useful to the process.
John McArthur: If I may just offer one very quick
idea to be tabled for consideration: we have talked
about these three co-chairs, and the role they play. I
believe this might be one of the first parliamentary
discussions on these issues, and I congratulate the
Committee for the leadership. It is extraordinary what
this country is doing. At the same time, there is a need
for balance between this country as a leader on the
high-income side, Indonesia as a fast-growing,
emerging middle-income country, Liberia as a fragile
state. It is a pretty remarkable cross-section of the

issues that are coming up here. It might even be
interesting to collaborate with your fellow
parliamentarians in the different countries to discuss
their perspectives on these issues. One of the things
we tried to stimulate, and on which the Millennium
Campaign has worked a lot, is translating discussions
from the Administrations to the Parliaments, and a lot
of great ideas might come out of that at the
constituency level.
Hugh Bayley: May I answer this point? You are
absolutely right, but it is also essential that the process
engages in its outreach with parliamentarians, not as
an afterthought but as one of the building-blocks.

Q69 Chair: I would agree with that. All I was going
to say was that, as far as this Committee is concerned,
you are obviously speaking to the converted. We are
parliamentarians, and we like to engage with
parliamentarians wherever we can. I would also say
that the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association
and the International Parliamentary Union are quite
active in this area, and quite often organise some
really quite useful meetings of parliamentarians. They
often bring them here; people seem to like to come to
London for seminars, and that gives us a chance to
engage. It is a very good point.
We obviously do not have the capacity or the
resources to travel around to all those places, but we
can, in a variety of other ways, ensure that exchange.
It is a very fair point, and it is one that we are very
keen to try to explore. Maybe we should think about
whether there is anything more we can do to
encourage even online participation from other
parliamentarians. Perhaps on the particular point you
make, we should make a specific enquiry of the
Parliaments of Liberia and Indonesia and invite them
to submit something.
John McArthur: That is what I was suggesting, just
to keep it manageable.
Chair: Thank you very much for that very useful
suggestion. Thanks a lot.
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Q70 Chair: Good morning, and thank you very much
for coming in. I apologise for being slightly late, and
I apologise in advance that we have not actually
extended the time available, so we are slightly
compressed. As you may appreciate, it is DFID
Questions this morning, so the Committee has to
finish in time for that. We will finish this session at
half past 10. We will obviously try to cover as much
ground as possible but, if we can keep the questions
and answers brief, we will just finish at 10.30. For the
record, welcome; thank you for coming in. Could you
just formally introduce yourselves?
Lawrence Haddad: Lawrence Haddad, Director of the
Institute of Development Studies.
Eveline Herfkens: Eveline Herfkens, former
development minister in the Netherlands, former
member of the Board of the World Bank, former UN
ambassador in Geneva, but let me stop there—oh, 10
years parliamentarian.
Richard Morgan: Morning. Richard Morgan, a Senior
Adviser at UNICEF.

Q71 Chair: Thanks again. This is the context of the
question: we have had the MDGs; we are now looking
for their successors. What were the achievements of
the MDGs, in your view, and where do you think they
should go from here? It is a big question, but could
you summarise very crispy what your own take is.
Richard Morgan: In our view, the Millennium
Development Goals did help to crystallise and to
prioritise a focus on human development, as an
essential foundation for sustained progress. They did
help to guide governments in decision making in
developing countries in particular, as to where to focus
their efforts and to mobilise resources. It took two or
three years after they were formally adopted, in the
early 2000s, but we did see a coming together of
public support, bilateral support and governmental
focus in the developing world around these goals. To
that extent, in terms of mobilising resources and
efforts, particularly the focus on some neglected areas
of human development, like child health, basic
education and, to some extent, nutrition and clean
water, they were effective.
The other thing I would say in terms of achievement,
and again something to be built on and extended, is
that they catalysed efforts to improve data availability,
data collection and data analysis in developing
countries, such that, although I would say we are only

Alison McGovern
Fiona O'Donnell
Chris White

halfway there, there is a lot more available in terms
of household-level data now than there was 10 years
ago. This again is something to build on.
If we are talking about where we go from here, our
feeling is very much that there is significant
unfinished business. Many millions of people,
including poor families and children, are not yet
reached and need to be reached still. There are many
areas without basic services. At the same time, the
agenda needs to be broadened out to address new
challenges that have emerged since 2000, which I
think are quite well known to the Committee.
Eveline Herfkens: I very much agree. I really believe
that the Millennium Development Goals galvanised
attention on issues of global poverty more than
anything else ever in the development business has.
That has been an incredible achievement. It really
created this emerging collective consciousness in rich
countries that we cannot live in affluence the way we
do and, in the meantime, have that kind of extreme
poverty. That is morally unacceptable. I am personally
absolutely convinced that, without the Millennium
Development Goals and the campaigns that went with
them in several countries in Europe, the 2005 EU
commitments on the 0.7% would never have been
made. Not everybody lives up to them, but it was
really a breakthrough after decades. I also believe, and
if you interview civil society leaders in developing
countries they would confirm this, that it really helped
developing countries to empower citizens to hold their
governments to account, and it forced governments
thus to focus more in developing countries on the
issue of poverty and some of these neglected social
issues. I think that has been incredible.
It was really unique. It took 12 years to build
international consensus on these goals, but it had
never happened before. Every Government in the
world signed up to them, at the highest political
level—the financial institutions, the UN system, civil
society and local authorities. It has been an incredible
help in focusing this agenda. The fact that they were
simple, tangible and that they had deadlines you could
measure was very helpful. The building of that brand
name has been a huge capital investment. Whatever
the flaws, and I do not know if you want me to talk
about these now, it is really throwing out the baby
with the bathwater if we now say, “Okay, let’s do
something totally different.” Please do not destroy the
huge capital that we have with that brand name. More



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:28] Job: 024768 Unit: PG02
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_o002_db_CORRECTED 31.11.12.xml

International Development Committee: Evidence Ev 19

31 October 2012 Eveline Herfkens, Lawrence Haddad and Richard Morgan

or less all of these goals, as you know, are reducing
by half, reducing by two thirds, etc, so we still have
a lot of unfinished business. That does not mean that
we should not think about the flaws. I am not sure if
you want me to develop that now.
Chair: There will be opportunity to do that as the
questions proceed.
Eveline Herfkens: Now or later?

Q72 Chair: I think you will be able to do that later.
Lawrence, before you answer, you have specifically
said that you think that the MDGs had little impact on
the politics of developing countries. If that is the case,
you could perhaps explain why you take that view,
but also how, as we move forward, we could ensure
that they do.
Lawrence Haddad: Thanks, Malcolm. I think my
comment was about the policies. I do not think they
have changed the policies that much. This is based on
evaluations that I have read—two or three evaluations,
one by Richard Manning, one by Andy Sumner and a
couple of others—which basically say that the
discourse has been changed quite a bit in developing
countries and the poorer countries, but the policies
themselves have not changed that much and it is really
difficult to know whether the resource flows have
changed a lot. I am going to get back to that in a
second.
My reading of the evaluations of the MDGs is that it
is difficult to be conclusive, because actually there
was no monitoring and evaluation plan put in place at
the beginning. There needs to be a monitoring and
evaluation plan put in place in the next round of
MDGs, so we can actually evaluate them. The
evaluations say it has proved a rallying call and a
rallying point for development across the world. It has
probably led to increased ODA flows; it has probably
skewed those flows more towards the poorer countries
and sub-Saharan Africa; and it probably has directed
those flows more towards the MDG sectors
themselves, towards health and education. It has had
an impact at that global level for sure. It has also had
an impact in terms of a greater focus on outcomes
rather than inputs just by themselves, so it has
definitely had an impact on a lot of things, but it just
has not had as big an input at the national level for
some countries. For some countries, it has. Some
countries you will see have adapted and adopted the
MDGs for their own national purposes and goals. The
evaluations say that, for the majority, it has not had as
big an effect as we would have hoped.
Chair: That actually leads on to Richard Burden’s
line of questioning.

Q73 Richard Burden: Could I just get your views
on how far the next round should look towards global
goals? On the one hand, I think as you said, Eveline,
the fact that they have been global has meant, to some
extent, that they have been easy to understand. At a
global level, you can design targets that go with the
goals relatively easily, but the problem can be that it
does not always address inequalities between
countries and sometimes inequalities within countries
as well. Looking forward towards new goals, how far
should they be global? How far should they include

“developed countries” as well as developing
countries? How can we ensure that the targets that go
with them are relevant in all situations? For example,
you may be able to apply targets on transparency,
accountability and governance issues across the board
and they would be relevant across the board. Issues
such as safe drinking water may be much more
relevant in some countries than others. How do we
square that circle, would you say?
Richard Morgan: I would definitely suggest that there
are issues that are going to have to be addressed
globally. There needs to be global partnerships around
them and global monitoring mechanisms as well.
These are primarily issues coming out of the Rio+20
environmental sustainability agenda, which we think
should be integrated together with the unfinished
business, taking forward the work on the MDGs in
one coherent framework. There would be a global
element that would be to do, primarily, with
environmental stewardship of the planet, and trying
to find a balance between the need for development
progress, the need for continuing economic growth to
generate resources for human progress and protection
of planetary resources.
There may as well be certain thematic issues that all
societies would need to address in common. One we
are concerned about, for example, is child poverty,
which is an issue both for developed countries and
obviously developing countries. Issues around human
security, violence, trafficking and migration
potentially affect all parts of the world as well.
Potentially, there is a universal element that could be
the subject of a set of global goals. At the same time,
we would not suggest rigidity—that all countries, rich
and poor, have to adopt exactly the same agenda.
There should be plenty of scope for tailoring and
adaptation where countries individually focus on what
are the most relevant goals to them. It would need to
be a balance between the two.
If I could just pick up very briefly on another thing
you mentioned, which was inequalities, again we
think this is an issue that is essential for all societies
to look at and to consider how to address, but the
nature of challenges in inequalities will be different
from one country to the next. In some countries, it is
very much an issue of gender inequalities; in others, it
could be minority groups, geographical, persons with
disabilities and so on. While inequalities might be a
global theme for a new framework, they would need
to be looked at country by country.
Eveline Herfkens: Let me first say that, originally, the
goals were never meant to be cookie-cut,
one-size-fits-all country by country. The fact that they
have been adopted but then adapted at local level is
great, because it is ridiculous to ask the same in 15
years’ time from Africa as from Brazil. That is why
countries such as Vietnam said, “We are going to
achieve that goal of halving poverty earlier,” and Latin
America said, “We are not doing just primary
education.” That has been great and we should
continue to push that local adaptation.
In terms of global goals, one of the three flaws that I
was going to mention was that the first seven goals
basically all derived from UN conferences and
summits 12 years before we actually agreed on the
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Millennium Declaration, but Goal 8 came up in
Monterrey. Whatever was said at the conference in
Monterrey in 2002 on aid, aid effectiveness, trade, etc,
was actually never decently codified in Goal 8. That
is one of the things I think should be improved. What
rich countries should do to put an end to global
poverty should be part and parcel of the new compact
to make it a fair compact, where both parties have to
achieve such an agenda. I am very sceptical about the
idea that there will ever be a situation in which rich
countries let themselves be monitored or policed by
the international community on what they do
domestically, but I at least have the hope that they
would agree to be evaluated on what they do
internationally, although the UN system is scared as
hell to do so. Let us be honest about that. The policing
should be from sovereign countries by their own
parliaments and their own civil societies, at least.
In terms of sustainability goals, as far as that is
possible we should beef up Goal 7 with whatever we
can. I think it is pretty much an illusion. I have lived
through these 15 years when we had to build up that
consensus to reach the year 2000, and I simply do not
see, from all the debates on sustainability, anything
coming out there that, within 10–15 years, could be
signed on to by every government. I hope I am wrong,
but let us not hold that hostage that, as long as we
do not have this integration, let us forget about the
Millennium Development Goals. This is exactly why
developing countries are very suspicious about the
intentions of rich countries to suddenly be so
concerned about sustainability in terms of the
environmental impact.
The inequality issue: one of the great things you
mentioned is that the goals led to better data. I
remember when we were agreeing about the goals.
Where I come from politically, you do care about
inequality; nowadays, everybody does. The President
of the US said it is the defining issue of our time.
Everybody who read The Economist two weeks ago
saw a beautiful quote from the IMF that inequality is
now at the extent that it hampers growth. We simply
did not have data at the time. It was not just that we
could not get political consensus. By now, I think
there are lots of ways in which you can deal with the
inequality issue, like the new Human Development
Report techniques to build in inequality measures. The
problem with the goals is they are averages, averages,
averages. They really hide the ugly underbelly of
globalisation in inequality. Something can be done
about it.
What made it worse is another flaw of the goals.
Goal 1 has actually been neglected. For us
development ministers, for you development
committees of parliament, for civil society, it was so
much easier to go after the social goals, to have these
stovepiped targeted budgetary earmarks. My God, my
parliament wanted me to say, “20% for education.
10% for health.” That is what they could track. But to
deal with poverty, there is the need for a way more
complex issue of policies and programmes. It is way
more difficult to go back to your taxpayers and
parliament to say, “I have lifted people out of
poverty,” than to say, “I got a thousand kids to
schools, thanks to our taxpayers’ money.” That

neglect has been pretty lethal. The whole issue of jobs
and income security has been neglected.
I was part of the Bachelet Advisory Group constituted
by the ILO and the World Health Organization, which
came out with a report on social protection, which
gives incredible examples of very successful
programmes, cash transfers, a minimum of health
insurance for everybody in Rwanda—very feasible, by
now evaluated and a great way to indeed give income
security to people. Poverty, at the end of the day, more
than anything else, is insecurity. Where does my next
meal come from? What if there is a health catastrophe
in our family? It is creating very basic social
protection. 10 years ago I thought this was nonsense;
this was Europeans exporting their own values. Now
today, developing countries are showing the way with
very efficient, very targeted systems, which really lift
people out of poverty.
Cash transfers, for instance, helped achieve all the
other MDGs, which I found most interesting. If you
look at the South African cash transfer to pensioners,
the first impact is that it helped to send their grandkids
to school. It is a beautiful new instrument. Instead of
throwing the Millennium Development Goals out of
the window, we should give a bit more beef to that
first goal. How are we going to deal with inequality?
How are we going to deal with income insecurity?
How are we going to deal with jobs? If you deal with
jobs, it also gives you more beef for a new Goal 8,
because it is not just aid; it is trade. Let us allow more
agro-processing in Africa; that will create jobs,
particularly for women. Migration and all these
broader issues, not just aid, can be on the agenda if
you take that angle, I think. Let me leave it at this.
Lawrence Haddad: The politics are difficult, but you
have to start with a set of goals that embrace every
country in the world. You have to do this for a number
of reasons. One, the world has changed dramatically
in the last 15 years. The old boundaries of developed
and developing are breaking down. Lower and middle
income do not really mean that much anymore. They
are just World Bank accounting terms, it seems to me.
We have gone way beyond aid as the main resource
for development finance. We are in a different world
than we were in the 1990s. It seems to me that you
need to have goals that apply to every country. Why
is that? Every country’s actions affect everyone else
in the world. Connectivity is much greater than it used
to be. If one country is emitting huge amounts of
CFCs, that is going to affect everyone. If one country
is supporting tax havens that are promoting illegal
financial flows, that affects everybody. If one country
is obstructing free and fair trade, that affects
everybody. Development matters everywhere in the
world for everybody else.
Also, having these goals apply to every country is
going to promote multilateralism. We are in a real
crisis in terms of multilateralism. There is very little
faith in it; there is very little optimism about it. A set
of goals that everybody has a stake in, not just for
other countries but also for their own country, is really
important; it is an underpinning for multilateralism.
Finally, some of the issues that we are dealing with—
sustainability issues, emissions, resource use, peace,
justice, transparency and corruption—are issues that,
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as you have said, Malcolm, every country can and
should monitor, because they affect everybody else.
Some of the goals, $1 a day, $2 a day, are going to be
very difficult to apply to every country but, as Richard
said, not every goal has to apply to every country. We
need to be sensible about that. The final reason for
saying they have to apply to every country is there is
a solidarity component to all of this. I felt the MDGs
were really important of their time, but they did create
an us-and-then dynamic. We need to get away from
that us-and-them dynamic.
Eveline Herfkens: Let me react to this. I would like
to agree with you, but the problem is political
feasibility. I simply see it not happening that rich
countries would allow the UN to force them to adopt
certain policy goals domestically. It has been so
important for the goals that they were signed on to by
every head of state and head of government in every
country in the world. The empowerment of civil
society in developing countries comes from the fact
that their own government, at the highest level, has
signed on to it. If we do things, we maybe can agree
in this room. I am not sure if we would but, if we did,
it would be great. But, if you cannot get that out of
the United Nations, all of them, you actually destroy
one of the most important things about these goals,
and that is the international consensus, commitment
and signature of every head of state and head of
government, which allowed people in countries that
do not see government as their servant, but as their
father, to actually hold governments to account. At the
end of the day, development will only happen if
people in developing countries hold their governments
to account. The MDGs were a weapon for that, and I
would be really afraid that, if we lose this
international broad consensus about them, that might
get lost.
Lawrence Haddad: It might. Politics is really what
determines all of this. The whole process is hugely
political and all the technical analysis is second tier
really.
Chair: In front of us is this dilemma that we have
to address.

Q74 Fiona O'Donnell: Good morning. My first
question is in two parts. The first part is that it is
generally recognised now that the majority of poor
people live in middle-income countries, so how can
new development goals reflect on that? The second
part comes from a recent paper co-authored by Homi
Kharas, which argues that, by 2025, we will again see
a concentration of poverty in low-income and
primarily fragile countries. Given new development
goals are likely to span a period greater than 10 years,
how can they shift from concentrating on tackling
poverty in middle-income countries back to
low-income?
Richard Morgan: Two quick points on this: the first
is that, yes, most middle-income countries have
significant pockets of poverty and deprivation;
unreached populations, families and people still in
poverty. That is for sure. Again, it comes back to the
question of looking at inequalities, disaggregating
national data, drilling down as far as possible to local
situations to understand why people in middle-income

countries are still poor and otherwise deprived, and
finding what are the national policies or sub-national
local approaches that can relieve that poverty and
deprivation. Part of our work in the UN, having a
presence in almost all middle-income countries, is to
encourage and work with governments, to look at
available data and information, to disaggregate and
understand the barriers that people are still facing to
coming out of poverty and addressing deprivation.
That would be the one, looking at inequalities.
The second is also very important: Homi Kharas’s
paper and the projection suggest that, after a certain
point, the balance of poverty and deprivation will shift
again, in a sense back to fragile and conflict-affected
states, states with very weak institutions, countries
that are not able to deliver. We see already in the UN
the focus of our spending is very much on a group of
20, 30 or 40 countries in the poorest parts of the world
that are not able, at this point, to deliver basic
services. Somehow, there has to be a provision or a
recognition in the new framework that there will be a
group of countries that will need support with
institution building, with capacity for basic service
delivery and for dealing with fragility and conflict in
various ways. There needs to be some recognition of
that, linked to support, I would say.
Eveline Herfkens: In terms of where the poor are,
there are two different issues. One is the international
policy discourse. We are talking about poverty; we are
doing studies about it, etc. The second is where you
spend your development pounds. In that second part,
I am very clear, as a former development minister.
Middle-income countries do not need external
concessional resources to deal with their poverty.
They can fix that themselves. It is not a money issue;
it is an issue of political will. The good news is that
many middle-income countries are actually doing the
right thing. I am incredibly delighted by the fact that
Latin America is the one continent where inequality
actually goes down. All these beautiful examples-cash
transfers and so on are home-grown programmes
there. For me as a continental European, they are very
interesting, after the failure of all the systems they
have imported from us. There is a lot of good news
from middle-income countries. Where there is
political will, they can actually deal with that. They
do not need external concessional resources.
For me, it is very clear. If I was a development
minister today, I would continue to focus on
sub-Saharan Africa, not only because that is the
investment for 20 years from now, but also because
middle-income countries really do not need our grants
to take care of that. There are enough best practices
now for how to deal with extreme poverty in
middle-income countries, which they can share. The
good news is that there is a lot of South-South co-
operation going on about how cash transfers work and
how electronic ID cards can help with targeting,
reaching and giving basic insurance. They just have
to have the political will and implement that. There is
nothing that we foreigners can do or say that can help.
Let us be realistic about that.
In sub-Saharan Africa, fragile states are an issue that
we have always been struggling with. The inability to
do something really useful there is the biggest failure
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of the donor community. I still believe in whatever we
can do to empower people to foster peace, but
ultimately it is for Africa itself. I am quite optimistic
about the fact that, in an increasing number of
countries in Africa, people take charge. I just came
from Accra; I flew overnight. Last night, I saw the
presidential debate there. It is incredibly responsible
democracy there. I was just thinking, “This is better
quality debate, not only compared to the presidential
debates that all of us have been following recently,
but including the quality of debates in my own
country, the Netherlands.” Governance and the
discussion about issues, accountability to voters, are
increasing incredibly, and they are increasingly
African institutions that we should empower and
allow.
If there is one thing that I have learned over 35
years—I am getting really old—my whole life in this
business, it is that on governance issues, lectures of
foreigners and conditionality simply do not work.
What we should do as donors is not again create
another think tank or another channel that is based
in London, The Hague or Washington. Empower the
African institution. Countries in Africa have had it
with the World Bank lecturing them, but they do listen
to the African Development Bank. They do, because
they regard it as their institution. I came from Accra
because I am on the board of a fantastic new African
organisation, the African Center for Economic
Transformation, which gives advisory services. They
are Africans advising Africans. That really works and
that is what DFID should support. Why should we
channel our money through the IDA if the client base
is the same as the African Development Fund? They
have their own institution. Empower what is there. I
think that would help.

Q75 Fiona O'Donnell: Can I just check then,
Eveline? Would you not give development aid to a
middle-income like India? Is that what you are
saying?
Eveline Herfkens: I would not. I definitely would not,
absolutely not. It is not going to solve anything.
Lawrence Haddad: I will try to be brief, because I
think time is running out. I have not read Homi’s
paper but my colleague Andy Sumner has. His
critique is that they have been very optimistic about
growth rates and they have been very optimistic about
the ability of those growth rates to translate into
poverty reductions, from the paper that he has written
on middle and low-income countries. Whatever your
view on that particular paper, ODA is going to be
focused on fewer and fewer countries, as we move
forward, and that is good news. We are going to have
to figure out how the MDGs apply to countries where,
by and large, ODA is negligible or non-existent. I
think the answer is around accountability,
commitment and transparency, building civil society’s
capacity to hold their own governments to account.
That seems to me the big issue. The ‘golden thread’
components are very relevant to that particular
agenda.

Q76 Fiona O'Donnell: Could I just ask for a brief
answer to the second question? Since Gleneagles, the

development landscape has changed from where it
was mainly OECD countries giving aid. We now have
large private foundations like the Gates Foundation
and middle-income countries giving aid. How should
the new development goals reflect that?
Richard Morgan: The new framework should not
assume that the primary support in co-operation is
going to be donor to developing country. It should
take account of what you say is a very multi-polar
world. There has been mention of South-South and
learning from documented good practices, the
knowledge transfer and the ‘how to’: how to deliver
programmes, how to reach the poorest people in a
sustainable way. This is possibly the most important
resource that we have, which is under-utilised. I am
not thinking so much, admittedly, of the financial
transfer issue, but facilitating countries to talk to each
other and share experience, from government to
government, but also civil society organisations across
countries as well, using best practices on things that
work and have been proven to be successful.
Eveline Herfkens: I was very much involved in the
run-up to Busan, which was basically an effort to get
the new donor community on board on the DAC
agenda, the agreed Rome, Paris and Accra
Declarations. I am not very optimistic about the
degree by which we were successful in getting new
donor support for this. It is really hard to tell countries
that they should allow ownership, they should not tie
aid and they should not do this or the other. We have
only recently, as all donors, embarked on better
manners on these issues, so what is actually our
credibility? I do not think there is much we can do
about that. It very much depends on the degree to
which African countries themselves stand up and are
tough with all their donors. One of the things that the
African institution I just came from is doing is trying
to create common negotiation discussions to empower
African governments to deal with some of these new
biggies.
What I am most concerned about is that, for a long
time, the old good DAC donors are going to give the
bulk of ODA. It is going to be a long time before the
others catch up and become really relevant. Some of
the old DAC donors have been using this bigger
forum, where everybody is around, to forget about the
old commitments, which some of them never
implemented in the first place. If I were you, I really
would be very concerned about the fact that the whole
aid effectiveness agenda across Europe is actually
going slightly out of the window. The fig leaf is that
there is now a new debate with all these new donors,
so nobody is going to notice that I still have my old
very bad practices of tying aid, micro-managing,
parallel structures, etc. That is my biggest concern,
because that will still be the bulk of the money.
I see the potential for a terrific division of labour. We
were never that good at capacity building. If you look
at all the information, capacity building is what we
failed most at. For instance, on this wonderful subject
of cash transfers, the experience is in Brazil and
Mexico. These countries can, through South-South
direct flow, which is happening, help build up
experience in poorer countries and build up the
capacity to do this. What these new donors do not do
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are budget support and funding issues. It would be a
very good division of labour if Brazil advised a
country in the way it could do a cash transfer
programme or simple health insurance, and then let
us, the traditional ones, spend part of our money
through budget support to actually help fund these
programmes in a long-term multi-year way, saying,
“This is for five years and then we have to be sure
that your budget will supply whatever is needed at that
point.” That is a very good way to do this in practice.
Lawrence Haddad: It is true that overseas
development assistance is becoming much more
diverse, in terms of the types of countries and the
numbers of countries, especially in the humanitarian
space, actually—Turkey, Pakistan, you name it, in
regional theatres. You can look at that as a positive
diversification or a fragmentation, depending on
which way you want to look at it, but these
development goals are going to be delivered by
domestic resources, by taxes. Tax revenues in
sub-Saharan Africa are increasing rapidly. We need to
support the capacity of the state to generate taxes and
spend them in proper ways.
Chair: Thank you for endorsing our recent report on
that. I am just conscious of the fact that we have 15
minutes and I have five colleagues to bring in. Can
we be crisp, Chris White?

Q77 Chris White: Thank you, Chair. I do appreciate
that time is short. All I will say is that I think you
have left some questions for me hanging in the air, and
I wish we had longer. The concept of Brazil giving the
advice and us giving the money, I do not know how
that model particularly works. On middle-income
countries, what if they do not have the political will?
Do we just abandon them? Some of those messages
might need to be looked at a little bit deeper. The
questions I want to ask were in regard to data lags or
time lags. You have mentioned data in your previous
responses. Very little data will be available in 2015
for 2015. Do you think we should be using 2010
figures perhaps as the data baseline?
Richard Morgan: If I could speak on the data first, I
think we would have available a new series of
household surveys from around 60 developing
countries. These are supported by UNICEF and
others, as well as demographic and health surveys
supported by the US Government. Between 80 and 90
countries will have data later than 2010, so for around
2012 and 2013, which will be available for 2015 as a
baseline. The time lag, in fairness, has been getting
shorter over the last 10 to 15 years. It was a five-year
cycle; we have attempted to move it to a three-year
cycle, as of the last couple of rounds of household
data, so 2012 and 2013 is a two to three-year time lag,
including the analysis, the data cleaning and so forth.
That is the best we can expect.
I wanted to add on data the very quick point that we
would hope, going forward, that there would be more
use of qualitative data, in an appropriate way, with the
appropriate safeguards, but also data that come
directly from the community level using SMS-type
technology and people reporting themselves, as
citizens, on their own situations and the situation of
their health facilities and their kids going to school.

This could also provide a basis for understanding how
well we are doing on development, in addition to
these periodic household surveys, which, as you say,
have the big time lag. It is that combination.

Q78 Chris White: A second question, which I am
trying to make as brief an answer as possible, but it is
probably one of the bigger questions: the original
MDGs had a 25-year timeline. What people want is
to see targets; they want to see outcomes and results.
25 years is a very long time. Do you agree that there
should be some interim targets put into that process?
Richard Morgan: One would answer yes, interim
targets regularly updated, maybe every three to five
years, through serious review processes.
Eveline Herfkens: Yes, feeding into summits every
five years.
Richard Morgan: Into a longer-term framework.
Lawrence Haddad: This is part of a monitoring and
evaluation plan that has to accompany the new set of
goals, it seems to me. I would also go further; I would
set up a challenge fund for matching funds for data
collection. Countries would put in some funds of their
own and there would be a matching challenge fund to
help them with data systems. The UK runs its
economy on the basis of data. We have
up-to-the-minute data, well, sort of up-to-the-minute
data. Why would we expect anyone else to run their
development programmes with such terrible data? We
completely under-invest in data, all of us.
Eveline Herfkens: That was the great thing about the
MDGs: they created a demand, finally, for data.
Alison McGovern: Bureaucracy is not all bad then,
we have discovered.
Eveline Herfkens: Is data bureaucracy?

Q79 Alison McGovern: I just have two brief
questions, following on from Chris’s questions. One
of my concerns about the MDG process is that, if we
get to 2015 and we are trying to build for the future
on an unstable platform, because we lack credibility
because the MDGs were not met, how do we resolve
that dilemma of having goals not met whilst we are
looking for new goals? Secondly, Eveline, if I can ask
you, you said there is nothing we can do as foreigners
in relation to poverty in middle-income countries. Is
that right? That means that I, as a parliamentarian in
Britain, am not supposed to care about poverty in any
other country. That does not feel quite right to me,
and I just wondered if that was what you meant.
Eveline Herfkens: I did not mean you should not
care, but I think you should not have much of an
illusion that, whatever you do as a parliamentarian or
as a development minister, for that matter, can really
make a difference in countries such as India, where—
I do not know the data for today—when I was a
minister, foreign aid was less than 1% of 1% of their
GDP, really nothing. How can you actually make a
difference? If you channel through NGOs, you can
always make a difference within small communities.
Every human life that is improved because of that is
worth celebrating, but it does not have that policy
impact. It will not be scaled up or anything, unless the
Government wanted to do something about it already
and it would have done that without our aid. It is just
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not the best way to use official development aid, if
the impact is basically humanitarian. There is nothing
wrong with saving lives and feeding kids that
otherwise would not be fed, but it will not have any
leverage or be up-scalable unless the Government
really wanted to do it in the first place, and it would
have done it then, with or without your aid. I do not
want to be cynical, but there is such a scarcity of
ODA, I really think we should spend it where it is
most needed and where it is most effective.
Richard Morgan: What countries like China say to us
is they still want UNICEF and the UN to be there for
policy, when they ask us for it, based on international
standards—our advice on policy issues regarding
children and other issues—and for good examples and
sometimes for piloting. Things that are done in a few
districts of China, new ways of teaching, education
approaches, if they work, the Government will take
and roll out nationally or more broadly. There is a
role. Countries are saying, “We want you to have that
role, but it is a role that is very different from the
traditional resource transfers,” as Eveline was saying.
Eveline Herfkens: And it does not cost much money.
Richard Morgan: On the credibility issue, there is a
very good story to be told about progress over the last
10 to 15 years, even if we go back 20 years. Numbers
of children in school and rates of enrolment are
unprecedented. Child deaths are at levels that are
historically the lowest ever recorded. Poverty has been
reduced with all the caveats. Clean water access is at
unprecedentedly high access levels. Even if the
specific targets have not been met, and in some areas
they have been seriously under-achieved, there is
enough of a story to tell there of success, of
historically unprecedented progress, to be able to
build on. It just needs the story to be told in a
positive way.
Eveline Herfkens: Particularly in the LDCs; the rate
of progress there has been the highest.
Lawrence Haddad: I would agree that you can either
make it a glass half empty or a glass half full story.
The glass half full is very compelling; you could make
a very compelling story. On the middle-income
countries, I am sorry; I just do not really consider
India to be a middle-income country. The average
GDP per person is $1,200. The World Bank says it is
a middle-income country, but I do not consider that
middle income. You cannot be too mechanistic about
these things. China’s GDP per capita is four times
India’s; Brazil’s is seven or eight times India’s. We
tend to lump these three countries together all the
time, but they are very different. I do not see how you
can not try to spend some money doing something for
the 400 million or 500 million people who are below
the poverty line in India.
I would agree with Richard on the role that the UK
Government can play in terms of piloting things,
taking risks that the Government feels it cannot take
and helping some states that are very poor—I have
made these arguments to you before—and do not have
the capacity to leverage federal funds, as is the case
in Nigeria too, to help them access federal funds from
the centre. There are lots of roles that ODA can play
but, yes, it is a very small percentage of a small

percentage, and that is fine, but it still has a very
catalytic role to play.
Chair: I think you are in tune with us on that as well,
Lawrence, from our report in India. We have five
minutes and three colleagues.

Q80 Jeremy Lefroy: The middle-income definition
is extremely broad, about $1,000 to $13,000, so it may
be worth having a comment on whether you think that
should be revisited. My specific question is: MDG 1
is a relative target and MDG 2 and others are universal
targets. There has been an argument that universal
targets are more effective. Would you agree with that?
Lawrence Haddad: I do not have a strong view on
that, I am afraid.
Eveline Herfkens: Particularly because I believe these
are targeted at a global level and it is very important
that, country by country, people and their governments
look at what would be both ambitious but still feasible
enough in our particular situation, I am very much for
global consensus. These are the issues that matter. The
degree to which you can get progress on them really
depends country by country.
Richard Morgan: For income poverty, there are two
possibilities, the absolute and the relative, but I think
virtually all the other targets we can think of in terms
of human development, you can look at as universal
targets—getting to zero on child deaths, on stunting
as well. I wanted to mention stunting, because it is
part of the MDG 1 current construct. It is one of the
indicators. It is a very good composite measure of
how well people are doing in their earliest years of
life, which relates closely to household income, access
to healthcare and so on. It is directly measurable and
there is great potential for very good data on that, as
a very powerful indicator. If we look at getting to zero
on a lot of these human development indicators, it can
be a very powerful thing for governments to embrace.
Why would they not want to eradicate stunting and
preventable child deaths, and have all children in
school?
Eveline Herfkens: One thing, if you want to tinker
with all this, that I think is really important to do is,
one way or another, introduce the inequality issue.
Again, the HDR methodology does that for all the
goals. You can also for Goal 1 look at the Gini
coefficient, etc. There are a lot of ways to introduce
the inequality issue. What the Millennium
Development Goals with all these averages basically
do is put a premium on government action that lifts
people who are just below that floor up, leaving
behind those who are really the most vulnerable and
weak. Looking at the methodology to see what you
can do, there are a lot of ideas there. I thought your
HDR thing of UNICEF was terrific. Very good work
was done. That is the most important.

Q81 Pauline Latham: David Cameron believes a
“golden thread” of governance-related issues is key to
development. Do you agree and, if so, what role
should governance play in the post-2015 framework?
Eveline Herfkens: On governance in poor countries?
Pauline Latham: Yes.
Eveline Herfkens: I said earlier that lectures from
foreigners and conditionalities from the World Bank
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have not achieved much at all. I strongly believe, in
the case of Africa, that investing in African
institutions that are credible and raise these issues is
way more effective than us lecturing. I did a lot, but
so did you, to strengthen parliamentary committees,
to strengthen general accounting officers, which is the
American word. What is the English word? I always
forget that.
Jeremy Lefroy: Public accounts.
Eveline Herfkens: Yes, strengthening that. There is a
lot you can do in terms of empowering civil society,
the kind of civil society that does not build schools
but that organises the citizens to demand that the
Government lives up to its commitment to build a
school. These are the ways to go. A development
minister flying in and out is almost counterproductive,
I sometimes think. World Bank conditionality is out
of the window the moment the money is pocketed;
forget it. The African Development Bank has a better
record for being effective. Again, this African Center
for Economic Transformation does advisory services
on public financial management.
Finally let me mention that those of us development
ministers who started with budget support, a decade
ago now, have been very happy to see how much that
led to improved public financial management. For the
first time, there was both a demand and a supply of
serious support and discussions about the quality of
financial management. That means that we who gave
budget support not only saw that our taxpayers’
money was being spent better, but that the improved
financial and public management was applied to all
the public expenditures, which are always of course
multiple, way more than the few pounds or euros that
we give. That has actually improved that part of
governance a lot. Public financial management is not
everything but, if you spend taxpayers’ money, it is
not an irrelevant part of it.
Lawrence Haddad: The “golden thread” narrative is
an important one. I think it has been described as a
set of building blocks. I have written about it and said,
yes, it is one set of building blocks, but there many
others that could be picked that are also equally
important for development. Many of the “golden
thread” components—transparency, the media,
accountability, justice, security, the rule of law and
all of those things—actually appear in the Millennium
Declaration, so they are very consistent with what the
MDGs are trying to do. They have to be woven into
the MDGs in one way or another, but again the nuance
is everything. The way in which you do this is
everything. If the rich countries are not doing it, it
seems to me it is a non-starter to be incorporated in
the MDGs, so they also have to subject themselves to
these kind of transparency dimensions, it seems to me.
The main problem with the “golden thread”, however,
is that it is all about the rules of the game. The rules
of the game are that you have to be fair, transparent
and blah, blah, blah. If they are not, there need to be
recourse mechanisms. It assumes everyone has an
equal capacity to play the game and they do not. That
is the big problem with it.
Eveline Herfkens: Can I just add that the problem
with these issues and why they are not a Millennium
Development Goal is also because they are very hard

to measure? There is no beginning of agreement of
what actually the definition of democracy is, for
instance. There are different definitions and ideas
about what the essence of democracy is between the
UK, the Netherlands, Germany and France. It is very
hard. The great thing about the Millennium Goals was
you could measure them; there was agreement about
targets. That is the reason we did not do it 12 years
ago. I have not seen a solution since.
Lawrence Haddad: We have had lots of governance
indicators now, in the last 12 years.
Eveline Herfkens: The World Bank’s, yes.
Lawrence Haddad: There are lots of different sources.
Eveline Herfkens: But no agreement.
Chair: I do not know whether you have to go and
catch a plane, Eveline. We have two quick questions
so, if you do have to go, we will understand.

Q82 Mr McCann: This question would be premised
on the belief that the Sustainable Development Goals
should be incorporated in the post-2015 process. On
that premise, do you believe that there should be one
single sustainable goal or that each of the post-2015
components should have sustainability as part of
them?
Lawrence Haddad: I think the latter: each of the goals
should have sustainability built into them, in one way
or another. The MDGs operated in an unconstrained
world, if you know what I mean. We did not really
care about how many resources were used to drive
these numbers, because the numbers are so dire and
something needed to happen, but we now also
recognise that there are trade-offs between generations
and we somehow have to deal with the inequality
within generations, at the same time as we are dealing
with it across generations. If you have two ways of
reducing poverty that are equally effective and one
uses less resources than the other one, you need to
know which one is using less resources and do it.
Resource use and emissions are absolutely vital to
build into as many of the goals as you possibly can.

Q83 Chair: The final one is that I have actually had
the opportunity of being briefed by your team,
Lawrence, on your “Participate” initiative. I do not
know whether other members of the Committee have.
Is it going to feed into the process? Is it going to be
timely? What is DFID looking for? Given that some
funding is coming from DFID, what are they
expecting out of it?
Lawrence Haddad: You will have to ask DFID at
DFID Questions. There are at least three processes
informing the MDG/SDG debate, at least for the
High-Level Panel. One of them is the UN process.
The other ones are a process that I think Clare and
others are involved in, which is using crowd sourcing
technology to get a very broad take. The one that we
are involved in is called “Participate” with “Beyond
2015”. That is more of a deep dive into a number
of different communities, asking people about their
aspirations, the barriers and the problems that they
face.
The results will feed in directly as they emerge. We
have agreed to share the raw material as it comes out,
anonymised obviously, with Amina and her team, so
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that is fine. The aspiration is that you are actually
talking to people who do not normally get heard.
Getting the MDGs in the first place was a huge
accomplishment and I do not mean to diminish that at
all, but it did not really engage many people who are
actually suffering in poverty. We were determined,
together with our “Beyond 2015” colleagues, that we
would kick up a fuss about this, so that it was not the
case this time around. Whether it will lead to anything
new and generate any new insights, we do not know.
We think it is really important to do it for the
credibility of the process, and I suspect it will generate
some new insights for some communities, in some
places, with some issues.
Chair: We will watch that with interest, because it is
very important that this process is more inclusive.
Lawrence Haddad: They are briefing the High-Level
Panel tomorrow, I think.
Richard Morgan: If I may, Chair, we would hope that
this practice of consultation actually becomes routine

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Jamie Drummond, Executive Director, ONE, Brendan Cox, Director of Policy and Advocacy,
Save the Children, and Dr Amy Pollard, Lead Analyst on Post-MDGs, CAFOD, gave evidence.

Q84 Chair: We know who you are, but just briefly
introduce yourselves, please, so that we can move on.
Dr Pollard: I am Dr Amy Pollard. I am the Lead
Analyst at CAFOD on post-2015, and I am also
co-Chair of the “Beyond 2015” campaign, which
comprises over 420 organisations from around the
world in over 80 countries.
Brendan Cox: I am Brendan Cox. I am the Director
of Policy, Advocacy and Campaigns at Save the
Children.
Chair: When he comes in, the third witness is Jamie
Drummond, who is Executive Director from ONE. He
will just join us. We are constrained for time and we
have to finish before 11.30 for DFID Questions.
Welcome, Jamie; I have introduced you.
Jamie Drummond: Thanks very much. Sorry I’m late.

Q85 Chair: In terms of how broad the successor to
the MDGs should be, a lot of people say they should
incorporate human rights into the framework. If that
is the case, what human rights should it incorporate
and, in particular, do you have a view about women’s
rights and gender issues within that context, bearing
in mind that the overarching declarations incorporate
those anyway?
Brendan Cox: The proviso to this, and there is a
broad consensus amongst civil society, is that the
replacement framework will only have power and
purchase if the current framework retains a degree of
political engagement and political prioritisation, right
through to the end of 2015. If the current framework
does not continue to get purchase and if there is no
effort to reach the existing goals, the replacement
framework will not have political credibility, no
matter how bold or ambitious it is. That would be the
slight precursor to that.
In terms of how ambitious and broad, those are two
slightly different questions. On ambition, we would

over time. We will use new technology to give people
at community and local levels the opportunity to
continually feed back on what is happening in
Government performance. That will be part of an
emphasis on governance that people will continue to
have a voice and channels and mechanisms to do that.
Chair: That will be really worthwhile. I think you can
see from the Committee that we have been
constrained by time more than we would have wished
to have been, but thank you for your co-operation. It
has been really helpful. There are a lot of questions
out there, but you are really helping us focus on some
of the answers and some of the conflicts that have to
be resolved. That is much appreciated. I say this to
everybody but if, afterwards on reflection, there is
anything that occurs to you that you feel you wanted
to mention or draw to our attention, please get back
in touch. We would be very happy to take it on board
as supplementary evidence. Thank you all very much
indeed.

say that these goals need to be in fact much more
ambitious than the previous goals. There is an
opportunity to reach a tipping point in human
development where, for the first time in human
history, no child dies from preventable diseases; no
mother dies in childbirth in a way that could be
prevented; everybody is lifted from absolute poverty.
Those are things that we have strived for, for many
generations, which for the first time are actually
feasible. That ambition is one that should be
absolutely at the heart of these goals.
In order to have that ambition though, it will require
focus. What we want to avoid is a framework that
ends up being a long shopping list of every
development priority that we could talk about, which
tries to solve all of the world’s problems in one
framework. This, from our point of view, needs to
start with a really clear answer to the question of what
the purpose of these goals is. In our view, the core
purpose of these goals is to change the incentive
structure for the world’s poorest people. The world’s
poorest billion or so people around the world, the
most marginalised people, do not have the political
and economic power to make sure that governments
and others respond to their needs. We think this
framework can play a small but really important role
in changing that incentive balance. Once you are clear
on that purpose that gives a much better sense of how
you prioritise goals. If you look at sustainability in
that context, absolutely sustainability will be an
important component part, but it will not be at the
centre of this. The centre of this will be changing that
political prioritisation and changing those incentives.
In terms of human rights, to answer that very briefly,
we think the best way of doing that is by moving from
some of the aggregate targets that you have had in the
current goals to global goals. When I say “global
goals”, what I mean is that, instead of setting a
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reduction of two thirds in child mortality or a
reduction in half in the number of poverty, move those
to absolute targets. You can have, as I said at the
beginning, zero child deaths, zero maternal deaths and
zero number of people out of school. Those are
achievable and I think they are the best way of talking
about these in a rights-based framework.
Dr Pollard: To look specifically at the human rights
approach, for CAFOD, human rights are absolutely
critical and very important. We want to stress that we
are not starting from scratch with this agreement.
There is obviously a huge range of conventions and
accepted agreements on human rights that any future
framework would need to be consistent with. In terms
of what Brendan was saying about purpose, we would
also stress that getting the purpose right around this
process, and being very clear about what the rationale
for a framework is, is the critical question at this
juncture. Before we start getting into the detail of how
specific issues need to be incorporated into the
framework, it is critical that we get that purpose
agreed as to what the framework is going to achieve.
I will talk about that a bit more in a minute, I hope.
For us, the key way that the framework can be
delivering process is to be securing political action
and accountability. Human rights is obviously
something that is particularly sensitive and a
challenging issue to get through a complex
inter-governmental process. We think that that is
going to require very careful handling. From the
“Beyond 2015” side, I would say that, of all the issues
that the organisations we work with have very close
to their hearts, human rights and a human-rights-based
approach are perhaps the issues that gather greater
support and generate deeper passion than anything
else. Balancing what is possible politically with what
is acceptable from some of those most passionate
voices within civil society will be a major challenge.
If the framework is not able to incorporate human
rights in a satisfactory way, that may be the difference
between whether or not civil society as a whole backs
a future framework or feels that it is a disappointment.
Jamie Drummond: I would just like to add that we
are all development advocacy organisations
fundamentally. If you had Amnesty International on
this panel, you might get some more strident
responses on the importance of human rights within
the development framework, but getting more
obliquely at the rights through pushing for
development outcomes is extremely ambitious,
visionary and extraordinary, and it is very hard to
achieve getting to zero by 2030. We will get obliquely
at a lot of that ability for people to access their rights.
The process by which we decide what the new goals
should be could also embed and empower the idea
that the poorest are actually heard and we ask their
opinions genuinely. That is probably one of the best
ways to ensure that we get at the rights, but obliquely.
We cannot really expect a two or two-and-a-half-year
process through the General Assembly to get done
things that decades of work on human rights
elsewhere has not been able to force certain
governments to agree to.
We have to be realistic about that, but use the process
as best we can to obliquely achieve some of these

outcomes, and try to embed the principles that people
should get access to data about development in their
communities and in their countries. They should get
access to data about the resources they are supposed
to have available to them for development at a local
level. If we get those kinds of wins into the way we
go about trying to achieve these extremely ambitious
development goals, we will do an incredible thing
towards empowering people to improve their access
to human rights at a local level. There could be a
request for something different and special in the next
set of goals that was not achieved especially in the
first lot. In full disclosure, the original organisation I
set up was called DATA. Data can be very hard for
people to get excited about, but if we do not know the
facts of the matter, it is very hard to measure progress.
We have struggled a little from the development goals
that we have to measure progress. We should make
damn sure that, for the next set of goals, we can really
measure progress by having much better data, and a
step-change investment in that.

Q86 Chair: We have had that discussion with the
previous panel. That was an interesting point. Is the
problem though that, if you have these high
aspirations, they almost become meaningless? We
have all these declarations and rights. If you look at
the countries with the biggest problems of poverty,
part of the reason they have those problems is that the
Government and society simply does not recognise
those rights, so they become meaningless; whereas
specific targets to say that you should at least be able
to be fair, your children should be able to go to school,
are more realistic. The dilemma is that, if you aim too
high, you become less practical and too visionary. Is
that a fair balance of concern?
Brendan Cox: What we are definitely saying is that
we want to retain the specificity of the existing goal
framework. What none of us want, I think, is to move
to a broad aspirational language where you take the
measurability and the specificity out of the current
framework. Absolutely we need to retain that. I think
there is a way that you can do that while basing those
on fundamental rights. For example, you have a goal
to ensure that every child goes to school and that they
come out of that school with a basic level of reading
and writing. That is the right to education. Using the
target and using the specificity is a much better way
of driving process, driving policy and getting political
purchase over people, rather than just a broad rights
language.
Dr Pollard: I would add to that. You have to be very
clear about what it is exactly that can be achieved with
a targets/goals indicator framework, and the value-add
of that that is different from the other declarations and
the other kinds of tools that we have in international
policymaking. CAFOD has just produced a theory of
change, which we included in our written submission,
which tries to flesh out in a bit more detail how
exactly a set of goals could achieve change in a way
that is different from some of these other mechanisms
that we might have. We have to discipline ourselves
not to start thinking that “The Millennium
Development Goals were about deciding what was
most important. My idea or this particular issue is
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very important. Therefore, this issue should be in the
framework.” We require a much more sophisticated
analysis of what it takes to make a difference with a
goal. For all of us who have particular issues that are
close to our hearts, we need to think through in great
detail how exactly incorporating our issue is going to
deliver change.

Q87 Alison McGovern: I want to slightly change the
subject to inequality. I would expect all three of you
to be able to give me a comprehensive argument on
why inequality matters and why it is a threat to global
development, but what I would like is a response to
two audiences. If inequality matters for global
development, what do we say to so-called “developed
countries” that display a persistent level of inequality,
and what do we say to developing countries that say
that their own domestic inequality is a matter for them
and no one else?
Brendan Cox: They are very good questions, I think.
We are publishing a report tomorrow, as Save the
Children, looking at inequality, which I will send to
the Committee following this session. What that looks
at is case studies, both across developing countries
and developed countries, and looks at the levels of
inequality in both. It finds two things: one is that,
particularly from Save the Children’s perspective, the
gap between the top decile of children and the bottom
decile of children is at the highest level since the early
1990s, and is now 35 times. The poorest children in
each of those societies have, on average, 35 times less
income than the richest 10% of children. That gap is
very considerable. Particularly for many of the goals
we are talking about, it is going to be a real block to
achieving, whether it is every child in school or every
child protected from some of the causes of parental
death.
In terms of the specifics of how we argue around that,
there is a growing acceptance and we heard from
some of the previous panel about that, whether those
are the arguments that The Economist is talking about,
in terms of the impact of inequality on global growth;
whether it is about the impact of inequality on human
security. There is a growing acceptance, in fact, that
inequality is something that is a shared challenge
across all societies. It is particularly concentrated in
some, but it is a shared and growing challenge, both
for developing countries and for developed countries.
Overall, we at Save the Children would argue that, in
fact, in this goal framework, we should have
inequality within each of the individual goals, but we
should also have an overarching goal that looks at
inequality, which should cover both developing and
developed countries. We know particularly for
children that inequality is a key driver of poverty, and
it is a key thing that limits their ability to access
equality of opportunity. For those reasons, we would
engage in that and say that this is a global problem
and that we need to take on those people who say that
it is either limited to developed countries or not an
issue at a global level.
Jamie Drummond: I agree with what Brendan has
said. We would all agree that inequality is central. We
have to find good measures for it and we look forward
to Save’s paper, because measurability of this is

difficult in some ways. What is key to the success of
the goals so far has been their measurability, therefore
how they have been manageable. What we think about
a lot at our organisation is what the political strategy
is that will get countries to agree that the UN should
tell them this. That is something we are thinking about
a lot. For example, the United States would need to
own this idea, along with a set of emerging
economies, which would not normally want be told
what their domestic policy should be. There is a
policy argument to this. There is a very interesting
political strategy argument as well, which we are
thinking about a lot.
Dr Pollard: This is a question that really demonstrates
how critical it is to be clear on the purpose of the
framework. What CAFOD is arguing is that the
purpose needs to be to keep the issues that matter most
to people living in acute poverty on the international
agenda to secure the highest level of political action
and accountability around those issues, and
incentivise action that drives progress in the real
world. We think that people in acute poverty,
wherever they live, need to be the target beneficiaries
for this framework. We do not think that people who
live in poverty or in difficult circumstances in richer
countries necessarily are the people who we need to
be targeting through this. We would say that it does
need to be a global framework, in the sense that all
countries need to take action, because the problems
around acute poverty are systemic, and that means
everybody needs to be part of the solution to
delivering change for those people. However, the
impact of the framework needs to be measured and
assessed, wherever those poor people live, and it
needs to be the poorest who we aim to tackle.
In terms of your question of what we say to developed
countries that are displaying inequalities and what we
say if developing countries are saying this is just a
domestic issue that does not matter to them, we say
it does matter. What rich countries and what others
internationally do does impact on the levels of
inequality and poverty in the poorest countries and in
middle-income countries where the poorest live. We
need to get those developed countries to be taking
action to address those structural causes, so that we
deliver a long-term difference to them, but what we
should not be trying to do is to tackle all the important
problems in the world, because there has never been
an international intervention of any kind that has
managed to do something like that, and it is simply
not realistic.
Jamie Drummond: The great thing about pushing all
the way to zero is that it forces addressing the rights
and also the issues of inequality in the
hardest-to-reach communities. It is again an oblique
way of getting at that.

Q88 Pauline Latham: David Cameron believes that
a “golden thread”, in terms of governance-related
issues, is fundamental to development. Do you agree
with that and what role do you think governance
should play in the post-2015 framework?
Dr Pollard: David Cameron still has not articulated
with great clarity exactly what he means by the
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“golden thread”. It is something that is being
interpreted and discussed in different ways.

Q89 Pauline Latham: Maybe I could enlighten you:
“absence of war; presence of good governance;
property rights; rule of law; effective public services;
strong civil institutions; free and fair trade; open
markets”.
Dr Pollard: That is a list rather than a thread, is it
not? That is just stringing lots of important issues
together. One of the issues that he has listed there is
the private sector, and we do believe that that is an
extremely important part of the puzzle, in terms of
tackling the key development challenges going
forward.
Pauline Latham: Rather than a list, it is more
building blocks.
Dr Pollard: Sure, but the key issue is how you frame
them collectively and how you see the difference
between them. In terms of the private sector one,
which would be one we are particularly interested in,
you have to bear in mind that 90% of those private
sector jobs are found in small and micro businesses,
predominantly run by women in the developing world,
but the interventions that are typically discussed
around the private sector tend to still be coming from
a big-business mindset. We would be urging Cameron,
when he is developing that “golden thread” idea in
more detail, to be really looking from the perspective
of small businesses run by poor people and women,
rather than assuming that it is simply a question of
removing the barriers to large-scale industry already
and just ensuring growth that way.
Jamie Drummond: The “golden thread” is a useful
list of things. There is not a lot new there, but it is a
useful list. It could also inform some fantastic
leadership if it is further spelled out through the G8
Summit that will be hosted next year, not just this
Millennium Goal High-Level Panel process, but also
the Open Government Partnership that the UK is
co-chairing as well. The fact that the UK is going to
0.7%, just a note about that: when our organisation
was founded, along with the Millennium Declaration
and Development Goals, over a decade ago, aid to
sub-Saharan Africa was $17 billion a year. It has since
increased to about $43 billion. Sorry for using dollars;
they are applicable in this context. Domestic resource
mobilisation in those same countries has gone from
$60 billion to $330 billion. That is where the real
money to finance development is today and every year
it goes up by another $25 billion domestic resources
in these countries.
How the citizens of those countries demand better use
of the resources they are giving their governments
through taxes and how that relationship is articulated
are the most important things in development going
forward, in our view, in terms of how development
outcomes will be financed. The “golden thread” could
be a very helpful way to arm and inform a set of
policies and interventions that the international
community can offer those citizens in those countries
to help make sure their governments are using that
money better to deliver the best kinds of results for
development. We think, if we harness the potential
power of the “golden thread”, through that

transparency, accountability and open data, for those
citizens to really demand the best performance of their
governments, it will do something really fantastic and
useful. It has yet to be fully harnessed for that
outcome.

Q90 Pauline Latham: You have said nothing is new;
well, nothing is new. We all know what the issues are
and we all know where we would like it to get to. It
is about how you move it forward and get there. That
is what this is talking about.
Jamie Drummond: Exactly, and if it finds fruition in
a set of policies that get at the sorts of things I was just
talking about, we think it could be a really fantastic
contribution. If it does depends on the kinds of things
we put forward at the G8, the kinds of things that are
agreed to at the Open Government Partnership, as well
as the kinds of things that will be agreed through this
process and the kinds of things that will be financed
by the 0.7% commitment. Another note on that: when
we push for value for money and it focuses on an
antiretroviral, a bednet or so on, that is great, but we
would like to make sure that some of that money is
also going towards things like building up boring
stuff, like data systems, accountable public
management systems and so on, because that is the
real stuff that will help finance development in the
future, and that is the smartest way to spend a lot of
our aid.
Brendan Cox: Just to add to that, with the ‘golden
thread’ there is great opportunity, as we have talked
about. It does need to be further defined. They are
working on that at the moment, actually, in the context
of the upcoming meetings. I have heard it variously
defined partly as that list, but also more broadly as a
golden thread that enables the reduction of poverty to
be sustainable, rather than a response to the
symptoms. It is addressing the causes of poverty. I
think that is a really important approach.
What we need to avoid is the “golden thread” being
set against the broader human development approach,
which is being encapsulated in the MDGs and there is
no reason it should be. For example, if you look at
nutrition, it is one of the biggest constraints to making
poverty reduction sustainable. It impacts on the
cognition of children; it changes the capacity of that
child growing into an adult to earn money to be a
productive part of an economy and to make sure that
that country can build its way out of poverty. We must
not counterpose the “golden thread” with human
development. It is about how we make some of the
key things sustainable and address the causes of
poverty, not just the symptoms. There is a great
opportunity there.
The difficulty in the process, talking about the role of
the High-Level Panel and the eventual replacement
framework, is that what the MDGs did was to talk
about the ends; they did not talk about the means.
There was a reason that they did that, which was that
they felt they could get agreement around the ends, so
the whole series of things that the world did not want
in the world, like child mortality and a whole series
of other things, but how you get there was, certainly
at the time, felt to be the preserve of national
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governments to make judgments about how they
would reach those targets.
The world has moved on, to an extent. There are some
elements, for example around transparency,
accountability and some of the things that Jamie
talked about—I would also broaden that to social
protection and universal health coverage—where
there is more of a consensus around the means, not
just the ends, but I do not think it is clear. We will
have to test that consensus and see whether it is
feasible to include a mixture of ends goals, which
need to be at the core of this, with the additional one
or two means goals, which would take this argument
forward.
Dr Pollard: I would just add to that. We are quite
keen on the idea of having some means goals as well
as some ends goals. The particular value of that is
around things like governance and the kinds of issues
that are spelt out in that “golden thread” list. The risk
is, of course, that they become a series of things that
are only within the purview of developing country
governments to work on and deliver when, actually,
if you talk a broader view—not just in terms of the
individual freedoms, but in terms of the enabling
environment within which these kinds of issues need
to be solved—it is rich countries that need to be
setting targets for themselves and to be held
accountable for whether they are making the changes
that allow people to flourish, in this context.
Jamie Drummond: I was just going to add that there
may be another way of looking at it. It would be great
to see the “golden thread” mixed up with something
like agriculture. It is an issue that everyone knows is
central to the development of most of these
economies; investments in agriculture are the most
effective investments for lifting people out of poverty,
and yet so little is actually done by DFID and others
in the area of agriculture. There has been a historic
failure of investment in agriculture over the last
couple of decades, which has been addressed over the
last couple of years. It would be great to see how
investing in agriculture could be spurred by “golden
thread” approaches as it mixes up. Sustainable energy
or energy poverty might be another one, where there
is great opportunity for significant private sector
investment, but with the right framework so that the
private sector does not misbehave, and some public
sector investment that can help the agenda of the
private sector. It could transform these economies, lift
huge numbers of people out of poverty and change
the face of development and development partnership.
We look forward to seeing how the “golden thread”
could really be applied to something like agriculture.
We would love to see that happen in the next year.

Q91 Jeremy Lefroy: I am glad you have mentioned
agriculture, because that is something that I think all
of us on this panel feel is incredibly important. In your
written evidence—I am talking to Mr Drummond
here—you talk about job creation as being absolutely
essential, which I wholeheartedly agree with, but how
do you think that can be incorporated into the
framework, or is it something that has to be addressed
almost in the context of each or most of the
individual goals?

Jamie Drummond: If there was a magic set of
policies to create jobs, everyone here would be very
interested in that, and in the United States and around
the world. We cannot offer that exactly, but it is plain
that, as I mentioned, investing in agriculture
consistently shows good returns in terms of lifting
poor people out of poverty and essentially by
providing jobs and better livelihoods. We would see
that as one obvious area. I mentioned energy poverty.
Take sub-Saharan Africa; it has a tremendous
comparative advantage in renewables, especially in
rural, remoter areas, where you would expect
advantages there that could be taken care of, if the
investments were there.
An important point about investing in infrastructure: I
would say that, traditionally, the northern NGO
development community worries about and is
sometimes against investing in infrastructure. That is
something that has to be looked at. Investing in
infrastructure, again, is what transforms economies
and is also what employs people in the meantime,
while those investments are being made. If we can get
the governance and “golden thread” bit of that right,
there will be a lot more investment in it and a lot
more confidence amongst the development NGOs, for
example, in those investments. There has been a lack
of transparency in investing in things like
infrastructure in the past, which has resulted in a lot
of corruption and waste. If we can do something like
that through things like the Construction Sector
Transparency Initiative, I think it would be a very
good way of spending aid money, bringing in a lot
more private sector money, spending better the
development finance available within these countries
and providing a lot of jobs.

Q92 Jeremy Lefroy: Taking you up on that a little
bit, and perhaps colleagues would like to come in,
given that if you ask somebody what really concerns
them, perhaps apart from the health and education of
their family, it is going to be having a job, having a
livelihood or having some form of income. Should
we not be trying to make that more specific in the
Millennium Development Goals, so that people can
actually relate to it? Rather than just talking about
levels of poverty, actually relate that to work and to
jobs.
Jamie Drummond: Yes, and a greater understanding
and unpacking of the implications of Goal 1 would be
central to that.
Dr Pollard: Absolutely. There is a huge amount of
work that is developing and becoming increasingly
sophisticated around social protection and how to get
at those basic minimum-guarantee-type issues in a
way that does fit well with goal-shaped solutions. The
innovations that have happened in terms of data,
indicators and target setting, over the last 10 years or
so, will put us in a much stronger position to put those
issues at the heart of the agenda with clarity and in a
way that communicates well.
Brendan Cox: Just to add to that, it should absolutely
be central to the framework for the reasons that you
say. We need to keep remembering, particularly as
people at work in the policy world, that this
framework also needs to inspire. On a political level,
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there needs to be a certain degree of magic around it,
if it is going to get traction. Therefore, it needs to
resonate with people’s core priorities. Absolutely
employment is very high on the list.
In terms of what the impact of having employment on
the list can be—so it is not just there because it is
important, but it is there because it can change
things—one element is who it is who is currently
excluded from the labour market. There are significant
sections of society and, in some societies, broad
swathes of women who are excluded from the labour
market. In others, it is minority groups; in others, it is
the youth bulge. There are incentive structures that
you could change within a goal and the detail of a
goal that would help you target those particular groups
that are often excluded. To Amy’s point, there are
other policies that are key supporting policies to
enable both growth and particularly
employment-intensive growth, whether they are
around education or around social protection, so that
people can keep in contact with the labour market,
even if they are outside it. Those are ways that you
can make sure employment is incentivised in this
framework.

Q93 Richard Burden: I am going to ask you two
questions, and there is a danger that one question will
ask you to contradict your answer to the other one. If
it does that, apologies. The first is: whether it be
through “golden threads”, lists and the rest of it, is
there a danger that we are going to end up making
this framework so complicated that it is actually not
going to be easy to focus it down to specific
programmes of action? If there is that danger, how do
we deal with that? As time is pressing, you know what
the second question is that is coming: are there other
areas that we have not really focused on so much, so
far, which need to be added to lists within the
framework? You have talked about universal health
coverage as being one issue that somehow needs to
be incorporated. How would you do that? What about
specific things that a number of groups have urged,
which are that, somewhere in the new framework,
disability should feature?
Dr Pollard: The way that we envision this process
working is something like a bell curve, so that you
have an increasing number of ideas, issues and
proposals for candidate goals on the table, rising up
to September 2013 and the special event that the UN
is planning. After that, the inter-governmental process
needs to take on a whittling-down function, whereby
you come down the other side of the bell curve and
end up with a very concise and punchy list of goals,
targets and indicators, which does not overcomplicate
and create this long shopping list that we deeply
appreciate is a danger.
There is a very great risk that we end up without a
focused framework, because it is so clear that a large
number of issues were left out of the MDGs, of which
disability is a very important part. That is the reason
why now being very clear about the purpose of the
framework and the core rationale for it is the most
important thing you can do. The UK has a very key
role in the High-Level Panel, with David Cameron’s
chairmanship, but we do not know exactly what is

going to happen in the inter-governmental process
going forward after that, and the UK will be one of
many voices that are trying to compete to get heard,
as that goes forward.
The opportunity that the UK has, through David
Cameron, is to set out the rationale and set the
narrative tone, which will create a structure that
guides the inter-governmental process going forward
and mitigates that risk that you end up with a massive
long shopping list of goals. If you can get to a position
by the special summit in September, whereby you are
clear on the purpose, you are clear about how this
framework is going to achieve change and you know
why it is more important to have one kind of goal
than another kind of goal, then that will put you in a
strong position to make a considered judgment about
which issues need to be included and which can be
dealt with in other forums. In terms of your findings
when you come to write up your inquiry, I would say
that there is nothing more important at this stage in
the debate than being clear about that rationale and
purpose, and giving us some kind of strong basis,
when the very difficult decisions need to be made
about one issue rather than another, so that we can
choose between them.
Brendan Cox: On the risk side, there are three risks.
The first is that we do not agree anything at all. The
current trajectory suggests that is probably the most
likely. The second is that we agree everything, so we
all come and lobby you on a specific goal, the
High-Level Panel puts it in and the UN General
Assembly does the same; so we have a very long
shopping list, which is fantastically holistic, with a
very great analysis of everything we should do in
development, but it has no political purchase as a
result. The third is that, in order to get a framework
agreed, we keep it relatively focused, but we make
everything so abstract and so broad and so vague that
it does not mean anything. We say, “The world should
be a better place and people should be nice to each
other,” but it does not have any of the specificity.
Those risks are all very real and they are all very
pressing. It will take a political Houdini act to get out
of that cul-de-sac.
Where we are at the moment, particularly having to
negotiate this potentially through three processes—
through the High-Level Panel first, then the Open
Working Group, then potentially a broader
inter-governmental UN General Assembly process—
means that those risks are magnified. At each stage,
there is a danger that this will open up and we will
end up in a dilemma, where the incentives for each
state to make trade-offs are less than what they think
they will lose by making those trade-offs. Therefore,
we will not get that agreement. That is massive.
Therefore, hammering home at every single
opportunity the need for this framework to retain that
focus and to make really difficult trade-off decisions
is absolutely key. We in civil society also have a
responsibility to do that. One of the things we are
trying to avoid is coming to you and saying, “This is
the one goal that we wanted added in and it must
absolutely be there,” because that potentially leads to
some of those problems.
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Then in terms of areas we would like added in, I
would only suggest them if there were also areas
where we were suggesting consolidation. There are
opportunities for that. For example, we have three
health goals at the moment; you could consolidate
those into one health goal. There are opportunities for
consolidation as well as expansion. Some of the key
things that are missing are certainly inequality, which
we have talked about. That could be in a separate
goal; it could be inbuilt within each of the indicators
in each of the targets, in the same way that disability
could be built within each goal, rather than necessarily
as a separate goal. There are ways that you can
include key issues without expanding the goal
framework. The areas that are probably most missing
are governance, conflict and broader violence and
protection, and universal health coverage. Underlying
that is a debate about quality, as opposed to quantity.
A lot of these goals were about basic access to things,
for example education, and did not get enough on to
the quality agenda. I do not think that is a separate
goal, but again it needs to be built into the new
framework.
Jamie Drummond: There is a way of trying to make
our lives relatively easier, which is to go after the
blindingly obvious point, which is what people who
live in poverty want us to do and think we can most
help to do. What are their priorities? There is quite a
lot of evidence about what that is and there are also
fantastic investments now being made, through
“Participate”, “My World” and polling, to ask the poor
what they want and answer that question. It will
probably deliver quite consistent answers around
extreme poverty and hunger. There is a sense that, if
I can take care of some basic things, access basic
services and needs, I know I will need a government
that is not too bad to be able to consistently access
that and have an opportunity to progress myself, my
family and so on.
Going after that collection of issues seems like route
one to get right, because it is what we are being asked
to help do. It is also completely consistent with
building on the current Millennium Goals, which is
not unhelpful. Getting to those results through
transparent and accountable resources and governance
seems like a very sensible way to do it. To do that in
the most sustainable fashion again seems very
sensible. You can see a package being put together
that should be manageable, but there is a great danger
that what Brendan said is right: that so many things
will be put on top of this that have not been achievable
in other processes; why would they be achievable
here? There are some win-wins, even in some of those
difficult areas, for example around energy poverty and
access to sustainable energy. There are a few things
like that that could be achieved.

Q94 Chair: You mentioned the “My World” survey
and you, in your own evidence, have said we need
more consultation; we need to ask poor people what
they want and deliver it. What is your view of the
processes that are in hand, namely the “My World”
process? Amy, we did discuss “Participate” and
“Beyond 2015”. You might want to comment as well.

Jamie Drummond: I have been a bit involved in “My
World”, so I think it is a good initiative. I would say
that what both “Participate” and “My World” would
support, but neither individually delivers, is a
comprehensive global poll, through Gallup and
Afrobarometer, which is quantitative, to which anyone
is able to respond, but at least 1,001 in every one of
these countries. That is something that could be done.
It is currently not being planned, because the finance
has not been found to fund it. I would say there are
great things with “Participate” and “My World”, and
they both deserve and should get full support. We are
part of that but, in addition, we think there is a
possible missed opportunity to just do a poll. Talk to
Gallup about it, talk to Afrobarometer about it and
have an assurance policy there that we have really
done that.
Dr Pollard: I would add to that. We entirely agree
that these are complementary efforts, which are
equipped to ask slightly different questions using
different methodologies, and therefore have a different
value-add each from the other, which collectively
could be telling us what we need to know about what
matters most to people in poverty and what matters
most to those who stand to benefit most from this
process. Stepping back and looking at where we are
now compared to where we were this time last year,
overall, there have been huge strides forward in terms
of the UN process as a whole, the consultations, etc.
We are hugely pleased to have been able to get
“Participate” off the ground and ensure that there will
be some kind of major process to engage people in
poverty directly in this debate.
One thing that I think would be really helpful for the
IDC to do, if it were possible, would be to require the
UK Government to read the “Participate” report and
products when they come out and also to ask them to
respond and think about how those findings impact on
the UK Government’s policies. I do not know if that
is something you might be able to consider asking of
them. What we are concerned about is that, in order
to deliver these kinds of research products to quality,
it takes time and the debate moves on. Questions need
to be answered when they can. We are expecting to
deliver this major and unprecedented piece of work in
summer next year and we are really concerned that it
has space to land. I think you could play a key role in
helping it to do so.

Q95 Chair: I take that point. On the specific point of
the poll, at what point would that need to be done?
Brendan Cox: The process is not going to finalise
until the end of September 2015, so we do have time
to get different inputs. The High-Level Panel
obviously has a much tighter framework. I do not
think it is likely, unless they make up their mind very
quickly, that the poll or a broader voice-of-the-poor
exercise—similar to what the World Bank did in the
year 2000, when it interviewed 60,000 people, which
got quite a lot of qualitative data as well as
quantitative data—will be done in time for the
High-Level Panel report. The core window therefore
is, if possible, pre-September 2013, when these
negotiations start but, if not, shortly after that. That
would be the ideal time.
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Chair: On that point, we will have the Secretary of
State in front of us on this particular inquiry, so those
are the sorts of questions we can ask. We are also
hoping that the Prime Minister will answer questions
when he next appears in front of the Liaison
Committee, so we have a couple of opportunities to
question the Government on how they are tackling
this. Those are obviously helpful suggestions, which

we will of course consider. We need to finish now,
because we have DFID Questions this morning.
Thank you very much, both for your written
submissions and also for your oral evidence today. I
know you said, Brendan, you were going to send us a
paper, but if there are any further thoughts or
comments you want to make, please feed them into
us. Thank you.
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Q96 Chair: Thank you very much indeed for coming
in again. I will not ask you to introduce yourselves,
but I will say for the record that this is the final
evidence session on the post-2015 development goals,
with the Secretary of State and Michael Anderson in
his capacity as Special Envoy to the Prime Minister
on the Development Goals. That is the context. I
appreciate that you had a Cabinet meeting this
morning. I think you will appreciate that with the new
sitting hours of the House, there is a clash with
business in the House, which means you do not have
as good attendance in this Committee as you normally
would. It is not a discourtesy; it is just a clash.
Justine Greening: I understand.

Q97 Chair: I wondered, just to set the context,
whether you could say how you see the value and
indeed the purpose of having a new set of goals
post-2015. Obviously you have been confronted with
this as an ongoing process, but what do you think on
a personal basis is the value of having an updated set
of goals?
Justine Greening: If you look at what we have been
able to achieve by having the first set of Millennium
Development Goals, they have achieved a number of
things. First of all, they have achieved an
unprecedented degree of political consensus around
the world on tackling global poverty and focusing
people’s minds on doing that. Secondly, the focus has
meant that we have accelerated progress, particularly
on poverty alleviation. I think there is a lot more left
to do, but as we look ahead to the post-2015
development goals, the key challenges are, in a sense,
to understand what it will take to finish off the job in
these final few years and beyond, to the extent that we
need to, but then also to ensure that this new set of
challenges and goals reflect the world as it is now and
will be over the next 15 years, and are actionable.
There is clearly a lot of work to be done between now
and 2015. We have processes in place, not least the
High-level Panel that the Prime Minister is involved
in, which are hopefully the right processes to get us
through to some appropriate, powerful and actionable
development goals post-2015.

Q98 Chair: We have not obviously achieved the
MDGs and are unlikely to achieve them by 2015. The
argument is that we need to finish the job, as you put
it, but presumably we also need to refresh the
priorities.
Justine Greening: Yes. We have three years left. We
can see that there are some Millennium Development

Jeremy Lefroy
Fiona O’Donnell

Goals that have been achieved, some that we think are
on track, and others where we have not made as much
progress, and I think that is the discussion we need.
We need a twofold discussion, firstly to the extent that
there are goals left to meet, carrying them forward,
and debating how we do that, and secondly being
clear on what we feel are additional areas and goals
for this new framework that need to be in place.

Q99 Chair: The High-level Panel, as you rightly say,
which includes our Prime Minister and the Presidents
of Liberia and Indonesia, met in London recently.
What were the outcomes of that meeting in London?
Justine Greening: That was actually the second
meeting.

Q100 Chair: Yes, I appreciate that the first meeting
was kind of an introductory meeting, but this was the
first time it was a lengthy meeting.
Justine Greening: It is interesting. The first meeting,
I think, was around understanding what sort of a
narrative the High Level Panel would come out with.
The decision was that it would be poverty-focused but
also evidence-based, and critically that it would be
something that was actionable but also accountable.
That would be a key strand of it. The second meeting
in London lasted over three days, and it achieved a
number of things. First of all it was an opportunity for
the Panel to meet over a period of time, whereas the
UN General Assembly meeting was clearly a shorter
meeting. It was the first time the Panel really got to
work together as a team.
The first day allowed them to be briefed by experts
on a range of development issues that are relevant to
the next lot of development goals. On the second day
the Panel was able to have a substantive meeting and
to, in a sense, set out its work plan and the sorts of
questions it will need to answer as a group if it is to
come up with some good conclusions and
recommendations. On the third day the main objective
was outreach: to civil society, to business and indeed
to young people, about what the consideration of the
Panel should be on other people’s views as well as
their own.

Q101 Chair: I suppose the question is: how
successful was that in terms of gaining useful
information, and how will the meetings proceed from
there? For example, have the Panel decided what each
meeting is designed to do and what the agenda will
be? Are you able to tell us now, or will you be able to
tell us later, what the agenda will be for each meeting?
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Justine Greening: The meeting in London I think was
very successful, and the Panel members felt that they
achieved an awful lot in terms of the briefings they
had, but also in terms of being able to hear directly
from one another and from external stakeholders. The
next meeting will be held in the New Year in
Monrovia: obviously President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf
is one of the co-chairs alongside our own Prime
Minister. That will discuss national development. The
third series of meetings is likely to be in March, in
Bali in Indonesia, and that will primarily focus on
global partnerships. There is quite a structured process
to then have the High-level Panel go through in order
that it can then come up with a series of
recommendations to feed through to the
Secretary-General.

Q102 Chair: I suppose the best comparison we have
had for this kind of event was the Commission for
Africa. That had a much longer timescale to operate,
and a larger secretariat, so how do you think this
process compares? Is the fact that it is a shorter
timescale and a smaller secretariat a problem?
Justine Greening: I do not think it needs to be, but
it does mean that there needs to be some pace and
momentum and structure to the work plan, in order
that we can achieve what we would like to see the
High Level Panel achieve. I think there is that
momentum there. There is a clear drive amongst the
Panel members to produce a high-quality Report with
recommendations, and I think the terms of reference
clearly set out what the Panel is there to do. You are
right that it is a short timeframe. I also suspect,
though, that however long we had had for the High
Level Panel, there would have been an argument, and
there could have been an argument, to take longer.
The benefit of the Panel is that it is an early piece of
work that can feed in to a more general deliberation
at the UN about what the next series of development
goals should be.

Q103 Chair: My final point—and Mr Anderson
might have something to say about this—is how the
UK Government works, given that it is co-ordinated
between your own Department, DFID, and the
Cabinet Office, and also how the three co-Chairs work
with each other, given that they are literally scattered
around the globe.
Michael Anderson: In terms of the UK Government’s
working, there is a cross-Whitehall committee, which
involves not only DFID and DEFRA but also the
Foreign Office and DECC; Treasury is invited and
there are Cabinet Office representatives. I chair that
committee of senior officials, and there is constant
checking to ensure that the departments are joined up.
This is unusual. There has emerged around the world
a separation between environment ministries leading
on the Sustainable Development Goals, and foreign
ministries leading on the follow-on to the MDGs. We
think that ultimately there will have to be one set of
goals, so it makes sense to join up now, and we have
been encouraging other governments to do that.
In terms of the co-Chairs working, we have regular
meetings and a regular email exchange. After the last
London meeting, we spent most of the Saturday

meeting together and planning out what we will be
doing next, the topics to prioritise and how to take
things forward. There is regular communication
between the co-chairs.

Q104 Chair: Is there somebody who is your
equivalent in the office of each of the other heads of
government?
Michael Anderson: Yes, yes.

Q105 Jeremy Lefroy: Leading on from what Mr
Anderson was saying, there has obviously been a lot
of discussion about whether the post-Rio process
should be separate from the post-2015 MDG process.
You have indicated there that the Government’s
position is that they should be integrated. Why?
Justine Greening: If we want to make a difference on
the ground, we want to have one set of development
goals. The process of making sure it is one set of
development goals is quite an important one, because
it enables us to discuss what the priorities need to be,
and there are different groups of countries pulling in
different directions. You have the African countries,
who are possibly more focused on the continued push
on poverty eradication. That is certainly something
this Government thinks is incredibly important. Then
there are other countries for whom the sustainable
development aspect of this agenda is something they
believe is absolutely critical to be able to then go on
and achieve long-term successful poverty eradication.
I do not believe it has to be an either/or. I think the
first set of Millennium Development Goals had one
that was focused on the environment. The key to
success is how we can fuse those two pieces of work
together successfully. What I do not think would be
sensible would be to end up with two competing
frameworks, because the danger would be that you
would make progress on neither. However, it is no
doubt one of the discussions or debates that will
happen over the coming two years.

Q106 Jeremy Lefroy: Do you think that means there
should be a single sustainability goal within the
framework, or that sustainability should be
incorporated into each individual goal?
Justine Greening: It has to be a central plank of the
post-2015 framework. That could take the form of an
individual single goal, or, yes, it could see the UN
look at how you can have sustainability running as a
thread through the other goals. Those are the debates,
whether you are on the High-level Panel or the
Rio+20 process, that people are having now. I am not
going to prejudge where we will end up on them,
because there is quite a long way to go. However, they
are important debates, and getting the balance right
between having goals that everyone can buy into, and
that are critically actionable, is what we are looking
for at the end of the day.

Q107 Jeremy Lefroy: How would you counter the
fears that some have expressed that somehow this will
dilute the emphasis on tackling poverty?
Justine Greening: I think they go hand in hand at the
end of the day. We want to see a continued push
towards eradicating extreme poverty, but similarly, we
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cannot do that if we do not do it in a sustainable way.
When the Panel met, one of the discussions they had
was around this growing consensus that continuing to
end extreme poverty in our time was a key part of
what the Panel was interested in, but to do it in a way
that sat alongside sustained growth. One of the things
we have learned in the last 15 years is that it is
economic growth that can pull people out of poverty
in a sustained fashion, but that growth has to be
happening in a sustainable way itself, which is why
the post-Rio process is really important.

Q108 Jeremy Lefroy: Would you not therefore see
some problems coming down the road? For instance,
for sustained economic growth, there is no doubt that
having increased and reliable power supplies is
absolutely vital, and yet in order to do so, most of the
time probably the cheapest way to get it done in a
developing country is one which might perhaps be
considered not sustainable, for instance using
coal-fired power stations. We have seen the conflict
over whether the IMF supports the development of
such facilities in the past. Do you not think that will
mean this kind of conflict will come even more to
the fore?
Justine Greening: It will be one of the debates that
people have. You set out very clearly a debate that
happens in developing countries but also happens in
our own country. It is the debate about how we can
have affordable energy for households and for
business, and at the same time transition to energy
sources that are sustainable in the future, because we
know that if we do not do that, we will be paying
even more for our energy. There are no easy answers
to that question. It is one of the debates that will
happen over the next two years, and we need to try to
find some sort of overall approach to it that everybody
can hopefully buy into. I think different countries will
have different places where they emphasise their
interests, and that is completely understandable,
because many of them are facing different challenges
in relation to the sustainability agenda.

Q109 Jeremy Lefroy: Thank you. Finally, the
Rio+20 outcome document states that an Open
Working Group of 30 members is to be set up. Could
you perhaps give us some news on the progress of
that? We understand that there has been a little delay.
Justine Greening: You can jump in there, Michael.
Michael Anderson: The target for setting that up was
to be by September—by the UNGA meeting. A bit of
context: the UN General Assembly is working through
for itself how it tackles big, complicated problems
when it cannot have everyone involved. It is using this
process to try to work that through. At the moment
there is a proposal being circulated for agreement. We
have not yet nailed down the 30 members. There will
almost certainly be, for some of the regional
groupings, a constituency system for some of those
chairs, but it is still a work in progress. The Brazilians
are co-ordinating that and trying to put it in place. I
would have expected an answer sometime in the next
couple of weeks.

Q110 Jeremy Lefroy: You do not see that as a
hindrance to progress?
Michael Anderson: It is certainly a parallel process.
One of the tasks for the High Level Panel work is to
stay in constant discussion with that group, to make
sure that there are no surprises. The real task here is
to build a consensus towards what a solution might be
like in 2015, and that group will be a critical part of
the consensus. In September 2013 we are likely to see
the General Assembly reviewing these processes and
taking a view as to whether it has the right structures
in place or not. They may go ahead with the Open
Working Group, or they may go for something else.

Q111 Pauline Latham: The success of the
Millennium Development Goals was that they were
simple, memorable and measurable. There is a risk
now that the new framework becomes a long wish list
that fails to fulfil any of those three criteria. How do
you see the Prime Minister preventing this?
Justine Greening: We broadly share that analysis of
the original goals, and why they have been, in many
respects, incredibly effective. We want to take those
learnings about the fact that they were goals that could
be actioned, and then feed those in to the next set of
development goals. We should also be clear, however,
that they were not perfect. There will be some people
who say that they ended up being applied differently
by different countries, and that they were applied
across the board in some areas and not in others in a
way that was not intended. Some will say that some
countries met some of the targets, but not for
everybody in their country, just for some people. On
the other hand, they saw the target achieved, which
suggested that there was a problem that was fixed
when actually it was not.
There were a lot of criteria, if you like, for the original
set of MDGs that were great. You have set them out
in a really succinct way. However, I think we also
want to look at where some of the shortcomings were.
For example, there is always a desire to gravitate
towards things that you can measure, but when you
look at the MDG on education, one of the issues that
came out of looking at progress on that was quality of
education, and children finishing school, not just being
enrolled. It is those sorts of questions that we all have
on the table to answer: “How do you achieve this
balance between a set of goals that is measurable,
actionable, and towards which people can really work
in a structured way, while not forgetting that some
things are slightly less easy to measure but still really,
really matter?”

Q112 Pauline Latham: You use the example of
education. It is interesting because even, say, in a
country where there is universal primary education,
you have to look at where they are being educated,
the quality of the education, and what the results at
the end of it will be. You are quite right; it is much
more complicated than writing down a goal on
paper—which sounds great, and has changed things,
but probably in some places not enough.
Justine Greening: Your other point is that one of the
things the High-level Panel needs to try to do is
prioritise. You could end up with a very long list, and
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it is tempting to do so, but the danger is that you
will see efforts dispersed over too broad an area. As
challenging as it will be, one of the things the Panel
can do is try to put some life into the debate about
where the priorities are and where we see some of the
sustainability agenda fitting into this, and how things
like gender matter, for example. They are really
important, but I think that is one of the things the
Panel can bring to this process.

Q113 Pauline Latham: Obviously we know that the
life of a government, not just here but around the
world, can be quite short—I hope not in our case at
the moment, but sometimes governments cannot look
too far ahead. If the post-2015 framework has, say, a
25-year timescale, do you think there is a risk
governments will ignore it? Do you think there should
be interim targets maybe every five years, which
would fit in better if governments are likely to change
over the time? Or do you think that 25 years is a way
of making governments focus and try to work no
matter what party is in power? I have to say that
happens here, but it will not happen everywhere.
There is not much between the political parties here
on the will to move forward.
Justine Greening: The debate on the timeline is a
really important one. If it is too long, then it becomes
something that people never really quite feel they are
going to be held accountable for. If it is too short,
it misses the fact that development does not happen
overnight and is innately quite a long-term process.
Certainly listening to the civil society panel session
that I sat in, which was the very last session on day
three of the London meeting, there seemed to be a
general sense that probably another period of 15 years
might be appropriate. That might fit more with the
political cycles that governments have, as you say, but
certainly the UK is open-minded to having a
discussion about what the right timeframe is.

Q114 Pauline Latham: Thank you. What about
interim targets? Do you think that is a good idea?
Justine Greening: I think we should look where we
can at whether, for some of the MDGs, interim targets
will be a helpful way of telling us whether we are on
track or off track. Whenever you do this, you need to
be clear about whether you can collect data, and how
burdensome that will be on all the countries
concerned, but this underlying point is that we need
to be checking progress. Even if you go for 15 years,
it is a long time, and you need to be checking progress
in the meantime. The sense is that somehow that has
to be part of what we end up with. “How do we check
on the way?” is quite an important question, but it
needs to be done in a proportionate manner.

Q115 Pauline Latham: Yes. Once Member States
reach agreement on the goals, who do you think will
be tasked with developing the underlying targets? Do
you think DFID will have a role in this? Which other
organisations might be involved?
Justine Greening: I will allow Michael to come in on
this question as well.
Pauline Latham: It is key.

Justine Greening: Our sense is that ultimately this is
a UN-led process, and the High-level Panel that the
PM is co-chairing will feed in to that process at a
pretty early stage in many respects. Following on from
that there will be a lot of technical work and political
discussion around what those overarching goals might
be, but then what individual aims we might have
within the goals and the form they could take. I expect
that to be predominantly led by the UN, but ultimately
of course the UK and DFID will want to play a key
role in that. We are recognised across the world as
having a leadership role on this agenda, and we will
certainly want to bring our experience into that
process.
Michael Anderson: That is right. I would add that the
UN specialised agencies will want to play a role and
will have a view. One thing that is very important for
the UK is that a lot of the other countries, and even
specialised agencies, look to some UK institutions—
ODI, International Institute for Environment and
Development, IDS. They are seen as intellectual
powerhouses in this area. I think the UK will play an
important role not only through the Government but
through a range of the think tanks that we have.

Q116 Fiona O’Donnell: Good morning, Secretary of
State. Some of the MDGs were relative, and that was
the case in terms of income poverty, which was
supposed to halve. This has meant that the poorest and
most marginalised have been left behind. The Prime
Minister has said he wants to see a goal of zero
absolute poverty. Do you think that can be agreed?
Justine Greening: It all comes down to language, in
a way, but we have made a lot of progress over the
last 15 years. It may be that we are the first generation
or group of political leaders that can say, “We want to
eradicate extreme poverty over a particular time
period.” That would be an incredibly powerful goal to
have, and one of the powers of the MDGs we have is
that they were ones that people could understand
across the world. They were very, very clear. Having
a continued clarity of our goals, so that people can
understand exactly what they mean and why they
matter, is quite important. It would be powerful if we
could say that.
Can we get agreement for it? We will have to wait
and see, but to my mind the Panel meeting that we
had a couple of weeks ago showed some emerging
consensus that people do think eradicating poverty
should be the fundamental aim of what we want the
next set of development goals to do, so that we do not
leave people behind and so that we are looking at what
the minimum standards we think people should be
able to expect should be.

Q117 Fiona O’Donnell: Some of the people who are
most at risk of being left behind are the third of the
world’s poor who live in fragile states. What other
areas do you think the new framework needs to
address to ensure that poverty reduction or eradication
is effective in those fragile states?
Justine Greening: It may mean that we need to look
at whether there are some additional elements of any
development framework that focuses on conflict, and
there is this aspect of development that the Prime
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Minister has called the “Golden Thread”, where we
talk about rule of law, human rights and the role of
conflict and violence, which we know is one of the
things that holds back development. There may be an
element of the new development framework that
needs to reflect some of those things too, and going
back to the fact that we want the new set of
development goals to be measurable and actionable,
there may be some aspects of it that are harder to
measure. That may well be one part of it. Does it
mean that we should not recognise that it is probably
a precursor for successful long-term development? It
is, and therefore we may well want to see whether
we can have some inclusion of that in a framework
going forward.

Q118 Fiona O’Donnell: As you said, there are
lessons to be learned from the MDG for primary
education. In setting targets for secondary education,
do you think we should be going for universal, again,
or do you think that is unlikely to be achieved and we
should be more realistic?
Justine Greening: The MDG we had on primary
education was incredibly powerful. As we have all
recognised, it had some shortcomings in terms of what
it specifically measured, but I think if you are going
to have a long-term impact on people and their
education, then that does need to follow through. In a
sense, for those people we have seen going through
the primary education system, we need to make sure
that there is a secondary school system for them to go
into, particularly for girls. We know that if girls go on
to secondary education, they are likely to get married
later, start a family later, have a better chance of
having a job, and fundamentally their life prospects
on a whole range of indicators improve.
Those are precisely the discussions that the Panel was
having last week, and I think they are really important
in terms of, in a sense, conveying a sense of
continuity. We had the first set of development goals,
and people need to see how they feed in to the next
set. That is probably not a bad example of where you
could show that continuity working well, and where I
believe it is particularly important if we are to make
progress on the women and girls agenda anyway.

Q119 Fiona O’Donnell: I was pleased to hear you
saying that the Panel had reached out to young people.
I wonder, across the whole range of issues that the
new framework will address, how you see the voices
of children and young people being heard in that
process.
Justine Greening: Interestingly, quite a big part of
what the UN wants to do, and indeed the High Level
Panel, and I think just generally, is to reach out to a
whole load of people, whether that is reaching out to
people who are in poverty and asking them what they
think the priorities should be, or also including young
people. One of the ways that is happening is that there
are a number of internet-based consultations going on
at the moment. As you saw in London, when we had
the chance to host our bit of the High Level Panel, we
took the opportunity to particularly reach out to young
people. I had a chance to talk to young people who
had come from all over the world to be part of that

and to have their say. It was a fantastic experience
to see this next generation of people being involved.
Ultimately we are trying to do our best to build a
better world for them, which is why it is so important
that they are involved, and as the Panel itself
continues its work, hopefully that process of involving
and engaging young people will continue. I think it
needs to continue happening at a UN level too.

Q120 Chair: On that point, if the worthy objective is
to make poverty history in a very literal sense, is a
15-year timescale realistic to achieve that? As a
supplementary to that, we discussed this last week,
but given that half the people in poverty are living in
middle-income countries, will the UK have a clear
strategy as to how we engage with those countries in
a way that will still help to deliver that objective?
Justine Greening: On your first point, that is a debate
to be had: how do we have a target that is achievable
but one that feels like we are reaching an end point
that we want to see—the eradication of extreme
poverty? In terms of your point that the evidence base
shows that increasingly many of those people in
extreme poverty are living in countries that are
developing and have got to the stage where they are
middle-income countries, that is something I have
asked my Department to look at. I think it is
symptomatic of how the development agenda is
changing, and therefore how departments and
organisations like DFID need themselves to continue
to change in order to keep up with that.
There is no doubt that the key to this in my mind is
ensuring that we broaden out our discussion from one
that perhaps was more traditionally around aid co-
operation to one that is broader than that and is around
development co-operation. That does not just include
the traditional aid programmes we might be doing
with countries, but it more broadly says, “What is the
rest of the agenda, particularly economic growth, that
we can help you pursue, which we know will then get
some of those people who to date have not seen
progress out of extreme poverty?”
Inevitably when any country is developing, it will
happen in parts of the country first rather than other
places. It is possibly to be expected, but I think you
are right that we as a Department need to be clear
about how we continue to work with those
middle-income countries, to influence them and help
them reach out, and to make sure that people are not
left behind.

Q121 Chair: I think you will find that will be a
significant part of the debate between us and your
Department over the next year or two. Very
specifically, however—and it is relevant to that—the
Prime Minister, before he became Prime Minister,
talked about his “Golden Thread”, focusing on the
importance of governance for delivery. I have to say
that even the last week, where we have had the
situation in Uganda, Rwanda and the DRC and then
an ICAI Report on Nigeria, tells you how difficult
these issues are. If I am frank with you, the only
people in evidence who have referred to the “Golden
Thread” have been your own Department and the
Overseas Development Institute. Nobody else has
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mentioned it. Is it something that is likely to be a
feature of the Prime Minister’s engagement on the
High-level Panel? I do not know whether that is one
for you or Mr Anderson.
Justine Greening: I think there is broader
international support for this Golden Thread concept.
Maybe other countries may term it slightly differently,
but the Panel did discuss these critical elements or
building blocks that we think are important for
development—whether it is the rule of law, women’s
and minorities’ rights, having a free media, or good
governance. There is general buy-in for that Golden
Thread agenda, and I think that you will see the Panel
look at how we can potentially weave that into our
recommendations.
If I had to sum it all up, I think there is a sense that
the first set of MDGs were brilliant at focusing
attention on, if you like, the end point of poverty and
the symptoms. What we needed to do was see whether
we could fuse into the new development goals more
of the tackling of the root causes of poverty, and often
that is around the lack of good institutions, and some
of these issues I have talked about around the
Golden Thread.

Q122 Chair: Development ministries, development
agencies and NGOs are very focused on talking about
governance, but defining and measuring it is
something else. Is that a degree of a problem, and
indeed is it not the case that in some cases,
governance may be questionable but outcomes are
quite good? Are we talking about democracy or are
we talking about effective delivery? Governments in
Vietnam, in a one-party state, have certainly reduced
poverty, as has been the case with Rwanda, but they
have not necessarily delivered other aspects of
government that people might value. How do you
measure them, and indeed how do you capture public
imagination when you are talking in those terms?
Justine Greening: That is one of the questions many
people will be debating over the next two years. There
is a question about whether you have an element of
the new development framework that talks about
people having the right of access to law and justice,
etc. Your point about how you measure progress is a
perfectly valid one. This is why this is a complex
agenda. Obviously different countries have their
Government and their institutions in different places.
You look at the case of Somalia: a new Cabinet has
just been announced; their Speaker is literally
developing how their Parliament can work going
forward. It is in a different place from some of the
other countries that we work with. Above all, what we
would want to see is progress in the right direction,
although I believe there is a general consensus that
that state-building side of the development agenda is
quite an important one if you are to see long-term
poverty alleviation goals being met.

Q123 Jeremy Lefroy: If I may, very quickly, I think
the Golden Thread is an excellent way of looking at
this. The one thing that strikes me that is missing from
it is jobs and work, which is what I hear time and
time again—in this country, but in any country, and
particularly, obviously, from young people, who are

most likely to not have jobs or paid work. How would
you see a stress on jobs and work and the importance
of that coming into the post-2015 MDGs?
Justine Greening: It could be one of the new
elements of a post-2015 development framework. It is
a really good example of going back to asking people
on the ground what they want. They will say they
want a job, and it is because they want to have some
personal independence for themselves and their
family. What it shows is that we want to move
towards tackling and getting rid of extreme poverty,
but we do that through sustained growth and
prosperity in the countries we are trying to help. You
are then left with a question about how you generate
sustained growth and prosperity. That is the nature of
the development debate we are in.
I would also say that perhaps the words we use are of
interest. “Job” implies you have been given a job by
somebody else; for a lot of people in developing
countries it is about employment, and that may be
something that they generate for themselves. But the
point you make is absolutely right; it is about people
having some form of paid employment, whether it is
their own job or whether it is one they have because
the economy around them is growing and there are
companies they can work for.
Jeremy Lefroy: Thank you.
Justine Greening: Michael, would you like to add
to that?
Michael Anderson: On the Golden Thread, for many
African countries, part of the criticism of the first set
of MDGs was that there were not enough enablers for
growth, and that is what they want. There is a very
big push on this, and certainly at the High Level Panel
there was a lot of discussion of the enablers, which is
identical to the Golden Thread. The one thing I would
point out is that the existing MDGs’ target 1(b) is “to
achieve full and productive employment and decent
work for all, including women and young people”.
One of the points the Prime Minister has made is that
goal has probably not captured the collective
imagination. Part of the task is to get the goals right,
but also to get a narrative so that the world mobilises
around that with the same passion that they mobilise
around maternal mortality and infant mortality.

Q124 Fiona Bruce: You touched on human rights. I
wonder whether you could comment on whether the
inclusion of specific human rights issues, such as
political participation or freedom of speech, might
jeopardise chances of agreement on the post-2015
framework, or whether you think it is now politically
feasible.
Justine Greening: I think it will be difficult. Certainly
the UK would like to support this whole agenda of
human rights, and we have been very clear-cut about
that. We would also like to see whether it can be
incorporated into a 2015 agenda, but there is no doubt
that for other countries that will be a challenging
discussion to have, and for some other countries there
may be some aspects of this that are simply a red line
that they are not willing to go beyond. That is the
process that we have to now get involved in, to see
how far we can make progress on this human rights



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:28] Job: 024768 Unit: PG03
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_o003_th_CORRECTED transcript.xml

Ev 40 International Development Committee: Evidence

20 November 2012 Rt Hon Justine Greening MP and Michael Anderson

issue. Again, it is part of the Golden Thread agenda
the Prime Minister has talked about.

Q125 Fiona Bruce: Is it something you are
committed to do?
Justine Greening: Yes.

Q126 Pauline Latham: We already see the abuse of
human rights in many places, and I understand that in
Uganda this week they will bring into Parliament the
anti-gay Bill, which is very dangerous. I was
wondering if there was any pressure that you or any
others could put upon the Government there to stop
it, and other African countries who might want to stop
it. I know that is not the subject of today’s meeting,
but I did want to raise it with you because it is very
important.
Justine Greening: It is important. From a DFID
perspective, whenever we are engaged with budget
support through governments to help deliver our
programmes, as we talked about last week, we set out
partnership principles and they critically include
human rights. I think equally, though, the Foreign
Office, obviously, from a day-to-day perspective on
the ground, are also significantly engaged in pushing
this agenda, where they feel they can influence
governments. I think it is important, and it is one of
the reasons why we think that it should be
incorporated into any post-2015 development
framework. As your example points out, however, that
for many countries will be a very difficult debate to
have.
Pauline Latham: Yes.

Q127 Fiona O’Donnell: People with disabilities
were completely missing from the MDGs, and we
heard that, Michael, from what you read out just now
about employment. Would you like to see targets that
were standalone, or do you think the issue of rights
and access and equality for people with disabilities
should be incorporated into every area?
Justine Greening: I am open-minded about how we
frame any development goals so that we achieve the
right things on the ground. What is interesting to me
is that some of the progress that we have seen,
particularly around vaccination, helps to avoid
disability, and yet that would not be one of the key
targets you would see alongside any immunisation and
vaccination programme. It may be that we want to
have a clearer lens through any new development
framework about how it will affect disability, not just
in terms of improved rights and access to being
involved in society for people who are disabled, but
actually the work that will prevent people from being
disabled in the first place.
Chair: For the record, this Committee is still minded
to do a Report on disability some time in the next 12
months or so. There are an awful lot of disabled
people—more, proportionally—in developing
countries and they are less well served by definition,
because they are in poor countries. We think that is
something we want to focus attention on, but no doubt
we will engage later on that.

Q128 Jeremy Lefroy: One matter that comes up a lot
is the issue of inequality: not only inequality between
countries but within individual countries. Clearly this
is of major concern across the world, including the
Western world, as we see widening gaps between the
wealthy and the poor. What do you think, Secretary
of State, could be done within the post-2015 goals to
express this real concern that there is? It is not just
a concern about income distribution, but also about
political stability and other matters.
Justine Greening: You are right that this issue is not
particularly developing in a country-specific way. You
can come at it from two or three ways. One is to make
sure that the outcomes that are being achieved are
disaggregated to such an extent that you can see, and
you can bring transparency to bear that way. Another
is to decide which aspects of unequal treatment or
inequality you particularly want to focus in on, and
then simply decide to track that. Finally, you can come
at it from a different route, which is the one we talked
about, which is more around this zero base, so
everybody has the right to a particular access to
something, and you tackle inequality that way,
through lifting people before they get left behind.
There are different ways we can come at it, and
depending on what particular objective we have post-
2015, you might take a different approach, but I think
it is a reasonable debate to be had. My main priority
is around this issue of people not being left behind.
That is the key for me. I think it is about
understanding that we need to see progress for people
across countries, but also within countries, and how
we make sure we strike the right balance there.

Q129 Jeremy Lefroy: Do you think it would be
sensible to have a specific goal to reduce inequality,
or is that too vague and all-encompassing?
Justine Greening: I am sure lots of people, as we
debate what the new framework should be, will have
lots of different views. As I said, to my mind, it may
be that it is too broad-brush. I think the main thing,
from my perspective, that I have had a concern around
is how we can make sure that people are not left
behind. Here in the UK obviously we are having a
debate on child poverty, and you see our child poverty
numbers technically falling—not because any child in
any of our constituencies is better off, but because
other people have seen their incomes fall. The most
important aspect of this, and what I think was so
powerful about the first set of development goals, was
how actionable they were for individuals, and I would
not want to see us lose that.

Q130 Fiona O’Donnell: The UK is committed to
achieving 0.7% of our GDP in aid. Where would you
like to see that sitting? Should it be in the new
post-2015 framework that all major donors would
have to make that commitment?
Justine Greening: My sense is that we will probably
have a big debate about what the development goals
should be, and in a sense there is an argument to say,
“Let us have a separate debate on countries financing
that development agenda.” The Government has been
very clear about our commitment to meeting our 0.7%
of GNI going into international development, and we
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will, alongside this agenda of discussing and debating
what we think that new development framework needs
to look like, use that as a catalyst to have a fresh
debate on other countries matching our commitment.
The progress we have seen over the last 15 years
shows that we can really make a difference when we
work together, but the more countries that are
prepared to be part of that the better, frankly, and the
more progress we will make, faster. You are right that
it is a relevant question, but I see it as one that is
probably set apart from this core debate that we will
hopefully see, and into which the High Level Panel’s
recommendations will feed, on the broader
development framework.

Q131 Fiona O’Donnell: The other thing that
developed countries like the UK can do is to ensure
that companies that are making profits in developing
countries are paying tax and declaring that. I know we
have domestic problems with that. I wonder if you
would be in favour of all companies listed on our
Stock Exchange having to declare what tax they are
paying in developing countries?
Justine Greening: Transparency is important. We also
need to be proportionate with companies, but you are
right: there is a debate around people and companies
paying their fair share of tax in the countries in which
they operate. It is one that the Government is right to
be looking at, and I have no doubt that when we host
the G8 next year, it will be one of the things that this
Government wants to engage other countries in debate
on. There is no doubt in my mind that there is an
element of the debate we have here in the UK and
internationally that will need some kind of global
solution if we are to tackle it in a smart way. Therefore
it is something, I am sure, that this Government will
want to pursue in its G8 Presidency.

Q132 Fiona O’Donnell: We are alone in achieving
the 0.7%, so do you not think we could also give a
lead, perhaps, in terms of companies declaring what
tax they are paying?
Justine Greening: I have no doubt that that debate
will rage. We want to have an approach that will be
proportionate for companies. Transparency is part of
that, and of course there is nothing stopping
companies at the moment from being more
transparent. Consumers are increasingly street-smart
about understanding which companies they feel are
behaving in a responsible way, just generally—but I
think increasingly that involves how they manage
their tax affairs too.

Q133 Jeremy Lefroy: Could I ask a slightly
mischievous question? Do you find it slightly
depressing that at the moment the UK is taking the
lead among major donors with the 0.7%, which does
not appear to be gaining too much traction with other
major donors, and yet is being fiercely criticised for a
quite understandable reluctance to increase
contributions to the European Union budget, which
goes to people who are not particularly poor compared
with those whom the 0.7% is helping?
Fiona O'Donnell: Very mischievous.

Justine Greening: Having been a Treasury Minister
in the past, leading those on-the-ground EU-budget
negotiations, I absolutely support what our
Government is trying to achieve, which is not just
getting better value for money but having a laser-like
focus on affordability and the fact that the European
Union budget needs to be affordable, and it needs to
be a budget that reflects that we all have to live within
our means. We do not think that the current proposal
on the EU budget meets that, and that is why the
Prime Minister is quite right to push for a far better
settlement.
I think that the UK Government does provide
leadership worldwide on our investment in
international development. I also think that in the long
term it is not just the right thing to do, but as I have
said on many an occasion, it is also the smart thing to
do. That will be shown to be the case in the coming
years, as our economic relationships with many of
these developing countries grow.

Q134 Chair: Can I ask you a specific question
following from that? Depending, obviously, on what
the outcome of the budget settlement is, as you will
know, the Committee has criticised the fact that a
proportion of the core budget goes to Neighbourhood
Policy, and is then classed as development assistance,
but the biggest share of it goes to Turkey. We were
not very keen about that, whereas the Development
Fund does deliver our objectives. What is the
Department’s or the Government’s current position in
relation to that aspect of the budget? In other words,
when you are talking about wanting to freeze the
budget, cap it or cut it, does that include budgetisation
or non-budgetisation of development, and does it
include maintaining the same level of commitment
on development?
Justine Greening: When the European Development
Fund went through the Multilateral Aid Review, as
the Committee will know, it came out with a good
rating as being an effective tool. We are pressing, and
in fact I have been to Luxembourg to press, for
improvements in the other instruments that you
mentioned, to make sure that they similarly improve
their effectiveness. In terms of the Government’s
strategy, we have been very clear that we want to see
a limit to the EU budget. Our main priority is actually
around the size of the EU budget. Within that, though,
we have also been clear that we see areas such as
Heading IV as one of our priorities—but that can only
come after we have achieved a size of budget that we
think is acceptable.

Q135 Chair: So our position on whether or not the
Development Fund should be incorporated in the
budget or maintained as a separate fund will depend
on the outcome of negotiations, or the process of
negotiations?
Justine Greening: Our position is that we understand
we need to go through a negotiation within the EU,
and that budgetisation of the European Development
Fund is going to be part of that negotiation, because
of the countries proposing it. The UK position is that
we do not want to see long-term budgetisation of the
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Fund. We are happy with it being outside the budget
as it stands now.

Q136 Chair: And you would not want it to receive
the main burden of any cuts?
Justine Greening: In a nutshell, no, but the main
priority for our Government is to get an overall size
of EU budget that we believe is affordable. Within
that, then, yes, we have priorities, and one of them is
Heading IV, but the overriding priority is to achieve an
outcome in the EU budget and Multiannual Financial
Framework that is acceptable to the UK and is
affordable.
Michael Anderson: Chairman, the critical thing with
the EDF is that it remain effective, and we think that
is possible either as a budgetised or a non-budgetised
instrument. The key thing is not diluting that
effectiveness.

Q137 Chair: Yes. So we would resist anything that
we felt was going to dilute it. It is just because the
Government’s position changed from wanting to keep
it out to allowing it to be budgetised, but only on the
condition that it meets your criteria. A final point on
consultation: slightly unfairly, perhaps, the MDGs are
often regarded as something that was hatched up in a
room in New York and presented to the world, and it
took a little while for the world to catch on. This is a
much more open and engaging process, but do you
think there is adequate consultation? Your own
Department is funding two processes, and indeed do
you think there is enough time to glean that
information, analyse it and feed it in to the process to
be effective?
Justine Greening: You are right that there needs to
be a huge amount of consultation. We cannot have a
top-down approach to setting the next post-2015
development framework. It needs to be something that
can be bought into more broadly across the world.
You are also right that we believe we need to have
consultation at a very grassroots level, not just at the
national level, although the UN is engaged in 50
national consultations at the moment, and I think I
am right in saying nine thematic global consultations.
Beyond that you are right: DFID has been part of
funding some internet-based consultations that will
give people wherever they are in the world, but
particularly in the places that we want to see develop,
their individual chance to participate through those
routes too.
Will we be able to do enough to inform the process?
I think we can. When you combine what the High
Level Panel process is doing in terms of its outreach,
what is happening in many national governments, the
kinds of discussions we are having here today, for
example, and the work that is happening more broadly
to allow individuals to participate and say what they
think the next framework should look like, there is a
huge amount of consultation going on. As you say,
Chair, the key to success will be ensuring that we can
synthesise all of that and understand what it adds up
to, because there will be a lot of it.

Q138 Chair: In terms of the institutions, clearly it is
a more wide-ranging process than was the case last

time. The truth is the World Bank was not really
involved; it bought in later, whereas this time the
World Bank is clearly involved. But what about the
people? ONE have specifically said—and we did raise
this with the UN representatives—“Why does the UN
not commission a representative poll, taken from
amongst the poorest people on the planet, to ask them
what makes them poor and what they think would
actually materially improve their quality of life?”
Otherwise, is there not a danger that this is a
handed-down process from the supposed development
experts on what we think they want, rather than what
they actually want?
Justine Greening: There is a lot of work going on in
this area, and I will write to the Committee with a
much fuller briefing on this. There are several strands
of work being led. For example, the UN is leading an
initiative called worldwewant2015.org, which is
hosting a series of online consultations. You talked
about some of the other initiatives. There is the My
World initiative, launched by the UN Millennium
Campaign, which is all about allowing citizens to vote
online, through their smartphones, through text
messaging. There is also an initiative called
Participate Initiative, which sees a coalition of NGOs
and the IDS going out directly to talk to those sorts
of communities you just mentioned about what their
priorities are.
It sits alongside all the other work I talked about that
the UN is also pushing. There is an awful lot of work
going on, and it is probably worth me setting that out
in a bit more of a detailed fashion for the Committee,
if that is helpful. I would be quite happy to do that.
Michael Anderson: Chairman, we looked closely at
the possibility of funding polling, particularly
Afrobarometer and the like, and we concluded that the
Participate Initiative, which is based on face-to-face
interviews with poor people, and My World, which
will penetrate deeply through SMS technology, are
likely to reach a broader group than the more limited
group of polling. We chose those deliberately because
they would be better tools for getting the voices of the
poor into the conversation.

Q139 Chair: Are the DFID country offices charged
with any particular requirement to try to feed in to
this process? When the Committee visits a country to
talk to people, I suppose we try to ask them basic
questions: “How good, bad or indifferent is it for you?
What goes right? What goes wrong? What would
make a difference to you?” Have they been given a
specific steer to try to gather some of that together in
the countries in which we operate, and feed it in to
the process?
Justine Greening: They are naturally doing that as
part of the work that they do anyhow. Obviously for
DFID this debate, and where we end up on it, is
massively important, because it will determine an
awful lot of where our Department focuses its own
energies over the coming timeframe, however long the
development timeframe lasts. DFID is centre stage in
this work, and we do reach out to our country
programmes in order to get their views. In fact, I am
just kicking off a listening exercise, or whatever you
want to call it, across DFID at the moment, which I
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launched last week, precisely to ask them about what
their views are on how we need to structure DFID in
the long term, and also where we need to focus our
efforts and what we will have to do to be successful.
There is also a good opportunity there for people,
wherever they are in the DFID organisation, to feed
in to this kind of process too.

Q140 Fiona O'Donnell: I wonder if I could just put
in a plea for the people who have missed out on the
MDGs—often the most marginalised indigenous
people and untouchables. Are you sending a message
to DFID offices that they must engage with those
groups?
Justine Greening: We try our best to make sure we
are doing that. Why do I not take an action, after this
meeting, to send a communiqué out with the results
of the discussion we have had here today? That can
sit alongside the questions I am already asking people
in DFID about what they think we need to do to be
outstanding and even how we can make sure we are
delivering on the ground for the people we want to
help. I am quite happy to do that, and that might be
quite a good way of knitting in what DFID staff think
to the work that we are all doing.

Q141 Chair: That would be very helpful and a very
worthwhile initiative. As you rightly say, the UK is a
major player on this issue, and clearly, at least in the
countries in which we operate bilaterally, we perhaps
have a particular take that is worth feeding in to it. I
think that is an excellent suggestion, so thank you for
that. Can I thank both of you, Secretary of State and
Mr Anderson, for coming along this morning? Clearly
this is an exercise that is beginning to generate a great
deal of public interest. I think we have been told that
we are a little bit ahead of the game in looking at it
in the way we are doing, and certainly the intention is
that our Report will be published in time to have an
impact on the process, rather than just being a
comment on it from the touchlines.
Justine Greening: Yes.

Q142 Chair: That is our intention. Thank you very
much indeed, and can I say to you, Mr Anderson, that
I wish you well over the next few months? I guess we
might hear from you down the line.
Michael Anderson: Thank you.
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Written evidence

Written evidence submitted by the Department for International Development

1. Introduction and Context

1. The global development landscape has evolved significantly since the MDGs were agreed in 2000. As
Robert Zoellick noted in his address at the RAND Graduate School in June 2012, the balance of power in the
world economy has shifted, with developing countries now the engines of global growth and desiring to be the
stewards of their own futures.1 Beyond this, new sources of development finance have mushroomed as have
the number of development actors, instruments and delivery mechanisms.

2. It is in this context that the international community must come together to consider the framework that
should replace the MDGs. The challenge is significant. A new framework will need to reflect a changing world
with new challenges and priorities. It will need to stay simple and focused on the needs of poor people across
the world. It will need to be agreed by countries in very different stages of their development processes. Non-
state actors, like the private sector and civil society organisations, will need to be involved in its development.
And, above all, it must reflect the priorities of poor people themselves.

3. HMG is committed to playing a leadership role in this process.

2. Effectiveness of the MDGs and Lessons Learned

4. There has been good progress against many of the MDGs. Extreme poverty ($1.25/day) has fallen globally
from 43% in 1990 to 23% in 2008 and is projected to fall to 16% in 2015.2 The global targets for halving
the proportion of people living on less than $1.25 a day (MDG1a) and halving the proportion of people without
sustainable access to safe drinking water (MDG7c) were both met in 2010. Progress has also been good for
primary completion (MDG2.a) and gender equality in primary and secondary education (MDG 3.a), with
developing countries being close to “on-track”. However, progress has been less positive for the health MDGs.
Infant and maternal mortality (MDGs 4.a and 5.a), and access to basic sanitation (MDG 7.c) are significantly
“off-track”.3

5. MDG7 has not been successful in focussing attention and action on environmental sustainability. With the
exception of that on ozone, all10 MDG7 targets are off-track, six severely so. All have implications for
development because the poorest people in the poorest countries (the “bottom billion”) are heavily dependent
on natural resources—forests, fisheries, agriculture—for their livelihoods and poor people will suffer most from
the impacts of climate change.

6. Progress has also varied across regions. It has been strongest in East Asia, the Pacific, Latin America and
the Caribbean. It has been less positive in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa is lagging significantly compared
to other regions on most MDGs. Non-fragile, middle income countries have achieved, or are on track to
achieve, six MDGs whilst non-fragile low income countries are on track to achieve three.4 Not a single low
income fragile or conflict-affected country has yet achieved any of the MDGs.5

7. Within regions and countries too, progress has varied. UNDP notes that, “The reality is that most countries
may achieve progress on some goals and face a unique set of challenges in achieving others; there is a wide
variation of progress.”6

8. It is difficult to establish with complete certainty the link between the adoption of the MDGs and improved
development outcomes. What evidence exists suggests that:

— The MDGs have generated an unprecedented degree of global political consensus on
development, and put poverty reduction at the heart of international development policy. They
have created a common strategic language and increased the focus and coherence of
international development efforts. The World Bank has on its website, “The World Bank is
committed to helping achieve the MDGs because, simply put, these goals are our goals.”7

— The MDGs have been a strong communications and advocacy tool. They have been much more
visible than previous goals or measurement frameworks. A search of publications on Google
database reveals that since 2000 the term MDGs has overtaken Human Development Index in
terms of number of references and is gaining on GDP per capita.8

1 Zoellick, Robert (2012), “Getting Stuff Done: Commencement of the Pardee RAND Graduate School”, Santa Monica, California
2 World Bank (2012), Global Monitoring Report—Food Prices, Nutrition and the MDGs. Washington DC: World Bank.
3 World Bank (2012), Global Monitoring Report—Food Prices, Nutrition and the MDGs. Washington DC: World Bank
4 World Bank, (2012), Global Monitoring Report—Food Prices, Nutrition and the MDGs. Washington DC: World Bank.
5 World Bank, (2011), World Development Report: Conflict, Security and Development. Washington DC: World Bank.
6 UNDP (2010) Beyond the Midpoint: Achieving the Millennium Development Goals, New York: United Nations Development

Programme.
7 http://www.worldbank.org/mdgs/
8 Kenny, C & A Sumner, 2011, More Money or More Development: What have the MDGs achieved?, CGD Working Paper 278,

Washington DC: Centre for Global Development.
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— The MDG framework supported the scaling up of debt relief initiatives for low income
countries. The heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) Initiative, launched in 1996 by the
membership of the IMF and World Bank, was scaled up in 2005 with the introduction of the
Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI). The aim was to free up additional resources for the
poorest countries in order to help them reach the MDGs.9

— There is evidence that the MDGs have informed how ODA has been spent. For example a
much higher share of increased spending on education has gone on basic education than on
secondary. There has also been an increase in the share of ODA spent on reproductive health
and water and sanitation.10

— The MDG framework has had some influence on policy and spending at the national level in
developing countries. A recent survey by UNDP found that 85% of developing countries had
incorporated one or more of the MDG goals, targets or indicators into national-level policy.
Some countries, such as Thailand and Cambodia integrated the MDGs into domestic policy-
making to a much greater extent.11 For countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, government spending
on social sectors (health and education) as a percentage of GDP has increased from around
5.6% in 2002 to around 7.5% in 2010.12

— With its focused set of targets and indicators, the framework has encouraged better availability
and quality of data in developing countries. It has also enabled a focus on results rather than
inputs and spending. 85% of DFID’s focus countries have improved their performance against
the World Bank’s statistical capacity indicator, and, with the exception of Yemen, all of them
have increased the number of MDG indicators that they have data for since 2000. This focus
on measurement and results is increasingly critical in sustaining support for development
assistance in developed countries.

9. But there are lessons to be learned on the MDGs as a framework and on the process for agreeing them.

— The process for agreeing the MDGs has been criticised as donor-driven, with low ownership at
the national level in developing countries themselves.

— Aid dependent governments in particular have felt under pressure to show progress against the
MDGs, due to the importance that donors have placed on them. This may at time, have distorted
their national priorities.

— The MDGs were intended as global targets, and the targets for 2015 were calculated on the
basis of global trends. However they have been applied and used to evaluate progress at country
level. Some argue that this has drawn attention away from good progress in some countries,
particularly in Africa, that might be off track on MDGs, but have made significant gains from
a low base.

— The goals focus on averages and can mask significant inequalities, when they are applied both
nationally and globally. Research by UNICEF has found that in some cases progress on child
mortality was achieved nationally even though the poorest saw no change. Some argue that the
goals have created perverse incentives that focus on those groups that are easiest to pull above
the poverty line, neglecting those that are hardest to reach.

— The MDGs have been criticised for having goals that are quantatively oriented and that pay
little attention to the quality of the outcomes. This is a criticism that has often been used with
reference to the education sector—where the focus on enrolment has often been considered to
be at the expense of the quality of the learning outcomes.13

— There have also been suggestions that some of the indicators lacked ambition—leading to
criticism that they represented business as usual trends rather than transformative change.

— The MDGs are sometimes considered to present an over-simplified understanding of
development and what drives poverty reduction. The past decades of development have
demonstrated that there is no simple formula for development. It is not just a technical,
engineering problem, or a question of good economic management. And it is not just about
human development or well-being. The centrality of politics and political incentives has become
much better understood—as has the difficulty of capturing this in a framework.

3. Purpose and Coverage of a New Set of Goals

10. There was no explicit stated purpose for the original MDG framework—though it was widely understood
to be a mechanism to enable implementation of the Millennium Declaration. Richard Manning offered a
retrospective purpose as being “to encourage sustainable pro-poor development progress and donor support of
9 UN (2006), “The Millennium Development Goals Report 2006”, United Nations, New York
10 OECD DACdata on ODA flows by sector; http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?datasetcode=TABLE1
11 UNDP (2010) Beyond the Midpoint: Achieving the Millennium Development Goals, New York: United Nations Development

Programme.
12 http://databank.worldbank.org/ddp/home.do
13 UN Task Team on the post-2015 UN Development Agenda, (2012), “Discussion Note: Review of the contributions of the MDG

Agenda to foster development; lessons for the post-2015 development agenda”. New York: UN.
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domestic efforts in this direction”.14 This purpose statement was loosely defined to shape both domestic efforts
and donor support, and to reconcile broader development with the need to focus on the poorest.

11. There is a debate about whether a future set of global goals should be focused on (i) poverty reduction/
eradication, (ii) development, growth and prosperity, or (iii) “sustainable development”. While these overlap,
they are somewhat distinct.

12. HMG’s view is that a new framework should maintain an explicit focus on reducing absolute poverty,
achieved through inclusive economic growth and development. 1.3 billion people still live in extreme poverty,
living on less than $1.25/day. At the current rate of progress, around 1 billion people will still be living below
$1.25 a day in 2015.15 Internal DFID projections suggest that, even under an optimistic scenario of global
growth rates similar to those in the 2000s, poverty (defined as people living below $1.25 p/day, in 2005 PPP
term) would stand at around 824 million by 2030, or 9.9% of the global population. In a more pessimistic
scenario of growth reverting to the level of the 1990s, poverty in 2030 could remain as high as 1.154 billion
by 2030, or 13.9% of the population. It is therefore right that a new post-2015 framework should maintain a
focus on poverty and on improving the lives of the poorest.

13. For the world to eradicate poverty forever, we need a global effort to improve the lives of the poorest
people wherever they live, recognising that the biggest challenges face the poorest people in the poorest
countries. Today, around 41% of the world’s poor live in fragile states, compared to around 20% in 2005.16

If this trend continues, it is likely that the majority of poor people will be living in fragile environments in the
coming decades. The majority of the world’s poorest people already live in Middle Income Countries (MICs)
and this proportion is also likely to rise over the coming decades as countries continue to grow and transition
out of Low Income Country (LIC) status. Internal DFID projections suggest that, under optimistic growth
forecasts, the share of poor in MICs will increase from 68% now to 74% by 2030.

14. A new framework will thus need to be relevant for low income countries such as Benin, middle income
countries such as Indonesia, and fragile countries, such as Somalia. In the past, many Middle Income Countries,
with development strategies extending well beyond poverty reduction, have not always seen the MDGs as an
overarching framework guiding their policy-making. A challenge will be to ensure that they see it as a useful
policy-making tool. This will require their playing a full role in the design of a new framework.

15. The focus on poverty eradication will have further implications for the coverage of the new framework.
Many themes and indicators—such as maternal mortality or access to safe drinking water—may apply more
readily to developing countries. Others may be relevant and important in all countries—this may be the case
in particular for issues around accountability, transparency, or the environment.

4. Principles for a New Set of Goals

16. It is generally agreed that a new set of goals should maintain the simplicity, measurability and focus of
the MDGs. It is also useful to envisage it as being made up of three types of elements:

(1) Successful elements from the current MDGs to secure the gains made and “finish the job” on
the MDGs that have not been met.

(2) Important elements that were missing in the MDGs and lessons learned.

(3) Elements reflecting new challenges in a changing world—to ensure the agenda remains relevant
and useful in the future.

17. Beyond that a new framework will need to:

— Be ambitious.

— Reflect the diverse conditions of Low Income Countries, Middle Income Countries, and fragile
and conflict affected states.

— Propose lasting, durable solutions.

— Be actionable and owned at the country level.

— Be simple, easy to understand and prioritised to ensure that there are between six to 10
compelling headline goals.

18. The world will need to adopt a pragmatic approach to the post-2015 framework. The process to agree a
new framework will not be the place to tackle complex international negotiations which have their own
processes. A new framework will not be compelling if it attempts to be an over-arching theory of development.

5. The Content of Future Goals

19. It is generally agreed that a new framework should “build on the MDGs”: deepen the reach of the current
MDGs and reach people that do not yet have decent living standards and access to quality services. In some
cases new indicators and targets will be needed to deepen reach and impact. For example, an education goal
14 Manning, Richard (2009) Using Indicators to Encourage Development: Learning Lessons from the MDGs, Copenhagen: Danish

Institute for International Studies (DIIS)
15 World Bank (2012), “Global Monitoring Report Food Prices, Nutrition, and the Millennium Development Goals”
16 L Chandy and G Gertz (2011), “Two trends in Global Poverty” Brookings Institute
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could emphasise learning as well as enrolment. In some instances, existing indicators will remain relevant—
for example child and maternal mortality—and here the challenge maybe to adopt new, ambitious targets.

20. But a focus on human development outcomes alone will not be enough in a new framework. There is
strong evidence that economic growth is the principal enabler of long-term poverty reduction17 and growth
must be a central part of any new framework. We need to find ways to promote a more inclusive and sustainable
growth pattern—by focusing on generating productive employment and improving access to marginalised
groups, and enhancing productive capacity in developing countries.

21. To eradicate poverty, the foundations that enable people to improve their lives need to be established:
good government, the rule of law, tackling corruption, transparency and accountability, free markets—these
help create the conditions for the economic empowerment of the poor and remove the conditions that hold
prosperity back. This is what the Prime Minister calls the “Golden Thread of development”. It is not a
prescriptive agenda about the necessary steps to growth. Rather, it is a people-centred understanding of
development, which has national transparency and domestic accountability at its heart, and which is based on
the understanding that societies and economies are more likely to develop when they are more accountable
and open. It is a proposition supportive of “country ownership” and nationally-defined priorities.

22. Managing environmental risks and our ability to use natural resources sustainably will heavily influence
our ability to achieve lasting poverty reduction. Energy, natural resource management, and the need to mitigate
and adapt to the impacts of climate change are among key development challenges in many countries. A new
framework will need to address these.

23. Conflict-affected and fragile states face particular challenges, and these were not explicitly addressed in
the MDGs. Yet there are strong correlations between conflict and poverty. On average, for example, poverty
rates are 21% higher in countries affected by repeated cycles of violence than in stable countries.18 The New
Deal for Engagement in Fragile States agreed at Busan promotes five Peace and State-building Goals intended
to create a conducive environment for delivering on the MDGs in fragile states. These goals include fostering
more inclusive political processes, addressing injustices and strengthening people’s security, generating
employment and improving livelihoods and greater accountability. The post-2015 framework could build on
this, and build in the need for conflict prevention and institution building.

24. The UN Task Team report on the post-2015 development agenda19 suggests that the post-2015 agenda
needs to be shaped around four dimensions—inclusive social development, inclusive economic development,
environmental sustainability, peace and security. This model can provide a useful starting point for discussions.

25. Beyond these dimensions, the new framework will need to maintain an important focus on women’s
rights and gender equality. Despite progress on women’s rights over the past 15 years, gender inequality
remains a major driver of poverty. The Prime Minister has noted that “where the potential and the perspective
of women are locked out of the decisions that shape a society, that society remains stunted and underachieving.
So enabling women to have a voice is a vital part of improving governance and achieving sustainable and
equitable growth.”20 There is a case for a global development agenda which addresses and monitors the
elimination of specific gender gaps, and seeks to transform the structural factors that underpin gender inequality.

6. The Link between the “Sustainable Development Goals” and the Agenda Being Considered
by the High-Level Panel

26. The proposal for Sustainable Development Goals is timely and welcome. It has helpfully drawn attention
to the importance of integrating environmental sustainability issues with a new development framework. The
process to agree SDGs will be important in bringing environment and development objectives together in a
post-2015 development framework to begin a dialogue on lessons learned from MDG7 and how to better reflect
environment in a post-MDG framework

27. At Rio it was agreed that an Open Working Group (OWG) on SDGs would be established .The OWG
will play a major role in the post-2015 process. The UK Government will support, and contribute to, the work
of this group once its membership is agreed, including by encouraging members of the private sector and civil
society to engage with any consultation exercises. At the same time, HMG is clear that there should be one
single framework of global goals from 2015 and that different processes should be integrated into one single
track at an appropriate point in the near future.

28. The terms of reference for the High Level Panel call upon it to consider environmental sustainability as
a core dimension and to consider how the SDGs relate to the broader Post-2015 development agenda. It is
likely, therefore, that the Open Working Group and the High Level Panel will be overlapping in their scope
but each will be able to add value by bringing different perspectives to the debate through its different
membership. The two processes must be coordinated and coherent—as agreed at Rio+20—and both should
contribute to Member States’ consideration of one single post-2015 development framework.
17 Dollar, D, Kraay, A (2012), “Growth is good for the poor”, Journal of Economic Growth,
18 World Bank, 2011, World Development Report: Conflict, Security and Development. Washington DC: World Bank.
19 UN Task Team on post-MDGs (2012), Realizing the Future We Want for All: Report to the Secretary General, New-York: UN.
20 Cameron, David (2012): Speech on family planning, London 11 July 2012.
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7. Engagement and Outreach

29. The politics of development have changed significantly since the MDGs were designed in the late 1990s:
the geopolitical balance of power has shifted, poverty is taking on new dimensions and the actors tackling—
and creating—development challenges have changed.

30. Extensive outreach and engagement of all of these stakeholders will be indispensable if a new framework
is to be seen as credible and legitimate, if it is to have buy-in and support, and if it is to be a useful tool at the
country level. The process must be open, transparent and inclusive. It will need to reflect the new geopolitical
context: emerging powers should play an active leadership role, as should civil society and business.

31. Above all, the process should find ways to hear the voices of poor people themselves. They have first-
hand experience of poverty. An initiative is needed that will reach the most vulnerable and marginalised people,
to learn from their experiences of poverty, and to allow them to engage in the formation of new framework.

32. The perspective of non-state actors will be critical. Business, for example, will be able to contribute
unique perspectives on the barriers that prevent investments and pro-poor growth in developing countries, and
to offer insights on how a new framework could incentivise them to do more, for example, to make their
supply chains more sustainable, or to better measure and demonstrate their impact on development. Civil
society will play an important role in bringing the voices of poor people and different constituencies and
interest groups to the table.

33. The High Level Panel on the post-2015 development agenda will need to undertake extensive outreach
to inform its deliberations and conclusions. There are at least five main opportunities for outreach:

(1) The extensive national and thematic consultations planned by the UN Development Group.

(2) Global outreach to citizens through a dedicated website, and through new technology based
communications (eg SMS).

(3) Face to face interaction between the panellists and a range of actors from different
constituencies.

(4) Individual consultations by the panellists themselves, in particular with those constituencies
with which they are most familiar (this might be regional, or by sector/constituency).

(5) “Piggy-backing” on appropriate opportunities to engage with existing processes (including
through AU, Commonwealth or ASEAN meetings).

8. Measuring Progress

34. Time-bound targets are at the heart of the current MDG model. Many commentators have argued that it
is precisely time-bound nature of the MDGs that gives them influence. Indeed, those targets which are specific
and measurable (eg “reduce by half the proportion of people living on less than a dollar a day”) have had
significant more traction than those that were not quantified (eg “make available the benefits of new
technologies, especially information and communications”). In the case of MDG7, the absence of agreed
numerical targets for 7a and 7b has meant that the headline reporting on MDG7 has focused on the water and
sanitation target,21 drawing attention away from the broader environmental sustainability thrust of this Goal.

35. Targets are a useful political tool to incentivise focus and action. They allow for benchmarking. They
generate a sense of momentum and jeopardy, and they can be helpful in directing resources to particular ends.
They are a use advocacy tool. Targets can also incentivise a focus on measurement, data and results.

36. But targets can also skew resource allocations, and create perverse incentives. The MDGs were criticised
for the way that global goals and targets were translated top down into national targets. A different approach
is needed that fosters real country level ownership and accountability, while enabling benchmarking and
incentivising action and results.

37. One model for doing this would be though agreeing global goals, global metrics and nationally defined
targets. Such a model puts governments in the driving seat for developing their commitments, based on their
level of development and national circumstances. It links the targets to national planning, allows for much
better ownership, and still allows for benchmarking. The global goals could either be framed in terms of targets
(eg “eradicate poverty by 2030”) or in general terms (eg “health and well-being for all”).

9. Timescale: The Period a New Framework could Cover

38. The issue of the timescale of post-2015 framework will an important consideration of the High Level
Panel on the post-2015 development agenda. It will be important for the Panel to carefully consider the
advantages and disadvantages of each option. In doing so, it may be useful to think about questions such as:
(i) what time period is most likely to incentivise action and change, and (ii) what reliable projections for
different poverty metrics are available for the years ahead.
21 World Bank (2012), Global Monitoring Report—Food Prices, Nutrition and the MDGs. Washington DC: World Bank.
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39. A longer timeline—perhaps 2050—could recognise that development is a long term process, and that
national plans and monitoring capacity take time to establish and deliver results. It would provide some stability
and long term vision. It will allow the international community not to have to “re-invent” the wheel regularly.

40. A shorter timeframe—2025 or 2030—would fit better with political cycles, and as such could be more
likely to incentivise action than goals which are perceived to expire in a distant future. It is easier to maintain
pace and attention over a shorter period of time, potentially allowing for greater and sustained momentum. The
argument for a shorter time frame is supported by the difficulty of projecting poverty measures beyond 2030,
given all of the assumptions underpinning projections. A shorter timeframe also allows for flexibility to adapt
a framework to emerging realities. The effects of climate change, for example, were not factored into the
MDGs, but have since been recognised as being central to poverty reduction.

10. Financing Global Goals

41. National revenues will be the main source of revenue for financing a new set of global goals, as they
were for the MDGs.

42. International flows contributing to development have increased significantly—both in number and in
scale—since the MDGs were agreed. Private sector investments, new philanthropies, remittances, new donors
such as China have changed the landscape of development financing. According to the IMF, portfolio equity
flows, Foreign Direct Investments and workers’ remittances have all overtaken Overseas Development
Assistance (ODA) as flows to developing countries.22 HMG has been at the forefront of developing innovative
development finance mechanisms such as the International Finance Facility for Immunization (IFFIm),
Advanced Market Commitments, and more recently the Private Infrastructure Development Group (PIDG).

43. ODA will remain important, and HMGhas committed to spend 0.7% of Gross National Income (GNI)
on international development from 2013, making it the first country in the G20 to keep its promise to do so.

44. In this context, it is right for discussions on development finance to be wide-ranging in scope. The UN
Financing for Development (UNFFD) process and the work of the Rio+20-established-UN Intergovernmental
Committee on financing for sustainable development will be important for discussions on development finance.
The High Level Panel on the post-2015 development agenda may wish to consider how MDG 8 could be built
upon in a new post-2015 framework and discuss how accountability, transparency and global partnerships,
including and beyond aid, can support development.

45. It will be important for discussions in the High Level Panel to focus on the substance of what will
constitute a new framework, and not to be dominated by financing considerations. In the medium term, it
would be useful for discussions on the post-2015 development agenda to link in with that on financing. The UN
Financing for Development (UNFFD) process and the work of the Rio+20-established-UN Intergovernmental
Committee on financing for sustainable development, will be important fora for this.

Annex A

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE INQUIRY ON THE POST-2015 DEVELOPMENT
GOALS

The UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) will expire in 2015, and the Secretary General of the UN
has appointed a High-Level Panel to assess what should replace them. Co-chairs of the High-Level Panel are
the British Prime Minister David Camerson, President Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of Liberia, and President Susilo
Bambang Yudhoyono of Indonesia.

At Rio +20 it was agreed to set up a process to establish Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The
United Nations General Assembly will appoint a group of representatives from 30 countries by September to
develop the goals.

The Committee has decided to launch an inquiry on the post-2015 agenda. We therefore invite organisations
and interested individuals to submit written evidence on the following:

— Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date.

— How should the “Sustainable Development Goals” be established following Rio +20 relate to
the “Development Goals” being considered by the High-Level Panel?

— The coverage of future goals: should they be for developing countries only or should progress
be monitored in all countries?

— The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to
global consensus?

— Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should
progress be measured?

— Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?
22 IMF (2009), World Economic Outlook.Washington DC; IMF.
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— The role of the private sector and other non-state organisations.

— Timescale: what period should the new framework cover? Was the 15-year timescale for the
MDGs right?

— The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should
there be with the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

30 October 2012

Written evidence submitted by Andrew Dorward (Professor of Development Economics, SOAS,
University of London), Elaine Unterhalter (Professor of Education and International Development,

IoE, University of London) and Jeff Waage (OBE, Director of the LIDC and Professor, SOAS,
University of London)

This submission focuses on four questions posed by the enquiry, regarding the effectiveness of the MDG
process and of the target based approach, the process and voices heard, and the content of future goals. The
MDGs have been effective, albeit patchily, in concentrating attention and resources on major global problems
identified at the turn of the century, but have faced difficulties from a lack of emphasis on holism, equity and
local ownership across and within goals. Any successors to the MDGs should both take account of changing
international conditions and address these shortcomings. This will require processes for the development and
ownership of goals with more participation that includes both people whom the goals most directly concern
and middle ranking professionals most involved with implementing initiatives needed for goal achievement.
The content of such goals, while being determined in more inclusive processes, should embody core principles
of holism, sustainability and equity. This may be achieved with a hierarchy of overarching goals focussing on
wellbeing supported by secondary goals integrating core elements of human, social and environmental
development. Illustrative examples are provided.

Contributors

This contribution comes from collaborative research conducted over four years by a team of academics from
different specialist sectors represented by MDGs 1–7 (poverty and hunger, environment, education, gender,
maternal and child health, HIV) who were convened under the leadership of Jeff Waage at the London
International Development Centre (LIDC) to undertake cross-sectoral analysis of the performance and future
direction of the MDGs. Participants in the team come from the London School of Hygiene and Tropical
Medicine, the School of Oriental and African Studies, the Institute of Education, the Karolinska Institute in
Sweden and research partners at institutions in China, Thailand, South Africa, Malawi and Chile.

The submission has been co-ordinated by LIDC and written by Andrew Dorward (Professor of Development
Economics, SOAS, University of London), Elaine Unterhalter (Professor of Education and International
Development, IoE, University of London) and Jeff Waage (OBE, Director of the LIDC and Professor, SOAS,
University of London).

Submission

1. This submission focuses on four of the questions posed by the enquiry:

(1) Lessons learned—how effective has the MDG process been?

(2) The target based approach.

(3) The process and voices heard.

(4) Content of future goals.

Lessons learned: How effective has the MDG process been to date?

2. Analysis by the team indicates the MDGs have had success, albeit patchily, across goals and countries.
However, they could have been more successful. Three general lessons have been learned from experience
across MDGs:

(a) Goals and targets were defined narrowly and implemented by specialized interest groups
operating in silos with little interaction. This created important gaps in coverage (eg agricultural
development) and missed opportunities for synergy between interventions (eg education and
health). A more holistic, integrated approach was needed.

(b) The ownership of goals was problematic at the international, national and sub-national levels.
At the international level, MDGs which did not have powerful champions or constituencies,
such as well positioned UN agencies, performed less well (eg gender, environment), while goals
that fell across such constituencies experienced competition over ownership that reduced impact
(eg maternal health). At a national level, goals were not well aligned to national priorities and
were therefore either (eg by China) or forced countries to change national targets to take
advantage of funding flowing for the MDGs. A process of development led from the national
level might have been more effective.
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(c) There was little attempt to build ownership at sub-national level, where results based
management sometimes exacerbated social exclusion and relationships predicated on blaming
the poor for their poverty. Most importantly, the goals as they were implemented, while
improving average levels for particular targets (eg of survival, income or access to ecosystem
services) were also associated at times with greater inequities. This exacerbated the general
trend over the MDG period for poverty and disadvantage to be increasingly situated in emerging
economies, hidden by improving average development scores, but where the gap between rich
and poor is growing. For example larger numbers of children in school masked differences in
what was learned, gender inequalities in outcomes, and different experience of education for
children according to income quintile, ethnicity or location.

Was the MDG target-based approach a success?

3. Having relatively simple targets was good, although it did undervalue progress by those countries whose
starting point was further from the desired level than others and which may have achieved larger absolute
changes (for example much of sub-Saharan Africa). However, the design of many targets was flawed. Across
goals and sectors, targets of proportionate reductions/improvements in some property tended in practice to
focus attention on people and communities who could be easily “brought over the line”, eg of $1.25/day
income, or maternal survival, or access to water. While moving towards the average national value desired,
this increased the distance between those who were better and worse off. This increasing inequity was seen
across goals in terms of progress relative to income quintile, but certainly went beyond that, to further
disadvantage women, ethnic minorities and remote communities. A pro-poor approach should have been taken,
with targets designed to reach those most disadvantaged, not those most easily helped.

4. A second problem with the target-based approach is the confusion in existing goals between ends and
means. Some goals and their targets focused on the achievement of impact (eg poverty and health goals)
whereas others focused on the achievement of inputs, that is they were implementation goals (eg completing
primary school and access to water). Many of the impact goals (eg. MDG3, 4 & 5) had both impact and
implementation targets. Under different goals different emphasis was given to impact and implementation
targets and indicators—and while impact indicators could be criticised for failing to specify investments and
actions for their achievements, implementation indicators could lead to emphasis on achievement of these
targets without consideration of their wider impact (a process known as “goal displacement”). The confused
relationships between impact goals, targets and indicators on the one hand and implementation goals, targets
and indicators on the other, and the difficulties of the relationship of the latter with subsidiarity and the principle
of ownership contributed to the target based approach not fulfilling its potential.

The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to global
consensus?

5. A persistent critique of the MDGs was that the idea originated in the DAC, was pushed forward by the
UN Secretary General to give substance to the Millennium Declaration, and, despite heads of state signing up
to the MDGs, there was very little national consultation. Although, over the period of the MDGs, a wide
range of organisations came on board (largely national governments, multilateral organisations, and some large
international NGOs), there was very little attempt to popularise or expand ownership of the goals. The problem
of having no mechanism to attend to voices from below meant that many important voices of those who had
the closest experience of the areas identified by the goals were not heard.

6. In addition, inadequate attention was given to a middle level of practitioners, knowledge makers and
brokers, who research showed were crucial to delivery of social development. Detailed case study research
into implementation of MDG 1, 2 and 3 in Kenya and South Africa by a DFID/ESRC funded project indicated
a culture of blaming the poor, evinced in the talk of government officials, teachers and some NGO workers,
who are very publicly accountable for MDG linked targets. With limited insight into how and why change may
be slow, their professional practice, has been documented as often coloured by hostility to the people they
work with, widening social distance. This contributes to and sometimes amplifies difficulties in expanding
education and health provision, and lessens opportunities to engage with poor communities. Furthermore,
because of particular MDGs’ association with certain distinct government departments or NGOs, and limited
experience in most countries of working in multi-disciplinary teams, the work of linking MDGs together is
pushed downwards to district officers or teachers. These generally have limited resources of money or time to
work cross-sectorally. Often they have a very limited knowledge base, because hardly any research has been
done on linking various MDGs together. In addition they have little support with strategic planning or practice
to make these links: understandably, they are unable to develop the kind of joined-up practice the MDGs
required.

7. Projects like Beyond 2015 are working to build a global multi-stakeholder process for a legitimate post-
2015 process, drawing on civil society networks. Their focus has been on influencing and mobilising work
with constituencies, linked either to the World Social Forum or to UN institutions. Consultations in particular
countries, if they are to be guided by the UNDG plan of August 2012, suggest that views should be taken from
“academia, media, private sector, employers and trade unions, civil society, and decision makers”. What is
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missing from this list—possibly loosely covered as civil society—are the professional organisations, middle-
ranking knowledge makers who translate ideas from top to bottom (not necessarily senior academics or leaders
of media organisations), government officers working at sub-national levels, and teams who can work across
sectors. This “absent middle” seems a crucial gap both to appreciate thinking for a post 2015 agenda, and to
build buy-in about how it might be delivered.

8. There is a need, in nationally-led goal setting, to maintain a global perspective. The LIDC team, working
with Karolinska Institute and partner institutions in Asia, Africa and Latin America, developed an approach to
link together and support professionals in low and middle income countries, helping them to better support
national goal development and share ideas and processes between countries and regions. The SIDA-funded
EPI-4 project based in China, Vietnam, India and Indonesia is an ongoing example of such an integrated
approach to support national goal development, albeit focused more narrowly on the different health goals and
their development across Asian countries.

9. Optimism about reaching global consensus in 2000, building on the success of the conferences convened
in the 1990s, has been battered by a number of shocks (eg, turmoil and wars in the Middle East and
Afghanistan, difficulties in ending the global financial crisis, failures in reaching consensus on climate change)
each of which, in addition to local contextual features, entail failures of regulation of global structural power,
inadequate processes for democratic deliberation that takes account of marginalised interests, and limited and
often hostile connection between pressures for top-down regulation and bottom-up consultation. While
opportunities for more consultation and engagement with “bottom-up” processes have increased, with more
knowledge to support forms of “top-down” regulation more in tune with need, insufficient attention has been
given to opportunities for connecting these levels.

The content of future goals. What would be a good set of global goals?

10. Examination of the strengths and weaknesses of the MDGs does not immediately identify a specific
content for future goals, but we believe it does clearly identify a set of principles that should guide development
of future goals. These can be used to evaluate new goals content proposed by different development
constituencies. These principles are: holism (with synergies and an absence of gaps between goals), equity
(equality that is fair both within and across generations), sustainability (the capacity to persist and to resist or
recover from shocks or stresses), ownership (representation, participation, accountability, transparency for all),
and global obligation (commitment to address inequities in relations between countries). All of these are
relevant to discussion of content and to the choice of goals (and targets and indicators) and should determine:

— the selection of topics to be addressed in goals (for example to promote holism by ensuring
synergies and avoiding gaps across goals);

— the definition of goals and targets (for example to promote equity and sustainability within
goals); and

— the hierarchy of relations between and across goals and targets.

11. In the light of this we suggest that

— goals should be hierarchically structured with:

(i) “highest level goals” focussing on core elements of well-being and recognising the integral
importance of human, social and environmental development; and

(ii) “second level goals” focusing on achievement of core elements needed for and part of
wider human, social and environmental development.
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Figure 1

ELEMENTS IN A HIERARCHY OF HOLISTIC GOALS
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— Indicators and targets for most goals should be specified in terms of achievement of acceptable
standards and the distribution of these within populations (to avoid unsustainable aspirations
for growth and to allow common measures across all countries) not in terms of rates of change
There should be prioritisation and contextualisation of national “second level goals” within a
wider international framework

— The design and presentation of goals should thus be more holistic in bringing achievements
and failings together across different elements (for example linking livelihoods with nutrition,
energy with climate stabilisation)

12. In the development of new goals and associated targets and indicators there should be an analysis of
how each goal interacts, positively or negatively with other possible goals, targets and indicators. We have
found this useful in examining a stunting target, as examination of the links between stunting and existing
targets (for example poverty, education, gender and health) reveals strong, but often asymmetric relationships

13. To illustrate possibilities in content, we present candidate targets with regard to stunting and agricultural
development, livelihoods and food security, targets which members of our team have been examining from an
inter-sectoral perspective. These are associated with higher level goals, and linked, intentionally, to a number
of second level goals. The examples are intended to show the possibilities of this approach, rather than to pre-
empt design and choice of particular targets.

14. A maximum incidence of stunting could be set as part of a global goal for well-being. Stunting is affected
by mothers’ and children’s access to health services, food, livelihoods and nutrition, as well as by maternal
education, gender relations, and a wide range of livelihood (economic), service and infrastructural conditions.
It also has strong impacts on future wellbeing and economic opportunities for individuals and communities
and on equity within and across communities. Within this global goal different countries could commit to
achievement of particular intermediate targets and rates of progress to achieve them. However, addressing this
goal does not mean that all aspects of inequality, limited education or infrastructural needs would be addressed:
the overall principle of holism would require attention to interlocking goals and targets to deliver fully on the
connected areas of human, social and environmental development

15. With regard to agricultural development, livelihoods and food security, Dorward (2012) proposes two
indicators which inter-relate human, social and environmental development:

(i) Productivity of Agricultural Labour (measured in cereal equivalents) provides a measure of the
price of food relative to incomes and employment in economies with significant agricultural
sectors—most of which are poorer countries. This is a critical driver of real income growth in
most poorer economies. It could be combined and presented with, for example other indicators
of productivity measured in cereal equivalents (yields of land, fertiliser and water) to show the
sustainability of agricultural production.

(ii) Food Expenditure Ratios, are a theoretically sound and practicable measure of food prices
relative to incomes of households in different income deciles. When evaluated for the lowest
income decile this measure meets the holism and equity principles, in its linking of food prices
to real incomes, its focus on the poor, and in the links between real incomes, economic growth,
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and households’ expenditures on and achievements in, for example, education, housing, and
nutrition.

16. A radar diagram approach can be used to present integrated information on a large number of indicators,
with a single central circle to show the target and achievement of a core wellbeing goal and with individual
rays showing targets and achievements of different secondary targets. Such an approach might, for example,
combine information on a goal such as “eliminating stunting” with information on aspects of agricultural
development as outlined above. These indicators need to be linked with others on gender and on other elements
in figure 1 to ensure holism, sustainability and equity across and within goals.

Recommendations

17. There should be successors to the MDGs that build on the MDG’s strengths but address their
shortcomings while taking account of changing international conditions. Processes for the development and
ownership of goals are needed, and these should involve more participation of both people whom the goals
concern and middle ranking professionals most closely involved with implementing initiatives needed for goal
achievement. The content of such goals, while being determined in more inclusive processes, should embody
core principles of holism, sustainability and equity and should be hierarchically structured with “highest level
goals” (focussing on core elements of well-being and integrating human, social and environmental
development) supplemented by “second level goals” that focus on the achievement of core elements needed to
achieve improved wellbeing. These should embody core principles of holism, sustainability and equity.

October 2012
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Supplementary written evidence submitted by Andrew Dorward, Professor of Development Economics,
School of Oriental and Africa Studies (SOAS)

As I mentioned immediately after the session, my comment that I needed three months to think about a
livelihoods indicator was not correct, I am not sure what I was thinking of. As I said in answer to your initial
question, a goal and indicator on livelihoods and income is in my view the best way to address “employment”
as I think employment is really about the achievement of secure incomes. In our original submission to the
Committee we suggested (in paragraph 15(ii)) a “food expenditure ratio” as a theoretically sound and
practicable measure of food prices relative to incomes of households in different income deciles. It could also
be described as a theoretically sound and practicable measure of real incomes, and for the first income decile
would focus specifically on the incomes of the poorest 10% of households, allowing for their vulnerability to
food price changes. It meets the holism and equity principles in its focus on the poor, its consideration of
vulnerability to food price changes, and in its linking of real incomes to economic growth and to households’
potential expenditures on, for example, education, housing, and nutrition. Measurement and estimation could
be improved, but rudimentary estimation is possible with current data sets. The measure is introduced in section
3 towards the end of the attached briefing paper (although it is introduced more as a measure of food prices
than of incomes). (For the record, further details on the derivation of the measure and examples of estimates
are available in annexes B and C of a working paper available at http://eprints.soas.ac.uk/13483/. )

There were two other comments that I wished to make to the committee and did not manage to fit in during
yesterday’s session.

1. Subsidiarity

This would/could allow some flexibility in opting in/out of particular goals. This might be seen as a
disadvantage in letting governments “off the hook” on controversial but critical goals (like human rights or
climate change). Alternatively, however, it could offer advantages in allowing flexibility in negotiating, and
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while it might appear to let governments “off the hook”, their (formal) wanting to be “off the hook” on any
particular goal/target would itself be a major public statement with political and accountability implications.

2. Implementation targets

There was a final question regarding impact and implementation targets. My understanding of John
McArthur’s response was that he was suggesting that there should not be implementation targets. I think that
this needs to be unpacked a little, as it depends on what one means by implementation targets. In my view his
answer was appropriate for a narrow definition of “implementation goals” and “implementation targets”.

In our submission, however, we used the terms “implementation goals” and “implementation targets” a little
more loosely to distinguish between goals about fundamental objectives (such as improved literacy, knowledge
and skills from education) and goals about service delivery and access as means for achieving impact (for
example the goals for universal primary education with enrolment and completion targets). We argued that
these different types of goals and targets had sometimes been rather mixed up in the MDGs. I would suggest
the need for a distinction between impacts (desired changes in achievement of fundamental objectives),
outcomes (results of actions), outputs of actions, and inputs (resources into activities).

These distinctions and the flow from resource inputs to activities to outputs to outcomes to impacts are
standard parts of development policy and intervention planning and management (eg, inputs of finance and
human resources etc. for school development activities to generate outputs of increased school places leading
to outcomes of greater school enrolment leading to impacts of increased literacy and life skills). According to
this way of looking at things, post 2015 goals should all be concerned with impacts (eg poverty, incomes,
nutrition security, communication, health status, life skills, sustainable resource use and maintenance,
population growth rates, etc). For many of these there will be useful “outcome” targets (eg school enrolment,
km of roads per person, health service access and utilisation, etc). Such outcome targets should be measurable
and there must be clear understanding of the requirements for their actually contributing to impact achievement
(for example the need for quality, complementary resources and activities).

How these outcomes (and other outcomes) will be achieved and the resources required for their achievement
should not be part of the international goals and targets (but they will be important in national and sub-national
planning and in resource mobilisation and acquisition).

October 2012

Written evidence submitted by Professor Lawrence Haddad, Director, Institute of Development Studies

1. Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date?

The current MDG framework has provided a basis around which a broad international consensus has been
built and that has concentrated global attention and resources on addressing some of the most pressing
development outcomes, outcomes that if dealt with will save and improve people’s lives. The MDG process is
thought to have had the following effects on donors and recipient countries:

— It has strengthened the view that if support for aid is to be sustained, measurable progress must
be shown in areas that the public in donor countries view as desirable. Recognition of the MDG
framework within traditional donor countries has been highly variable. It has been good in the
Nordic countries, yet much less visible elsewhere.

— It is thought to have (a) increased Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) and (b) directed a
greater share of it to Sub Saharan Africa.

— There has been more of an impact on the aid discourse than on resource allocation and there is
little evidence of the impact on national policies in developing countries.

2. The coverage of future goals: should they be for developing countries only or should progress be
monitored in all countries?

All countries should be bound by at least some of the goals. A new framework needs to recognise the
changes that have taken place in the world since the inception of the existing MDGs in 2000. Notions of
“developed” and “developing” nations are now outmoded and aid is no longer the main source of development
finance. Remittances, taxes, foreign direct investment (FDI) and private foundations all play an increasingly
significant role. A more integrated approach to development is required, with more cross cutting policy
responses and improved cooperation across all development actors.

Some of the goals would not make sense in the richer countries (eg $1.25 or $2 a day poverty rates) and
some would be very difficult politically (eg halving of relative poverty or a target for declines in income
inequality). However there need to be some around climate, resource use and energy efficiency that are applied
to all. When the goals apply to all countries, there should be a compensation mechanism or differentiated target
for the poorer countries who are signing up to reduce global “bads” such as pollution, global warming, unfair
trade, unregulated financial flows, unregulated arms and drug trade.
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3. Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should progress
be measured?

The “target-based” approach should be retained within a new framework as without targets the goals are
devalued. A new framework should include some indicators and targets on inputs such as spending, policies
and charters as well as outcomes. This would strengthen the accountability framework. It is difficult to hold
governments solely accountable for outcomes that can have multiple and international causes. It will be easier
to hold them to account to commitments on spending, policy reform and signing up to charters and rights (for
one example, see the IDS work on the hunger reduction commitment index at www.hrcindex.org)

4. Timescale: what period should the new framework cover? Was the 15-year timescale for the MDGs right?

The timescale for the existing MDGs of 15 years, with measurements on 25 years, was probably too short.
It took at least two to three years to build awareness of the MDGs and discussions around what succeeds the
MDGs have been underway since 2010. This has left less time to focus attention on accelerating progress
towards meeting the existing goals. Bearing this in mind, a new framework should adopt a longer timescale of
20–25 years.

5. The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should there be
with the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

A balance between continuity, learning and the changing world needs to be struck in a new post 2015
framework. A new framework needs to be underpinned by a theory of change—see figure below for a rough
example. It should set out the human well being outcomes the framework is seeking to achieve ie freedom
from hunger, good health, peace and security. The values of freedom, dignity, equality, solidarity, tolerance and
respect for nature described in the original Millennium Declaration could serve as a good starting point. It
should outline the enablers necessary to realise these values ie secure employment, education; the connectors
such as access to energy, water, sanitation, infrastructure, ICTs and the sustainers including resource intensity
and pollution targets. The commitments to these elements should be tracked and the gender dimensions
monitored. Any model should be have a small number of goals but be more expansive on indicators.

The breadth of policies that drive a focused set of goals should be broadened to go beyond aid. A focused
set of goals does not mean a limited set of policies. A more integrated approach and set of policy responses is
required that incorporates climate, energy, trade, security, immigration, finance and intellectual property.
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Written evidence submitted by Andy Sumner, Research Fellow, Institute of Development Studies/Kings
College London

WHERE WILL THE WORLD’S POOR LIVE?

GLOBAL POVERTY PROJECTIONS FOR 2020 AND 2030 AND WHAT THEY MEAN FOR POST-2015

Summary

There’s a “double bottom billion” or 80% of the world’s $2 poor (2 billion people) who live in middle-
income countries (MICs). In contrast there are 500 million $2 poor in low-income countries (LICs). Even with
growth, world poverty is projected to remain split 50/50 between LICs and MICs until 2030. Given that some
of today’s LICs will be MICs by then, it is possible that as little as a third of the world’s poor will be living
in LICs in 2030. The changing distribution of global poverty away from the poorest countries to MICs suggests
that a new approach to understanding and tackling extreme poverty is required in the post-2015 discussion.

Figure 1

ESTIMATES OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF WORLD POVERTY, $2/DAY, 2008, 2020 AND 2030
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Source: Sumner (2012b) based on data from IMF (2012) and World Bank (2012a; 2012b).

Note: Based on moderate economic growth scenario. See Sumner (2012b) for high/low economic growth
scenarios.
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Figure 2

ESTIMATE OF THE COST OF ENDING WORLD POVERTY, $2/DAY, AS % GDP, 2008, 2020 AND 2030
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Source: Sumner (2012b) based on data from IMF (2012) and World Bank (2012a; 2012b).

Note: Based on moderate economic growth scenario. Values expressed in constant US$ 2005 PPP. See Sumner
(2012b) for high/low economic growth scenarios and for further details.

Where do the world’s poor live?

Updated estimates of global poverty based on the World Bank’s 2012 Povcal Net dataset show that the
majority of the world’s poor live in MICs (see Figure 1). Half of the world’s poor live in India and China
(mainly in India); a quarter of the world’s poor live in populous lower middle-income countries (LMICs) such
as Pakistan, Nigeria and Indonesia and a quarter (or less) of the world’s poor live in the remaining LICs.

Most of the world’s poor live in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa. In contrast, in 1990, half of the world’s
poor lived in East Asia and the Pacific, mostly in China. The proportion of the world’s $1.25 poor in China
fell to an estimated 14% in 2008, while India’s proportion of world poverty rose to 35%, and sub-Saharan
Africa’s to 31%.

The new estimates for global poverty in 2008 suggest that even more of the world’s poor, by both $1.25 and
$2 international poverty lines, live in middle-income countries. Similar patterns are evident by multi-
dimensional poverty, malnutrition and ill-health (Sumner, 2010).

The proportion of the world’s $1.25 and $2 poor accounted for by MICs is respectively 74% and 79%.

Indeed, closer analysis suggests a “double bottom billion” of poor people in MICs—this means a “bottom
billion” living on under $1.25/day and a further billion poor people living on between $1.25 and $2/day per
capita. This compares with about 300 million poor people living on under $1.25 and a further 200 million
living on between $1.25 and $2/day in LICs.

Is middle-income poverty transitory?

Some argue that there is no need to be concerned with poverty in MICs because economic growth is likely
to bring an end to middle-income poverty in the near future. The ODI-Brookings (2012) Horizon 2025 report
suggests that by 2025, poverty will be concentrated in low-income fragile states and that middle-income poverty
is transitory. This is based on an optimistic projection that $2 poverty in many MICs will be largely eliminated
due to economic growth in those countries. For example, they argue that all $2/day poverty will be eradicated
by 2015–16 in India, Pakistan and Indonesia. Some LICs will also be MICs by 2025 and fragility has been
little barrier to economic growth in a number of countries.

Yet growth may not be enough. This will be particularly likely if the poor in MICs are disconnected from a
country’s economic prosperity due to spatial inequality or remoteness or live in fragile provinces of otherwise
stable countries—half of India’s poor live in states with a significant number of deaths from Naxalite-related
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conflict (Sumner, 2012a). The world’s poor may also remain relatively voiceless in domestic governance
structures and discriminated against in public services and public spending allocations regionally and may also
suffer as a result of intra-country migration being hindered or constrained by cost and administrative
regulations.

Where will the world’s poor live in 2020 and 2030?

One way to explore the question of whether middle-income poverty will be easily addressed in the future
by economic growth is to generate not just one optimistic scenario but a range of a economic growth scenarios
using the IMF World Economic Outlook growth projections at various levels (optimistic, moderate and
pessimistic growth scenarios). This approach is likely to overstate poverty reduction in fast-growing economies
such as MICs by assuming static inequality over time as inequality often rises during fast economic growth.
However, the data suggest that the remaining $1.25 and $2 poverty in those countries that are currently MICs
will still equate to about half of all world poverty in 2020 and in 2030.

Furthermore, given that some countries that are currently LICs will move into the MIC category by 2020 or
by 2030, this suggests the structure of world poverty will remain split between LICs and MICs for some time
yet. It is also possible that only one-third of the world’s poor will be in the remaining 20 or so LICs in 2030
(on the moderate growth scenario). And if inequality does rise these projections may understate the proportion
of world poverty in MICs in 2020 and 2030.

How much will it cost to end poverty?

The good news is that as countries get richer the cost of poverty as a proportion of GDP should fall. In fact
the cost to end poverty as a percentage of GDP in the foreseeable future will be minimal for those countries
that are already MICs (see Figure 2). In those countries that are currently LMICs the average cost of ending
$1.25 poverty is estimated to be in the range of 0.2–0.6% of GDP in 2020 and at a similar level to end $2
poverty by 2030. However, the estimated cost of ending $1.25 poverty in those countries that are currently
LICs may remain high even in 2020 and 2030. This suggests that for a relatively small number of countries
(20 or so on the moderate growth scenario), external support for poverty reduction will remain absolutely
essential. However, the cost of ending poverty in those countries that are currently upper MICs is already
negligible. One take on this is that global poverty is increasingly becoming about a matter of domestic
inequality, and thus governance and taxation rather than a matter of aid.

Why does it matter if the world’s poor live in middle-income countries?

Such patterns matter beyond the thresholds for LICs and MICs set by the World Bank because they reflect
a pattern of rising average incomes. Although the thresholds do not mean a sudden change in countries when
a line is crossed in per capita income, substantially higher levels of average per capita income imply increased
domestic resources available for poverty reduction. Further, the changing distribution of global poverty away
from the poorest countries, suggests a “poverty paradox”—that most of the world’s extreme poor do not live
in the world’s poorest countries. One interpretation of this shift in global poverty is that extreme poverty is
gradually changing from a question of poor people in absolute poor countries to questions about domestic
inequality. This implies a reframing of the global poverty “problem” that policy seeks to address so that the
responses to poverty are increasingly recognised as related to national inequality in terms of geography, class
and ethnicity and who pays tax and who benefits from public spending and the opportunities arising from
economic growth.

Policy recommendations for post-2015 discussion

The changing distribution of global poverty away from the poorest countries to MICs suggests that a new
approach to understanding and tackling extreme poverty is required in the post-2015 discussion. MICs will
need and want “traditional aid” less and less as domestic resources expand. However, concessional loans will
still be useful even if grants are less appropriate given expanding resources. Policymakers in donor countries
and MICs could work together by doing five things:

(1) Developing a new joint focus on the chronic, long-term poor wherever they live and a new
joint priority of ensuring the benefits of growth and public spending are equitably distributed.

(2) Focusing new joint resources to support the building of domestic taxation systems, and the
regulation of tax havens and untaxed capital flight from MICs.

(3) Supporting inclusive policy processes with the poor by donor-government joint working with
civil society in MICs.

(4) Co-financing global public goods including knowledge transfer on public policy between MICs
and LICs.

(5) Ensuring coherence across donors development policies in trade, migration and so forth.

October 2012
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Written evidence submitted by Dr Noshua Watson, Research Fellow, Institute of Development Studies

1. Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?

Discussions at the recent 2012 United Nations Development Cooperation Forum (DCF) highlighted the need
for greater coordination, rather than competition, between different aid mechanisms and donors. The desire
amongst recipients of aid is that Overseas Development Assistance (ODA), Foreign Direct Investment (FDI),
trade, debt, climate change, technology transfer, business environment and aid agency procurement policies
should all be aligned to promote better development.

Many believe that the setting of development cooperation norms should be moved away from the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC), International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank. Regional
development banks such as the Islamic Development Bank and networks such as the Association of Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) have been successful in this and the potential new BRICS bank may represent another
way in which this shift can be achieved.

Much of the funding from development finance institutions currently goes to Western multinationals and
private equity companies. This funding needs to be refocused on sectors or projects that would not usually
qualify to receive conventional funding and developing country enterprises. Energy, water and agriculture
subsidies currently appear to benefit the rich more than the poor and developing countries need greater leverage
to renegotiate natural resource deals and effectively tax extractive industries.

2. The role of the private sector and other non-state organisations

Three main challenges to engaging the private sector in establishing a new post 2015 development framework
and that need to be addressed are coordination, cooperation costs and performance measurement.

Coordination

— Private foundations and businesses need to be included in global policy forums and decision-
making processes.

— Different stakeholders have different strengths (financial, cultural, expertise or social) and
strategies for participating. Stakeholders need to be organised into categories where they have
enough in common so they can act collectively in that category’s interest within the
cooperation framework.

— A new development framework needs to recognise that private foundations and businesses may
be more receptive to cooperation on individual goals as opposed to across the entire post-
2015 framework.

Costs of cooperation

— There is a trade-off between coordinating development efforts and maintaining room for
experimentation. Aligning ends in terms of improved wellbeing and a more sustainable and
equitable future is probably more important and realistic than aligning the means of achieving
these outcomes.

— There is a need for better information sharing systems that include data on aid flows, how aid
has and should be targeted and past project learning.

Measuring performance

— Common performance standards, universal measurement techniques and a global sharing
platform must be agreed and underpin a new development framework.

— Performance standards need to include financial, wellbeing, social and environmental measures.
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— Private sector actors should be encouraged to strengthen national government systems by
helping to build administrative and budgeting capacities rather than bypass them.

October 2012

Written evidence submitted by Richard Jolly, Institute of Development Studies

1. We should not lose sight of the fact that the MDGs are historically a great achievement, with widespread
commitment from developing and donor countries and public awareness far beyond any earlier development
pledges or goals of the UN. It is difficult to think of any specific human goals which have ever gained
comparable global support, comparable only to the UDHR and other Human Rights Instruments. Public
awareness is itself remarkable and we must make sure this is not lost after 2015.

2. This said, before the MDGs the UN has set some 50 goals in the years since 1960. Each of these goals
and their outcomes are listed in detail in one of the volumes of the UN Intellectual history—Richard Jolly et
al, UN Contributions to Development Thinking and Practice (Bloomington, Indiana University Press) 2004
pages 259–267. Most of these goals had a fair record of achievement. The eradication of smallpox is the only
example of a goal fully achieved (though one year late) but most goals were considerably achieved by a
considerable number of countries. Only three have largely been recorded as failures—the reduction of Maternal
Mortality, the accelerated reduction of literacy and the 0.7 goal for ODA. I am attaching a paper I wrote which
sets out the UN record and related issues more fully.

3. As regards the future, the incorporation of human rights in both the post 2015 goals and in the process of
fulfilling them has strong support among many staff members within the UN and, of course, among many
NGOs. It is worth emphasising that the UK government is in a good position to help work towards
incorporating human rights in the post 2015 agenda, both because there is considerable all party support for
such an approach and because it fits with many past UK international positions. If the government is willing
to be strategic, it could team up with other governments in Europe in pursuing this approach as well as with
some countries from the South such as India, Brazil, Chile and Costa Rica and hopefully Ghana, Egypt and
some countries from Southern Africa.

4. As brought out in the discussion on Monday, there is a major need to adapt post 2015 goals to the regional
context and move away from formulas such as halving the distance between a country’s present level and long
run universal access or achievement. This seemed a good universal formula at the time to adopt global goals
while avoiding the need for country specifics but as we can now see more clearly, it shifted the emphasis from
rates of progress and meant that the poorest countries had furthest to go to be on track. This time, more
attention should be given to starting points and to equity and narrowing gaps both within countries, within
regions and globally.

5. The special needs of the Least Developed Countries and the small island states also deserve some mention.
Note that the UN’s category of LDCs is different from the Less Developed Countries as defined by the World
Bank and the IMF which focus only on low incomes as opposed to the UN’s emphasis on the economic and
human vulnerabilities of the LDCs. Since many of the LDCs are Commonwealth countries, the UK government
has a natural reason to be allies for attention to their needs.

6. Finally, and most important, the post 2015 objectives must shift from the over-emphasis on accelerating
economic growth as the single most important action for the reduction of poverty, and for the achievement of
other goals, towards broader recognition of the other national and local actions required, many of which are
possible with little or no growth. I am not suggesting that economic growth has no part to play, nor that at a
time of recession and economic slippage in many countries, there is not a need to emphasise economic recovery.
But too often in the past, an increase in economic growth rates has been treated as the single most important
action required, nationally and internationally, when what is needed is a shift in the structure and composition
of growth, with more emphasis on many sectoral specifics. For the reduction of poverty, inequality, malnutrition
and a host of other human advances in health and education, this broader approach will be even strongly
needed in the future.

October 2012

Written evidence submitted by ONE

1. ONE is a global grassroots advocacy and campaigning organization committed to the fight against extreme
poverty and preventable disease, particularly in Africa. Cofounded by Bono and other campaigners, and backed
by 3 million members, ONE is nonpartisan and works closely with African activists and policy makers.

2. With the rapidly approaching deadline for the United Nations Millennium Development Goals (MDGs),
discussions on the post-2015 international development agenda have commenced. However in submitting to
this enquiry ONE is keen to stress that discussion on the post-2015 framework should not distract from the
need for focus on continued and renewed efforts to achieve the existing globally agreed goals over the next
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three years. This is important to ensure that we consolidate achievements and lay the ground work for a
transition to a post-2015 agenda.

3. In determining the post-2015 framework ONE is advocating an open, inclusive, evidence based process
which puts the views of the poorest at the centre. As such ONE is advocating for the following:

(a) A What the World Wants Poll for quantitative data responses from every income strata including
the very poorest and marginalized.

(b) The inclusion of existing methodologically-robust household survey results, analysed by
independent parties, as the basis for the UN consultations.

(c) An independent selection of in-country representatives for the UN-led consultations, which will
seek to ensure that ordinary citizens’ priorities and views are solicited and heard.

(d) Better use of the technological breakthroughs and increased global connectivity to enable a
much more inclusive approach to designing the post 2015 framework than was possible in
2000. The UN process must benefit from this—enabling a higher quality set of goals and
targets to be agreed, as well as helping build a bigger constituency to validate and support the
agreed goals.

(e) Investment in open data systems. The original goals have suffered from not having good
baseline data and then on-going up to date available transparent data on progress with which
citizens and policymakers can monitor developments and assess what is working and what
is not.

4. The following submission, in line with the enquiry questions, expands upon ONE’s position drawing on
ONE’s research of existing survey data as presented in the report: What Does the World Really Want From The
Next Development Goals—Ensuring the World Poor Define the Post-2015 Framework.

Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date

5. The MDGs have provided both a purpose to the process of development, as well as a basis for measuring
how far we have come and how far we still have to go. The adoption of the MDGs have served as a rallying
point to mobilize resources, providing focus and energizing practitioners and beyond.

6. While occasionally criticised for it, it is actually the simplicity, clarity, and measurability of these goals
that were the important qualities that have buttressed the popularity of the MDGs in the aid community and
with governments. It is because of this clear agenda that remarkable results have been achieved.

7. The MDGs purpose has resulted in an improvement of social conditions in the world’s poorest countries.
Consequently, today more than 6 million Africans are receiving antiretroviral treatment for HIV/AIDS, where
only 50,000 received them a decade ago.i Malaria deaths have been reduced by a third over this period.ii And
over 5.5 million lives have been saved because of vaccines.iii An additional 50.7 million children were enrolled
in primary schools across Africa between 1999 and 2010.iv Substantial health and education gains over the last
decade are indicative of the direction the MDGs have presented. This is our shared achievement and together
we must consolidate it by sprinting to the 2015 finish line.

8. However, in spite of these encouraging advances, there remains a lot of work to be done. Success remains
uneven both across and within nations. As seen in ONE’s report “What Does the World Really Want From
The Next Development Goals” a substantial share of African households still raise health- and education-
related issues as their second or third most important concerns; thereby illustrating that the impressive progress
to date remains either fragile or incomplete. By further accelerating progress in these areas, including
enhancements to educational and health service access and quality, millions of additional people will gain the
tools needed to thrive in the 21st century.

9. The original goals have suffered from not having good baseline data and then on-going up to date available
transparent data on progress with which citizens and policymakers can monitor developments and assess what
is working and what is not. Thus impeding the ability of groups to learn from, and respond effectively to,
success and failures in efforts to achieve the MDGs.

10. While the focus on measurable deliverables has driven MDG success, there has not been a commensurate
focus on structural issues related to poverty such as the provision of infrastructure services, governance and
economic management or conflict and security. Indeed ONE’s report23 finds that these structural issues are
actually key priorities for the poorest. Responses show that: in African citizens prioritize access to infrastructure
services; in Latin America security & crime concerns are ominously high; in East Asia economic
management & governance issues are main concerns; and in all regions access to jobs and higher incomes is
the overarching priority.

11. The MDGs also failed to emphasize the importance of a built in sustainability approach as it relates to
for instance: access to productive employment opportunities, economic management and governance, political
instability and security, and other areas that impact availability of resources which is key to sustained poverty
23 What Does the World Really Want From The Next Development Goals
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reduction efforts. While the quantifiable measurement of the sustainability of practices and actions is recognised
as complex, ONE believes that a new development agenda for addressing the concerns of the world’s poorest
must recognize that poverty and sustainability concerns cannot be discordant.

12. In creating possible new goals and metrics, recognition of these failings in the existing goals must be
taken into consideration and wherever possible addressed.

How should the “Sustainable Development Goals” be established following Rio +20 relate to the
“Development Goals” being considered by the High-Level Panel?

13. Following the Rio+20 decision to set up a process to establish Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
it is imperative to investigate the interaction with the “Development Goals” being considered by the High-
Level Panel appointed by the Secretary General of the UN. ONE calls for an integrated and coordinated
approach to tackle the problems afflicting the world’s poor. Subsequently, it is critical to avoid the emergence of
two separate and potentially irreconcilable development objectives. Rather, keeping in mind the environmental
limitations and importance of fostering global action, the post-2015 agenda has to emphasize the priorities of
the poor as well as the responsibilities of the rich.

The coverage of future goals: should they be for developing countries only or should progress be monitored
in all countries?

14. Given the increasing interconnectedness of people around the planet, development goals and their impacts
reverberate throughout the global community. As demonstrated by the recent worldwide economic downturn,
isolation is a phenomenon of the past. An important takeaway is that in times of such turmoil the rich and
developed countries are not immune to setbacks and the poor all over the world suffer. Therefore, goals
informed and shaped by global interdependence have to constitute the post-2015 development framework.

15. In light of this, progress has to be monitored throughout the world regardless of the level of development
of a given country.

The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to global
consensus?

16. For all their success the MDGs failed to include the voices of the world’s poorest and marginalised in
their design, the primary group the MDGs were meant to help. Addressing this is of utmost importance for the
development of a future framework. The UN led consultation process for the post-2015 agenda is unprecedented
in its breadth and depth. That said, more can be done. The key to unlocking the transformational impact of a
new global development agenda is to ensure that those who are designed to benefit from the new agenda have
a central role in its design.

17. Thus, ONE and like-minded groups are pushing for a radical, yet simple, idea of a What the World
Wants Poll, a standardized set of questions that would be answered globally, repeated on a regular basis,
covering both developing and developed countries. The objective is that the resulting data would influence the
new development framework to be reflective of the daily realities of the principal targets. By providing the
world’s poor with a stage, as well as listening intently to their responses, a truly inclusive, bottom driven, and
credible process can be cultivated. Consequently, this addresses the critique of a top-down approach aimed at
the existing MDGs. More importantly, the trap of prescribing a one-size fits all policy will be circumvented.

18. DFID and other groups have expressed interest in a bottom up guidance of the post-2015 agenda. It is
crucial that this interest is turned into a clear commitment to carry out initiatives that drive transparent inclusion
of the poorest.

19. In developing the post-2015 framework in order to ensure legitimacy and broad based buy in which will
be crucial for success, popular mobilisation and social media tools should play a critical role in the framework
development. On the one hand, media can be used to encourage the involvement and call on the contribution
of people through a global poll. Conversely, it can be used to make information on development financing
available and accessible. In turn, broad-based participation creates a sense of ownership and (equally important)
establishes room for accountability.

20. A powerful implication of a quantifiable global poll, which is repeated at regular intervals throughout
the post-2015 timeline, is that it will ensure continued relevance of the goals and allow for revisions from
lessons learned. Building a mechanism that gauges the concerns of the poor and marginalized will also
encourage decentralized targets and prescriptions within overarching goal contexts.

Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should progress be
measured?

21. The target based approach of the MDGs was a crucial component to its success. Targets are able to focus
limited resources where needed and provide a basis for measuring success. There are valid concerns about
what those targets should be post-2015 but efforts should be made to ensure that targets align with holistic
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objectives that take into consideration measurable quantitative as well as qualitative considerations. In the post-
2015 agenda well-defined and straightforward recording and monitoring procedures need to be established. A
mechanism that encourages a quantitative as well as qualitative build into the framework the voices of the
poorest will ensure an evidence based approach for evaluation of interventions and improvements of
effectiveness.

22. Additionally, the post-2015 agenda has to promote transparency and accountability through the
incorporation of stand-alone goals and/or “openness” indicators across all of the new global development goals.
Providing open and transparent information on progress will allow for critical analysis and public pressure, to
ensure leaders, and those responsible in implementing the post-2015 agenda and framework, are held to account
in achieving the global goals. To improve the effectiveness with which citizens and policymakers can monitor
and respond to progress it is crucial that there is on-going, and timely measuring of all new targets or goals.
The UK government and DFID should work closely with other leaders the UN and the multilateral organisations
to ensure this is a key component of the post 2015 framework.

Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?

23. Since the launching of the MDGs, the world has seen a plethora of financing mechanisms align behind
the MDG objectives. Global initiatives such as the multilateral Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and
Malaria and former United States President George W. Bush’s President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
(PEPFAR) have recorded tremendous success. Regional efforts such as the Maputo Declaration on Agriculture
and Food Security in Africa have been set in motion. Official Development Assistance has increased
dramatically, more than doubling from $50 billion to $130 billion since the inception of the MDGs in 2000.v

It is clear that having both the goals and political will to achieve them has helped mobilise the needed resources.

24. However many of these some goals remain underfunded. The UN Special Envoy for Education, Gordon
Brown, has noted the chronic underfunding of the education sector where special attention to quality issues is
critical to continued progress. In a sector not currently included in the current MDG frameworks, infrastructure
in Africa—recognised as critical to poverty alleviation—is estimated to require an additional $30 billion a year
in investments in Africa to address the current deficits.vi While education is captured in the current MDGs with
many pledges of support from the international community counted, there remains a problem with the
translation of commitments to actual resources for addressing these problems. In sectors like infrastructure,
there will need to be a concerted effort to ensure new resources can be mobilized to address the huge deficits.
Donors must be held to account for the promises they have made and all efforts must be made to translate
these commitments into resources. The UK’s commitment to 0.7 is thus greatly welcomed and should be
supported as too should a fully funded €51 billion EU aid budget (2014–20) for the world’s poorest.

25. In determining how to ensure sufficient funding within the post-2015 framework it is also important to
be mindful of the evolution of development financing that is underway. Namely, the development context in
which the original MDGs were designed, emphasized donor finance investment in the provision of public
goods to the millions of the world’s poor. However, improvements in financial and economic management
systems have resulted in the growth of domestic government finances and corporate investment in developing
countries is also growing. In 2010, for the 20 most resource-intensive African countries, government revenues
from oil, gas and minerals totalled roughly $78 billion, this was approximately five times more than received
in aid flows in that year ($15.9 billion). Since 2000 total domestic government revenue from taxes and other
resources have increased from $60 billion to nearly $300 billion. The new development agenda must maintain
a focus on the translation of donor commitment to resources for development while also encouraging the best
use of the growing funding sources, ensuring they are spent effectively.

26. Attention should be placed on encouraging the transparent and accountable use of these growing financial
sources to limit corruption and promote effective use of resources. As the hosts of the Open Government
Partnership in 2013, the UK should promote transparent and accountable practice in order to ensure public
scrutiny of government resources for increased effectiveness.

27. Further, transparency in the extractives sector is an important area for consideration in ensuring effective
use of existing resources. Pushing for a strong EU extractives transparency legislation that requires companies
to publish both country and project level payments to governments as currently being negotiated as part of the
EU Accounting and Transparency Directive will be essential for this. The UK must promote the adoption of
this EU legislation and then work with other countries to multilateralise it.

The role of the private sector and other non-state organisations;

28. In the recently launched UN-led process, politicians, technocrats, and bureaucrats are engaging in
consultations to determine the post-2015 framework. As the primary provider of employment, the private sector
needs to be included as an equal partner in consultations to ensure a more holistic development paradigm that
focuses on meeting the needs of the poorest. In ONE’s report “What Does the World Really Want From The
Next Development Goals” our analysis of existing surveys suggest strongly that what the poor values above
all is an improvement in their household incomes therefore the post-2015 agenda, if it is to effectively respond
to the needs of the poor it will need to consider job creation for household income improvements as a major
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priority. As the private sector is crucial for job creation their engagement and inclusion in the post 2015-
framework discussions and implementation of it is also crucial.

29. Nevertheless, in broadening the discussion to include the poor and other actors, clear and measurable
commitments must remain a priority focus.

Timescale: what period should the new framework cover? Was the 15-year timescale for the MDGs right?

30. Addressing poverty and its causes requires sustained and predicable investment and continued political
will. The timeframe of future goals must be of a significant enough period to support this. The 15 year
timeframe has been useful but required amore annual and biannual accountability mechanisms to chart progress
along the way. Additionally an unlimited timeframe will fail to respond to changing global dynamics nor the
changing wants and needs of the world’s poor. There must also annual and other regular reviews mechanisms
to ensure progress is on track within a longer term timeframe and to enable iteration and updating of goals and
targets where appropriate and justified by new data and feedback.

The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should there be with
the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

31. With three years left before the expiration of the existing MDGs, there needs to be a focused effort to
consolidate achievements and continue ongoing work. Otherwise, we face the danger of skipping a crucial
phase, which is vital for a smooth transition to ensure that the current projects feed into the post-2015 agenda.

32. Looking at trend data to 2030, with continued efforts building on recent progress, it may be possible to
drive a number of the target indicators towards zero. ONE supports an in depth examination of zero-targets for
feasibility and what it would take to achieve them by 2030 (maybe by before in some cases—2025—or just
after in others 2035) noting that in context of possible zero-targets, serious attention must be given to division
of labour, responsibility, and effort between all countries and stakeholders. These zero targets where appropriate
would substantially build upon but also round out current MDGs.

33. Looking ahead, efforts to define the new framework should seek to address the shortcomings of the
existing MDGs, as touched on in section 1 of this submission, so that mistakes of the past are not repeated.

34. As part of this it is critical to emphasize the need to define global goals that are informed by the world’s
poorest and marginalized citizens. A global poll of the world poorest will be useful in determining this.

October 2012
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Written evidence submitted by Save the Children UK

A. Summary

1. Save the Children is the world’s independent children’s rights organisation. Save the Children works in
more than 120 countries. We save children’s lives. We fight for their rights. We help them fulfil their potential.

2. We have consulted widely across Save the Children’s international membership in order to bring as
complete a response as possible to this consultation. As an organisation with children’s rights, values and
principles at the core, we believe that a post-2015 development framework must be based on universal and
equitable development, with the human rights principles of universality, equality and inalienability
underpinning it. Furthermore, unlike with the MDGs, these principles must be visible in the objectives
established. It is also important to note that Save the Children as a global organisation is in the process of
formulating its official position on the most appropriate post-2015 framework. The views expressed in this
answer reflect the current consensus among Save the Children members, and may evolve as we develop our
official positions. Save the Children is a participating organisation in the Beyond 2015 campaign and as such
this submission complements that of the campaign.
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B. Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date?

3. By focusing political energies and development resources, the MDGs have contributed to considerable
reductions in income poverty and child mortality, increased primary school enrolment, and improved female
attendance at school. Within the space of a decade, the number of out-of-school children has dropped by more
than 38 million;24 meanwhile the number of children under five dying has dropped from 12.5 million to 6.9
million per year.25 MDG 6 on reversing the spread of HIV/AIDS and MDG 1 on halving extreme poverty are
on track to meet their 2015 targets.26

4. Academics tend to attribute the success of the MDGs to their ability to focus political attention upon a
few key development areas, like universal primary education or child mortality.27 As a result of this simplicity
the MDGs have also demonstrated remarkable longevity. Ten years old, the MDGs are still on the global
agenda, actively pursued by governments and a substantial part of the development dialogue. In a range of
countries, the MDGS are the biggest point of reference that we use in our advocacy work and, in comparison
to the past, probably the most effective framework.28

5. In spite of their achievements the MDGs have been criticised. The way in which many of the targets have
been pursued has been contrary to human rights eg providing services and opportunities to the easy to reach
(the “low hanging fruit”), rather than those most in need.29

6. Save the Children’s report, A Fair Chance At Life, argued that failing to consider equity within
development approaches was hampering progress. If the 42 developing countries that account for over 90% of
child deaths all took an equal approach to cutting under-five mortality, and made progress across all income
groups at the same rate as for the fastest-improving income group, an additional 4 million child deaths could
be averted over a ten-year period. In addition working to achieve aggregate targets, like a two thirds reduction
in child mortality (MDG 4), whilst leaving the poorest children behind “violates the spirit, if not the letter, of
the goal.”30

7. Broader critiques of the MDGs have been expertly summarised by Jan Vandemoortele:

The basic criticism against the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) is that they represent a
reductionist view of development. They are too limited in scope; their definition is too narrowly
focused on the social sectors; their sectoral fragmentation leads to vertical silos; their emphasis on
quantification is excessive; and that they omit fundamental objectives contained in the Millennium
Declaration, such as peace and security, human rights, democracy and good governance, and the
protection of the most vulnerable.31

8. Many human rights advocates not only point out the absence of human rights language but the fact that
the highly selective goals and targets fall short of states’ pre-existing obligations under international human
rights standards.32

9. Save the Children has expressed its concern about the absence of child protection in the current MGDs.33

There is evidence that the widespread violence, abuse, neglect and exploitation that children face is hindering
progress against the current MDGs, and the sustainable social and economic development of countries.34 The
continued prevalence of child labour for example is a significant obstacle to achieving universal basic
education.

10. The MDGs have also been critiqued for failing to consider and monitor the unique challenge of poverty
alleviation in conflict-affected and fragile states. Taking the definition of a fragile state used by the Department
for International Development (DFID), fragile states account for only one-fifth of the population of developing
countries, but they contain a third of those living in extreme poverty, half of children who are not in primary
school, and half of children who die before their fifth birthday.
24 UNESCO (2010) “Education Counts: Towards the Millennium Development Goals”, Education for All, Global Monitoring

Report, UNESCO: France.
25 UNICEF (2012) “2012 Progress Report on Committing to Child Survival—A Promise Renewed”.
26 United Nations (2011) “The Millennium Development Goals Report 2011”, The United Nations: New York.
27 Manning, Richard, (2010) “The Impact and Design of the MDGs: Some Reflections” IDS Bulletin, Volume 1, Number 1,

January.
28 Save the Children (2012) “Aspirations for a post-MDG Framework based on the Experiences and Perceptions of Save the

Children”, unpublished internal research.
29 http://blog.results.org.uk/2010/09/07/new-studies-shows-that-reaching-the-%E2%80%98low-hanging-fruit%E2%80%99-isthe-

not-best-approach-for-reducing-child-poverty/
30 Save the Children (2010) “A Fair Chance At Life: Why Equity Matters for Child Mortality”, Save the Children: London.
31 Vandemoortele, Jan, (2011) “If not the MDGs, then what?” p. 1.
32 Centre for Economic and Social Rights (2010) “The MDGS A Decade On: Keeping the Promise, Fulfilling Rights”,

http://www.cesr.org/article.php?id=918
33 Save the Children (2012) “Aspirations for a post-MDG Framework based on the Experiences and Perceptions of Save the

Children”, unpublished internal research.
34 Save the Children, EveryChild et al (2010), “Protect for the Future, Placing children’s protection and care at the heart of

achieving the MDGs”, Save the Children: London.



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:38] Job: 024768 Unit: PG04
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_w014_024236_w051_michelle_MDG 49 IDS.xml

International Development Committee: Evidence Ev 67

C. How should the “Sustainable Development Goals” being established following Rio+20 relate to the
development goals being considered by the High-Level Panel?

11. Sustainability, of natural and financial resources, presents critical challenges to development progress
and poverty eradication for the current and next generations and must be central to the post-2015
development framework.

12. As the HLP are expected to present their recommendations in advance of the Open Working Group
process established following Rio+20, the HLP should consider sustainability issues in their report, which
should form the basis of subsequent OWG recommendations on specific sustainable development goals. These
two processes should feed into a single intergovernmental decision-making process within the UN to deliver a
unified, comprehensive post-2015 development agenda, covering all issues of critical importance to
development and poverty eradication beyond 2015, including sustainability.

D. The coverage of future goals: should they be for developing countries only or should progress be
monitored in all countries?

13. First and foremost, the post-2015 framework must focus on the needs of the poorest people, wherever
they live. In this regard, high and middle income countries have obligations towards low income countries in
their trade relations, their financial, energy, agricultural policies and so on, to “do no harm” to the development
prospects of other countries. And all governments have similar obligations towards their own populations to
ensure equitable progress between income quintiles, population groups, gender etc.

14. The scope of the new framework must therefore be global if it is to truly address the global challenges
faced by the poorest people in the world, wherever they are. It should be guided by the principle of common-
but-differentiated responsibility whereby every country has obligations, but those obligations may differ to
reflect the country context and the nature of what is being achieved.

15. A global framework will enjoy greater legitimacy and acceptance than one which is not. It would ensure
global recognition of global responsibilities, and contribute to ending the antiquated “North-South dichotomy”.
Mechanisms will need to be established to this end including a monitoring mechanism and a means for redress.

E. The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to global
consensus?

16. To ensure legitimacy, the development of the post-2015 framework must be completely open and
transparent, participatory, inclusive and responsive to voices and expertise of those directly affected by poverty
and injustice. While we welcome the different strands of consultation planned by UN agencies, including
national level consultations, we are concerned that the current process may fail to adequately seek out and
respond to the voices of the poorest and most marginalised people and those that will be most affected by a
next generation development framework, including today’s children. As detailed in the Beyond 2015
submission, Save the Children is working within Beyond 2015 on a research initiative called Participate.

17. Achieving global consensus will be a complex political task and will, we believe, require commitments
from all global players to deliver a truly cooperative effort to advance development and the eradication of
poverty after 2015. The HLP must establish its global legitimacy by seeking out the voices of those in poverty
and truly represent the views they receive, including from developing country governments and the vocal G77
+China group.

F. Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should progress
be measured?

18. The specificity of the goals, targets and indicators of the MDG framework was one of the strengths of
the MDG framework and has facilitated focused and coordinated effort and greater accountability of
governments and development actors. While the positive aspects of the concrete, measurable and time-bound
goals, targets and indicators of the current MDG framework need to be retained, a future framework must
reflect our greater understanding of the complexities involved in achieving development objectives, including
the risk of increasing inequalities.

19. In line with the principle of common-but-differentiated responsibility, the more detailed layers of the
framework—such as targets and indicators—should be differentiated according to country context and needs
(and further differentiation as appropriate). In this regard, attention also needs to be paid to increasing
disaggregation according to vertical inequalities (eg, income deciles) and horizontal ones (eg, age, gender,
geographic location etc).

20. To ensure accountability for progress and suitable commitments from governments, interim targets should
be set (eg, every 2–5 years).
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G. Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?

21. International aid has been vital in delivering the progress achieved against the current MDGs to date,
and will continue to play an important role in achieving development objectives in the post-2015 period,
particularly for low-income and fragile states.

22. International aid is, however, only one part of a balanced approach to development. A combination of
different types of financing, depending on the country context, will be the most appropriate solution. A
comprehensive financing strategy which considers the role of the various forms of financing—domestic tax
revenues, ODA, south-south cooperation, private sector investment, innovative financing and so on—will be
crucial to the success of the future framework.

23. The development impact of aid allocation should be improved by adequate rules for procurement, untying
development assistance, etc. It should recognise that, looking to the future, domestic resource mobilisation
should be strengthened in developing countries, as well as addressing illicit capital flight from countries and
the mispricing practices of large multi-national companies.

24. Adequate funding for a comprehensive sustainable development framework also implies a reallocation
of resources and rebalancing of economic and social policies to address disparities, inequalities and specific
challenges such as environmental sustainability.

H. The role of the private sector and other non-state organisations

25. It is critical that a future development agenda engage and involve the private sector. But the private
sector is not a monolithic bloc and ranges from micro, small and medium enterprises (MSMEs) through to
large multinational corporations (MNCs).

26. While many MNCs are beginning to accept that producing in a sustainable manner, using local producers
and relying on responsibly sourced raw materials is in their longer-term interest, sustainability is yet to be
embedded in all core business operations. There is currently no coherent framework to steer private sector
efforts towards agreed goals. Businesses can also have negative impacts on development.

27. Standards and principles tend to be voluntary and fail to capture broader economic and social impacts
and issues, such as tax avoidance and evasion, which are best addressed through legislation on transparency.
The new framework should help to focus private sector energies towards the contribution they can make as
well incentivise legislation to limit the negative impacts of business activity.

I. Timescale: what period should the new framework cover? Was the 15-year timescale for the MDGs right?

28. Many of the current challenges to global development, particularly environmental challenges, will take
many years and decades to adequately address, while political cycles dictate short timeframes in which
governments can deliver commitments. To account for both factors, we propose the framework set goals to be
achieved “within a generation”—by 2030–35. To ensure accountability for progress and suitable commitments
from governments, milestones for every 2–5 years or so should be considered for each target.

J. The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should there be
with the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

29. Save the Children is currently working across its international membership to develop a detailed post-
2015 proposal. There is a clear view across the organisation that, in designing a global framework which will
necessarily focus on issues of global concern, it will be important to retain a focus on human development via
the social sectors, such as health, education, food security and nutrition, with clear, measurable targets. A clear
focus on livelihoods, including decent work and supportive measures such as social protection, should be
included in the future framework.

30. The post-2015 framework should build on the successes of the MDGs on human development, but
extend the goals to ensure that we not only alleviate poverty, child mortality, poor educational enrolment and
so on, but actually eradicate these unacceptable conditions. Critical will be ensuring an equitable approach that
specifically addresses the vulnerability and deprivation of marginalised and excluded groups. Some proponents
are referring to this approach as “getting to zero”.

31. Our detailed proposal is currently being developed. An indication of our preliminary thinking is included
in the table below:

Goal cluster Some example goals and targets (all tbc)

Human Development, with — Poverty reduction through inclusive growth and decent work
sensitivity to environmental — Reduction of income inequalities (and commitment to monitoring
sustainability of equitable progress throughout)

— Eradication of preventable child deaths
— Quality education learning target
— Food and water security
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Goal cluster Some example goals and targets (all tbc)

— Targets related to child protection from conflict and sexual violence
— Disaster resilience
— Sustainable energy for all

Governance & Peace Building — Transparency (eg, global transparency initiatives, such as EITI,
IATI, and budgetary transparency)

— Accountability, including for implementation of human rights
obligations

— Participation targets—population able to and participating in
electoral and budgetary processes

— Peace building (eg, conflict resolution, access to justice)
Global Partnership for — Commitments related to sustainable and responsible global financial
Development system, including ODA targets

— Policy coherence for development
— Migration

32. Save the Children believes that a number of overarching principles should guide the development of a
meaningful, global framework:

(a) Putting human rights principles at the heart of the framework, to deliver equitable results, focusing
particularly on the most marginalised communities and groups of people. An “unequal distribution
of development outcomes is neither inevitable nor acceptable.”35 In addition to being more subject
to inequality, children are also more vulnerable to inequality than adults owing to their unique life
stage: even short-term deprivations can have lifelong consequences (such as a poor diet).36

(b) Improving security and protection—violence and abuse, insecurity and conflict blight the lives of
hundreds of millions of children every year. To be meaningful, a future framework must address the
interlinked challenges of conflict, insecurity and poverty.

(c) Increasing sustainability—the future development agenda must ensure the sustainable management
of scarce resources, sustainable consumption and production patterns, promote domestic resource
mobilisation and tailor the allocation of resources and economic and social policies to address
inequalities and people’s well-being and quality of life.

(d) Ensuring the participation of all stakeholders, including children, in decision-making processes as
well as in the monitoring of the implementation of the future framework will be fundamental for
improving governance and accountability and transparency.

(e) Ensuring accountability and transparency. The future framework must include accountability
mechanisms which hold governments and all other actors (such as the private sector) to account for
the full range of commitments and for their future actions, as we have outlined in response to
Question H.

October 2012

Written evidence submitted by UNICEF UK

UNICEF UK WELCOMES THE OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT EVIDENCE TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE’S INQUIRY INTO POST-2015 DEVELOPMENT GOALS.

1. Key lessons learnt from the MDGs and recommendations for the post-2015 framework

Focus

1.1 The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) have focused unprecedented attention and resources on
human development and poverty reduction and helped to shift the development agenda beyond economic
growth.37

1.2 Evidence shows that sustained investments in people, especially in children and the most disadvantaged,
yield the greatest returns for poverty reduction and can be very cost-effective.38 Countries cannot achieve
sustained growth and shared prosperity without investing effectively in their people, above all their children.

Recommendation: Economic growth and human development, including sustained investments in children,
must go together in the post-2015 framework.
35 After the Millennium Development Goals: setting out the options and must haves for a new development framework in 2015,

Save the Children, April 2012.
36 Growing gaps, narrowing opportunities: Tackling inequality to give our children a better future, Save the Children, forthcoming

2012.
37 Hulme, D (2009). The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs): A Short History of the World’s Biggest Promise Brooks World

Poverty Institute BWPI Working Paper 100
38 UNICEF Working Paper 2012 “Right in Principle and in Practice: A review of the social and economic returns to investing in

children”; Copenhagen Consensus
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Values and principles

1.3 Although the MDGs were aimed at realising and promoting the values outlined in the Millennium
Declaration, the Goals became too detached from the Declaration and the principles of equity, social justice
and human rights.

1.4 The Millennium Declaration defined seven key objectives: peace, security and disarmament; development
and poverty eradication; protecting our common environment; human rights; democracy and good government;
protecting the vulnerable; and meeting the special needs of Africa. However, the MDGs focused primarily on
”development and poverty eradication“. The post-2015 framework must account for the importance of all these
dimensions for truly sustainable development.

1.5 The post-2015 process provides an important opportunity to reconnect human rights, equality and
sustainability with development. These principles should underpin the post-2015 framework.39

1.6 The Millennium Declaration, A World Fit for Children (adopted by the UN General in 2002) and the
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child have already been endorsed by most governments and should be
reaffirmed as guidelines for the pursuit of future, inclusive progress. The human rights principles of
accountability, participation, universality and non-discrimination should be explicitly recognised for their
central relevance to the practical policies and strategies by which development goals are pursued.

Recommendation: The post-2015 framework should reaffirm the Millennium Declaration, the UN Convention
on the Rights of the Child and A World Fit for Children and be underpinned by human rights, equity and
sustainability.

Participation

1.7 The lack of an inclusive process in developing the MDGs has been widely criticised. The post-2015
framework must be broadly understood and owned at both the national and local levels. To achieve this,
participation should be central to the post-2015 agenda—in the process for agreeing the new framework, in its
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.

1.8 The post-2015 agenda should strongly encourage countries to use participatory research and community-
based monitoring to identify who the most marginalised and deprived are, and the reasons why their rights are
not being met. Understanding who the most vulnerable populations are and where they reside is critical to
being able to more effectively reach these populations with programming and policy instruments.

Recommendation: Participation should be a central principle in the design, implementation and monitoring
of the post-2015 framework.

Format

1.9 One of the key successes of the MDGs stems from their simple, concise, multidimensional, time-bound,
measurable format, which has helped to focus and set development priorities and provided a common, shared
agenda. This format has enabled progress to be monitored by robust indicators, which also result in an increased
focus on strengthening data quantity and quality.40

Recommendations: The post-2015 framework should:

— Emulate the simple, time-bound, multidimensional, measurable format of the MDGs.

— Include a small core set of global goals which will be able to command widespread popular support.
The goals should be outcome-focused.

— Include a “menu” of targets, which can be adapted according to varying national context.

— Incorporate a range of feasible, tested and cost-effective standard indicators in each goal area, for
which data can be readily collected and compared across all countries.

— Include guidance on the “means” to achieving the goals, based on global standards and
international best practice.

Inequalities

1.10 The MDGs failed to integrate or address inequality. Furthermore, the focus on national and global
averages to measure progress masked a highly uneven rate of progress within and across countries and regions.
Substantial, and in some cases growing, inequities exist within and between countries, with the poorest and
most marginalised often benefiting least from progress.41

39 UN System Task Team on the post-2015 UN Development Agenda “Realizing the Future We Want For All”, New York June
2012

40 UN Task Team report “Realizing the future we want for all” June 2012
41 UN MDG report 2011; UNICEF Progress for Children: Achieving the MDGs with Equity, 2010

Matt
Highlight
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1.11 The emphasis on national aggregates also meant that countries could be on track to meet goals, whilst
the poorest and already most marginalised people populations fell further behind. In some cases this also led
to efforts and resources being concentrated towards those who were easiest to reach.42

Recommendations:

— Tackling inequalities should be a central principle and objective of the new framework.

— All the goals and targets should be universal, in accordance with human rights principles of
universality and non-discrimination.

— All of the indicators should be disaggregated, based on the most common forms of inequality in each
goal area (such as gender, wealth, location, disability, minority status).

— The new framework should include i) measures for sustained improvements in national statistical
capacities, including to enable data disaggregation and analysis; as well as ii) measures to support
and enable people to set their own goals and monitor progress and improvements in their own lives,
at the local level.

— Equity-focused approaches should be promoted as a means to achieving the goals.

One size does not fit all

1.12 The MDGs were never meant to be a global agenda for human development to be pursued by all
countries uniformly, but were widely interpreted as such. The emphasis on global targets failed to account for
varying national contexts and starting points, which resulted in the perception that some countries have failed
on the MDGs, despite making substantial progress.43 The adoption of the global targets without tailoring them
to suit different national contexts also led to a lack of attention to, and failure to reach, the most deprived
populations.

1.13 The post-2015 framework must not aim to be a one-size-fits-all framework. It should be flexible and
dynamic, with targets that can be tailored by each country to suit varying local contexts and starting points.
Furthermore, it must be innovative in tackling the particular risks and uncertainties faced by children and
women in conflict-affected, disaster-prone societies and in countries with weak or fragile public sector
capacities.

Missing issues

1.14 At the same time as mobilising and galvanising support for the issues included in the MDGs, the MDGs
have been criticised for oversimplifying complex development issues, and being too reductionist. Many of the
issues which were left out of the MDGs have struggled for attention and resources.

1.15 Issues such as inequality, climate change, urbanisation, peace and security, protection for vulnerable
groups, child stunting, disability, reproductive health, vulnerability to disasters, malnutrition, changing
population dynamics, and human rights were inadequately addressed in the MDGs. Many of these issues have
undermined and even threaten to reverse progress towards the MDGs.

Recommendation: The post-2015 framework must address the most pressing development issues which were
missing from the MDGs and which threaten to undermine, or even reverse progress.

Climate Change

1.16 Climate change is one of the greatest development challenges facing children. The unaddressed impacts
of climate change could undo progress already made towards the MDGs—in health, child survival, education,
water and more. In sub-Saharan Africa, climate changes have altered growing conditions for crops, which in
turn has affected livelihoods, nutrition and child survival—all key development goals. Climate adaptation such
as developing hardier crops is crucial to the development of sustainable, climate resilient livelihoods.
Adaptation is not just a response to climate change; it is a means to development. The MDG Summit in
September 2010 reaffirmed this point, stated that “addressing climate change will be of key importance in
safeguarding and advancing progress towards the Millennium Development Goals.”

1.17 Bearing in mind that many existing development challenges still need to be addressed in the post-2015
framework, integrating climate will be essential if we are to achieve development that enables all children to
survive and thrive. Climate change must therefore be considered in the context of any target and thematic area
of a post-2015 framework- so that development will be truly resilient and able to withstand climate changes.

Recommendation: Climate change considerations (and in particular adaptation) should be mainstreamed
within any post-2015 framework.
42 UNICEF, Progress for Children: Achieving the MDGs with Equity, 2010
43 William Easterly “How the Millennium Development Goals are unfair to Africa”, World Development, vol. 37, No.1, pp. 26–35;

UN Task Team report “Realizing the future we want for all” June 2012



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:38] Job: 024768 Unit: PG04
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_w014_024236_w051_michelle_MDG 49 IDS.xml

Ev 72 International Development Committee: Evidence

Disaster Risk Reduction

1.18 As a result of increasing climate change and trends such as increased urbanisation and land degradation,
communities, and especially children, in developing countries are increasingly vulnerable to natural hazards
and resulting disasters.

1.19 Humanitarian emergencies and preparedness for these were not addressed by the MDGs, despite its
importance for communities to be able to withstand stresses and develop to their full core to any post-2015
framework, if such a framework is to truly deliver transformative change.

Recommendation: Disaster-resilient development—starting with poor families and communities—should be
a core principle of any post-2015 framework.

Accountability

1.20 The absence of a mechanism for citizens to hold their governments to account for progress towards the
MDGs was a major omission. Although some governments incorporated the MDGs in national development
objectives and allocated resources for programmes and monitoring accordingly, others did not. MDG 8
“Develop a global partnership for development” has been particularly criticised for its weak accountability
mechanisms,44 and many of the targets remain unfulfilled which has impacted on progress towards the other
goals.

Recommendation: Accountability must be a central feature of the post-2015 development framework,
including in relation to development finance and the responsibilities of all countries. Accountability mechanisms
for progress and performance monitoring must be built into the framework and should be based on
transparency, and the involvement of families and communities themselves.45

Continuity with the MDGs

1.21 There is unfinished business with the MDGs in terms of goals not yet achieved, people not yet reached,
and major commitments in the Millennium Declaration unfulfilled. Efforts must be accelerated between now
and 2015 to meet the MDGs, and the new framework must aim to finish the job they started—for example to
get to zero in preventable child and maternal deaths.

Recommendation: The post-2015 framework must deliver on the unfinished business of the MDGs, with a
particular emphasis on reaching the most vulnerable and marginalised populations who have been left behind.

2. How should the “Sustainable Development Goals” (SDGs) being established following Rio +20 relate to
the “Development Goals” being considered by the High-Level Panel?

2.1 Sustainability has fundamental intergenerational implications at its core. It is about building pathways to
development which safeguard the natural environment and provide the best possible outcomes for children
now, as well as future generations.

2.2 If the post-2015 framework is to be truly transformative and ensure development outcomes for children
everywhere, it must be based on strong sustainable development principles.

Recommendation: Sustainability considerations should be core to the discussions of the post-2015 High-
Level Panel to ensure that sustainability is considered not just in the SDGs but in all aspects of the post-
2015 framework.

3. The coverage of future goals

3.1 While the MDGs have generally been understood and interpreted as relevant for the poorest countries
and regions, evidence shows that global poverty patterns have changed and the majority of poor people now
live in middle income countries.46 The dichotomy between so-called donor countries and aid recipient
countries which characterised the MDGs is also becoming less relevant.47

3.2 Furthermore, in virtually all countries there are significant groups among whom children are unable to
realise their full potential and rights and inequality remains a global issue. Challenges such as child poverty,
child protection against violence and adolescent development are evident in all societies.

Recommendation: The post-2015 agenda should be universal—relevant for all societies and about all people
regardless of where they reside. This will require global goals, with shared responsibilities for all countries.
44 OHCHR “Human Rights: Key to Keeping the MDG Promise of 2015” New York, 20–22 September 2010 http://www.ohchr.org/

Documents/Issues/MDGs/Key_messages_Human_RightsMDGs.pdf
45 Richard Morgan and Shannon O’Shea, “Locally-led monitoring as an engine for a more dynamic and accountable post-2015

development agenda”, UNICEF 2012
46 Sumner, A (2011). The New Bottom Billion: What If Most of the World’s Poor Live in Middle-Income Countries?; Institute of

Development Studies (IDS)
47 Ladd, P (2012). Goals for the bottom billion or goals for the whole world? UNDP, Bureau for Development Policy —Poverty

Practice Discussion Note.
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4. The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to global
consensus?

4.1 The process for agreeing the post-2015 framework must be inclusive, with special efforts made to listen
to the views of those affected by poverty and the most marginalised.

4.2 Children and young people account for almost one third of the world’s population. In many countries,
they constitute almost half of the national population. Furthermore, as creators of innovative solutions and as
stakeholders in both present and future progress, children and young people must have a meaningful and
continuous say in shaping the new development agenda for their world and in ensuring that governments meet
their commitments.

4.3 Participation should be a central feature of the new framework: mechanisms should be established for
civil society groups to participate in setting and monitoring disaggregated goals and targets and holding public
sector agencies to account for their efforts and performance. These mechanisms should become institutionalised
and should also be used to encourage and enable private sector accountability and partnership.

Recommendation: Participation should be a central principle of the new agenda and children and young
people must be given meaningful opportunities to participate in the design, implementation and monitoring of
the post-2015 framework.

5. Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should progress
be measured?

5.1 The MDG “target-based” approach was a qualified success—it did tend to strengthen both results-
oriented planning and national monitoring systems, and also helped to mobilise efforts and resources. However,
there are a number of unanswered questions, such as the opportunity costs of this approach, which are difficult
to address in the absence of detailed country case studies.

5.2 A goals, targets and indicators framework should be retained. These include the need to provide scope
for adaptation of targets to national conditions; the need to promote and encourage disaggregation of targets to
reveal and not mask disparities (this can be done using a core set of standard indicators); and the importance
of keeping targets explicitly linked to norms, standards and principles that reflect human rights commitments
and equity.

5.3 Progress should be monitored through a combination of two main approaches: firstly, retaining and
strengthening existing national household sample surveys (MICS, DHS) and institutional information systems
(eg in health and education), and associated capacities for data collection, disaggregated analysis and
dissemination; and secondly, by promoting a much higher level of local and participatory monitoring, including
on qualitative aspects of development, using innovative as well as standard technologies. At the global level,
data compilation and analysis should continue to be done and coordinated by the United Nations.

6. Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?

6.1 In 1970 rich governments agreed to meet the UN target of 0.7% of Gross National Income to be spent
on Official Development Assistance (ODA). Although the MDGs have galvanised aid pledges, only five
countries have met the 0.7% target. The UK Government has promised to meet the target by 2013, which will
be a welcome demonstration of the UK’s commitment to international development.

Recommendation: The UK Government should meet the 0.7% target and enshrine the commitment in law,
and continue to encourage other donor governments to do the same.

6.2 There is an urgent need to mobilise new and additional climate finance to address the development
challenges presented by climate change. In 2009, developed countries agreed in 2009 to mobilise $100 billion
dollars per year of new and additional resources by 2020 for climate change adaptation and mitigation in
developing countries. This sum is roughly equivalent to the total current global flows of ODA. It is not as
simple as “slotting” climate finance obligations into ODA budgets: there must be the guarantee of sufficient
existing funds to meet the MDGs and beyond 2015 for vulnerable communities to survive and thrive in a
changing climate.

6.3 The need for this money to be new and additional suggests that innovative finance mechanisms such as
carbon taxes and private sector mobilisation will be essential for meeting climate finance commitments.

Recommendation: The UK Government should mobilise innovative finance mechanisms for climate finance
now and from 2015 and beyond.

7. The role of the private sector

7.1 When the MDGs were agreed the development debate largely excluded the private sector. However, the
last two decades have seen the reach and turnover of global corporations expand in an unprecedented manner
and consequently the impact of the private sector on international development has intensified; from economic
growth and productivity to poverty reduction, job creation, human rights and environmental issues. The private



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [E] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:38] Job: 024768 Unit: PG04
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_w014_024236_w051_michelle_MDG 49 IDS.xml

Ev 74 International Development Committee: Evidence

sector should therefore have greater involvement in the design and implementation of the post-2015
development framework.

7.3 Although the duty to protect human rights rests with governments, companies have a responsibility to
respect human rights.48 The private sector’s approach to pursuing development outcomes must be underpinned
by a commitment to human rights and an integration of rights into core business practices. The challenge for
governments is to create a regulatory and policy framework that maximises the positive impacts of the private
sector on development, whilst reigning in negative corporate behaviour.

7.4 Additional steps must be taken to ensure that companies respect children’s rights in their direct
operations, in their supply chain and in communities they impact. Children and young people are hugely
impacted upon by companies: as workers in their factories; dependants of their employees; members of the
communities in which they operate and also consumers themselves. The recently launched Children’s Rights
and Business Principles offer the first comprehensive set of principles to guide businesses on the full range of
actions they can take to respect and support children’s rights.49

Recommendations:

— The post-2015 framework should require the private sector to integrate human rights (and
specifically children’s rights) into core business practices.

— The post-2015 framework should call for national regulatory and policy frameworks that enable
businesses to uphold human rights and advance sustainable development initiatives.

8. Timescale: what period should the new framework cover?

8.1 Another 15-year framework would be acceptable. There are however some good arguments for a 25-
year framework of aspirational goals, given the deep scope of the challenges ahead. These could then be
complemented by shorter-term national targets (eg five to 10 years).

8.2 What will be most important, however, are arrangements for regular (35-year) in-depth reviews of
progress across all goal areas and the underlying factors affecting progress, drawing on both national and
independent sources of data and analysis. These reviews should take place at country level, on a participatory
basis, and then be compiled for global-level discussions. Updates and adjustments of the new framework should
take place, based on these reviews.

September 2012

UNICEF, the United Nations Children’s Fund, is mandated by the UN General Assembly to advocate for the
protection of children’s rights, to help meet their basic needs and to expand their opportunities to reach their
full potential. UNICEF is guided by the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) and strives to
establish children’s rights as enduring ethical principles and international standards of behaviour towards
children.

UNICEF UK is the UK National Committee for UNICEF.

Supplementary written evidence submitted by Richard Morgan, UNICEF UK

I suggest the importance of personal security and the improved protection of citizens from all forms of
violence as an element to consider within the broader issue of Governance. It is probable that, at present, the
many different forms of violence against people, especially the most vulnerable such as children, and against
women, impose major costs on both human development progress and economic growth. As such, personal
security and freedom from violence, and the fear thereof, could and should be considered as a development
issue.

Improved protection of the most vulnerable groups, as envisaged by the Millennium Declaration, and the
reduction of all forms of violence, whether it occurs in homes, in schools, on the streets or in wider society,
would represent a major strengthening of Governance in many countries of the world, across all income
categories, and would have significant or even major benefits for human well being, human rights and economic
development. It would be challenging but certainly not impossible to measure these reductions, using different
methods and indicators, some of which are already tested and available.

November 2012

48 UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, available at: http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/
GuidingPrinciplesBusinessHR_EN.pdf

49 The Children’s Rights and Business Principles, UNICEF, the UN Global Compact and Save the Children (2012).
http://www.unicef.org/csr/css/PRINCIPLES_23_02_12_FINAL_FOR_PRINTER.pdf and accompanying workbook Children are
Everyone’s Business, UNICEF, 2012 http://www.unicef.org/csr/css/CSR_Workbook_A4_LR_low_res.pdf
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Written evidence submitted by CAFOD

Introduction

CAFOD has been a leading civil society voice on post-2015 in the UK and at global level since the early
days of the debate. CAFOD is a founding member and Co-Chair of the Beyond 2015 campaign, which brings
together over 400 organizations from more than 80 countries. Beyond 2015 advocates for a global overarching
cross-thematic post-2015 framework, to be developed through a participatory, inclusive process that is
responsive to voices of those directly affected by poverty and injustice.

CAFOD is the official Catholic aid agency for England and Wales. We work for a safe, sustainable and
peaceful world, with more than 500 partners from around the world.

This submission is 2,542 words in length (excluding examples and footnotes).

Summary of Key Points
— One of the key challenges for post-2015 is how to build on the strengths of the MDGs in times of

crises when a rising tide cannot be assumed.

— Processes to develop “SDGs” should be wholly merged with those to agree “development goals”
and work towards one single post-2015 framework which encompasses both strands of thinking.

— We do not think global goals and targets should be designed to tackle all the important issues in the
world. CAFOD propose that the purpose of a post-2015 framework is to act as a prioritisation tool:
i) keeping the issues that matter most to people living in acute poverty on the international agenda;
ii) securing the highest level of political action and accountability; and iii) incentivising action that
drives real progress on the ground.

— Achieving the goals will require global action—and all countries should be monitored and held
accountable for their efforts to achieve them. However, the goals should be “for” people living in
acute poverty, most of them currently residing in Low and Middle Income Countries.

— CAFOD’s long-standing work to ensure that people living in poverty are directly engaged in the
process has started to pay off. The Participate project will bring knowledge from the margins to
post-2015 policymaking. It will deliver products ahead of key decision-making moments in 2013.

— The “target-based” structure of the MDGs was its most fundamental strength—underpinning their
value as an advocacy tool and accountability mechanism at national level. Goals, targets and
indicators should be maintained as structure.

— The post-2015 framework offers an opportunity to draw from past experiences of international
financing. However, the primary actions required to achieving post-2015 goals will not necessarily
revolve around money. Taking action to change rules, incentives and power structures will be equally
if not more important.

— When it comes to the content of the post-2015 framework, CAFOD will step back and look at the
big picture, rather than being confined to single issues. We would not allow a framework which
delivers for the common good, and drives progress in the real world for people living in acute
poverty, to be torn apart because we didn’t get “our” goal in the final agreement.

— CAFOD is, however, committed to engaging in the tough questions on content. We have played a
leading role in developing Beyond 2015’s strategy on content issues, which frames four key terms:
vision, purpose, principles and criteria. Beyond 2015 will be developing shared civil society positions
on these four key terms.

— As an independent agency, CAFOD are also exploring three specific issues as potential goals: 1) the
basic conditions for human flourishing; 2) enabling societies and 3) equitable economies.

Recommendations
— CAFOD recommend that the UNGA Special Session in September 2013 is the launch point of one

fully integrated process negotiating one single set of goals.

— Through his co-chair role in the High-level Panel (HLP) on post-2015, the Prime Minister should
work to ensure that bridges are built with the Open Working Group on SDGs and that core concerns
that have emerged through “SDGs” discussions are encompassed within the post-2015 agenda.

— CAFOD propose that the purpose of a post-2015 framework is to act as a prioritisation tool. The
issues that matter most to people living in acute poverty should be prioritised because these groups
have the least power, are most vulnerable to the vagaries of political will, and have the greatest need
of an international framework to promote their interests. At the same time all countries need to be
responsible for delivering on action. Based on these recommendations, targets and indicators should
measure two things:

— The impact of the framework on people living in extreme poverty (currently in middle-income
and low-income countries).

— The actions necessary to drive progress towards the goals (in high-income, middle-income and
low-income countries).
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— The UK government, especially the Prime Minister in his role as co-chair of the HLP, should lead
by example and commit to championing the interests of people living in acute poverty and to
integrating their perspectives and priorities, for example as presented by Beyond 2015’s Participate
research initiative, into the deliberations of the HLP and other decision-making fora.

— CAFOD recommends a systematic overall approach to finance strategies: Analysing what actions are
necessary to achieve the goals; agree whose responsibility these actions are; and then (for actions
requiring finance) what the most appropriate mechanism is.

— Little or no data on 2015 will be available in 2015, and for this reason we suggest that the baseline
for the new framework should be set as 2010. From a 2010 baseline, we suggest that new goals
should have a deadline of 2040, with interim goals at five year intervals which are vital for
accountability.

— In order to fulfil its purpose as a prioritisation tool, CAFOD recommend that the final framework
should have between eight and 12 goals.

Facts and Figures

CAFOD’s 100 Voices50 report found that three-quarters of CAFOD’s Southern partners judge the MDGs to
have been “a good thing”, and nearly 90% want to see some kind of successor framework after 2015.

IDC INQUIRY ON POST-2015
CAFOD SUBMISSION

Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date

1.1 The pros and cons of the MDG approach have been thoroughly explored. CAFOD’s own 100 Voices51

report, and our recent paper, 1,000 days,52 covers the issues in detail—adding to a now extensive literature
on the subject. The Beyond 2015 campaign, which CAFOD co-chair, keeps an extensive online library of
publications, research and policy papers relating to post-2015.53

1.2 The balance of evidence suggests that despite their problems, the MDGs were a positive influence on
international development. There has been modest to significant progress on nearly all the goals, albeit in a
patchy and uneven way, and the framework prompted significant improvements in monitoring and data
collection against key indicators. Three-quarters of CAFOD’s Southern partners judge the MDGs to have been
“a good thing”, and nearly 90% want to see some kind of successor framework after 2015.54

1.3 The simple, measurable nature of the framework underpinned its most valuable use: as an advocacy tool
for keeping focus on key development issues. The MDGs are widely acknowledged as having galvanised
development efforts and sustained engagement over an extended period, and the structure of goals and targets
ensured decision-makers could be held to account against their commitments. Despite their problems, the goals
improved coordination of development work at local, national, regional and global levels—and became a
reference point of shared objectives in bilateral and multilateral work.

1.4 Whilst these are clear ways in which the MDG framework added value, it should not be taken for granted
that MDG related “achievements” are wholly attributable to the MDG framework itself. Progress against the
indicators was often in the context of a rising tide, and it is challenging to clarify precisely how far the MDG
framework accelerated progressive trends as opposed to simply recording them. One of the key challenges for
post-2015 is how to build on the strengths of the MDGs in a historical context where a rising tide cannot
be assumed.

How should the “Sustainable Development Goals” be established following Rio +20 relate to the
“Development Goals” being considered by the High-Level Panel?

2.1 Processes to develop “SDGs” should be wholly merged with those to agree “development goals”. There
should be one, single post-2015 framework which encompasses both strands of thinking. We recommend that
the UN Special Session in September 2013 is the launch point of a fully integrated process.

2.2 Our rationale is as follows:

— The essence of sustainable development is to bring social, economic and environment spheres
together:55 Having one set of goals which deals with the first two issues, whilst another
framework deals with the latter contradicts what sustainable development really stands for.

50 See www.cafod.org.uk/100voices
51 See www.cafod.org.uk/100voices
52 See http://www.cafod.org.uk/content/download/141954/1523020/version/1/file/1000daysdocument.pdf
53 See http://www.beyond2015.org/content/relevant-research
54 See www.cafod.org.uk/100voices
55 Our Common Future.Brundtland Report (1987) United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development.
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— Environmental and climate change issues are intimately connected with poverty issues. The
poorest and most marginalised suffer first and hardest from environmental destruction, and it
will not be possible to broker key international deals on climate change without safeguarding
the rights of developing countries.56 Siphoning off the environment to an SDG framework
risks making a “development goals only” framework irrelevant and out-dated.

— Having two parallel processes would split the political momentum, leaving both frameworks
weakened and less likely to be implemented. A “race to the bottom” may develop, where the
framework which receives the widest multilateral backing is the one which requires the least
from national governments.

— It would double the burden on stakeholders seeking to engage in what is already a complex
and multifaceted arena, and weaken the chances of either framework being agreed through an
open, inclusive and legitimate process.

2.3 The fundamental challenge is a political one. A lack of trust in the international system, coupled with
successive disappointments at international summits, has left key governments57 with little confidence that an
integrated process will deliver their priorities. There is also a perception that under a universal “SDGs” type
framework, Low and Middle Income Countries might be losing out on aid funding as the scope for spending
aid could widen to all countries; and Low and Middle Income Countries could even be asked to contribute to
aid funding as part of their shared responsibilities.

2.4 The High Level Panel will report several months before the Open Working Group on the Sustainable
Development Goals, and therefore has an opportunity to start building bridges. Through his co-chair role, the
Prime Minister should work to ensure that core concerns that have emerged through “SDG” discussions are
encompassed within the post-2015 agenda, and build a compelling case for addressing the issues as a
coherent whole.

The coverage of future goals: should they be for developing countries only or should progress be monitored
in all countries?

3.1 The goals should be “for” people living in what we currently think of as developing countries. But
achieving the goals will require global action—and all countries should be monitored and held accountable for
their efforts to achieve them.

Example 1: Purpose Statement

CAFOD propose that the purpose of a post-2015 framework is to act as a prioritisation tool:

(i) keeping the issues that matter most to people living in acute poverty on the international
agenda;

(ii) securing the highest level of political action and accountability; and

(iii) incentivising action that drives real progress on the ground.

3.2 A prioritisation tool can, by nature, only focus on a few key issues. We argue the issues that matter most
to people living in acute poverty58 should be prioritised because these groups have the least power, are most
vulnerable to the vagaries of political will, and have the greatest need of an international framework to promote
their interests.

3.3 It is unrealistic to imagine that post-2015 goals and targets could effectively address all the important
issues, for all the people on the planet. CAFOD have no interest in a “good on paper framework” that fails to
deliver genuine change in the real world.

3.4 Today, the majority of people living in acute poverty do so in middle-income countries (MICs), with a
lesser but still substantial number living in low-income countries (LICs).59 Monitoring the impact of the
framework should therefore be focused on middle-income and low-income countries60

56 What is the Green Economy? Is it good or bad for poor men and women? CAFOD Discussion paper, May 2012 available at:
http://www.cafod.org.uk/content/download/2996/21687/file/Green_Economy_FINAL.pdf

57 For example, Nigeria, South Africa and Bangladesh have been very vocal in being pro-MDG and anti-SDG; whilst Brazil and
Colombia have been very pro-SDGs.

58 For CAFOD, acute poverty is more than just income poverty. Acute poverty is a multidimensional concept of deprivation,
referring to all men and women who do not enjoy the minimum standard of the basic conditions that humans need to flourish.
This includes income but also incorporates access to essential public services, political rights and cultural freedoms.

59 This is true both by multidimensional acute poverty measures (see http://www.ophi.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/OPHI-MPI-Brief-
2011.pdf?cda6c1) and by dollar per day poverty lines (http://www.ids.ac.uk/idsproject/the-new-bottom-billion . Social safety
nets, governance structures and justice systems in high-income countries (HICs) are typically strong enough to prevent large
populations living in acute poverty.

60 If the global geography of poverty changes in the future, then impact monitoring should be adapted to track progress wherever
people living in extreme poverty are living.
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3.5 Whilst domestic action in these countries is key, High Income Countries (HICs) have a critical role in
perpetuating acute poverty in MICs and LICs, and in helping to alleviate it. The continuing failure of HICs to
take action on climate change and the environment, for example, is having an enormous impact on poor
communities in Middle Income Countries (MICs) and Low Income Countries (LICs) and will do so even more
in the future. Inadequate business regulation, unfair trade rules, and economic, foreign and defence policies led
by HICs and increasingly MICs have wide-ranging effects on the lives of people living in extreme poverty,
whilst aid plays a vital role in helping alleviate their suffering. Monitoring of the action necessary to drive
progress on acute poverty should therefore focus on high-income countries, as well as middle and low-
income ones.

3.6 CAFOD are supportive of a global framework in the sense that all countries should be required to take
action—but we do not think global goals and targets should be designed to tackle all the important issues in
the world.

3.7 This position is underpinned by our theory of change (see example 2).

Example 2: Theory of Change for a Post-2015 Framework

The value-add of an international framework of goals is to inspire and to have impact across borders.
The framework should be the spark which incentivises and reinforces action at national level—and
gives advocates stronger backing to make their case.

High
Income

Countries

Middle
Income

Countries

Low
Income

Countries

Post-2015
framework

Action in one country
inspires and impacts
across borders Advocates have

stronger backing to
make their case

Action in one country inspires
and impacts across borders

Action in one country
inspires and impacts

across borders

Advocates have
stronger backing to

make their case

Advocates have
stronger backing to

make their case

How will it work?

Global goals and targets will establish shared priorities which all countries are responsible for
bringing about. To achieve the goals, action is required by HICs, MICs and LICs. When one country
takes action, this incentivises other countries to act—through showing leadership; through the
competitive advantage that countries gain through action; and because of the efficiencies that can
result when nations act in concert. Thus, the international framework will prompt action that parallel
efforts in individual countries could not.

Experience would suggest that cross-border action has a relatively modest power to incentivise
national action in comparison with domestic political processes. This is why a post-2015 framework
should set international priorities which strengthen the hands of advocates working at national level.
The MDGs were valuable advocacy tools because they gave national level advocates levers with
which to lobby for action and hold governments to account; giving examples of what is possible;
holding up external mirrors to national processes; and creating influencing windows for action. The
post-2015 framework should enable national level advocates in HICs, MICs and LICs to draw on
international commitments and targets as they hold their governments’ feet to the fire. Thus, the
international framework will give national level advocates levers for change that would not be
available to them in other ways.
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Real world precedents

...where action in one country has inspired and had impact across borders:

— Dodd-Frank legislation, passed in the US in 2011, required companies to report on the tax
payments they are making on a project by project basis. The legislation meant that citizens
in developing countries were able to see what payments extractive industry companies
were making to their governments—giving them greater scope to hold their governments
to account on how these revenues were being spent. The US legislation prompted the EU
to look at the issue, and their work in fleshing out the detail of what is required has made
it more likely that the EU will implement similar legislation.

— China’s vigorous investment on the “green economy” has prompted other countries to
examine whether or not they are missing out on a competitive advantage by not pursuing
green economy policies themselves. From a self-interest perspective, the action of China
made others re-evaluate the direction of their investments.

— The MDGs have been widely acknowledged as valuable advocacy tools, which provided
greater scope for monitoring and accountability at national level. Whilst there is significant
room for improvement in this respect (eg by ensuring that proper national targets, rather
than just global ones are set), the MDGs are an example of how action taken in one
country built momentum for action in others.

Are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to global consensus?

4.1 It’s too early to say whether the UN process will deliver the open and inclusive process it has committed
to—but concerns have been growing in recent months.

4.2 Specific plans for the national and thematic consultations have still not emerged fully, and keep being
modified.61 The thematic consultations look like they will be of variable quality. Very little of the funds raised
for the United Nations Development Group (UNDG) process appear to have filtered down to the major civil
society platforms who are being asked to broker involvement in these processes. As the volume of requests for
involvement multiplies, but without full information or resources being offered, many civil society actors have
identified the risk that civil society is co-opted for “legitimisation” purposes, without being truly respected as
a partner. It is vital that swift action is taken by UNDG to publish full information on their plans and provide
resourcing for civil society groups to engage meaningfully.

4.3 We share the concerns raised by Beyond 2015 in relation to the launch of the UN High Level Panel on
post-2015,62 and note the heavy representation of economists, state representatives and aid experts in this
group. Whilst it would be impractical to rebalance or expand this panel, we recommend that panel members
make a special effort to engage those outside their narrow grouping, and that they personally undertake
immersions in poor communities to hear views from people living in poverty directly.

4.4 On a more positive note, CAFOD’s long-standing work to ensure that people living in poverty are
directly engaged in the process has started to pay off. We are working with the Institute of Development
Studies to coordinate the Participate project, which will bring knowledge from the margins to post-2015
policymaking. This qualitative, participative work will deliver products ahead of key decision-making moments
in 2013, complementing quantitative and survey-based work. It includes organising immersions for key
decision-makers enabling them to experience poverty issues first hand, and creating a “Ground Level Panel”
to mirror the High-Level Panel’s work.

Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should progress be
measured?

5.1 The “target-based” structure of the MDGs was its most fundamental strength—underpinning their value
as an advocacy tool and accountability mechanism. The structure of goals, targets and indicators should be
retained.

5.2 For CAFOD, the target-based structure of a future framework is the difference between talking about a
successor to the MDGs, and a much wider discussion about what kind of future interventions we want in the
world going forward. We believe the post-2015 debate should be focused on agreeing global goals and targets
which will be as effective as possible in delivering change. The post-2015 agenda should not mean a discussion
of all forms of international cooperation after 2015.

Example 3: Post-2015 doesn’t mean Anything and Everything
Many things will happen after 2015. The sky will be blue and the birds will sing. There will be an
array of different advocacy tools, ideas and proposals for international cooperation that will compete
for success—as they do in any period of history. It’s sensible to bear in mind that one of these
proposals might become so successful that it eclipses a post-2015 framework—but it is not sensible

61 For example, the original “50 Country Consultation” process is now apparently being extended to 100 countries—but no details
have been released on which additional countries are being included, or what the specific timelines and process look like at
country level.

62 See http://www.beyond2015.org/news/beyond-2015-gcap-comment-post-2015-high-level-panel-0
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to consider that absolutely any idea that pertains to international policymaking after 2015 could
become the official successor to the MDGs.

5.3 Based on our recommendation that the primary beneficiaries of the framework should be people in acute
poverty living in MICs and LICs, but all countries should be responsible for delivering it, we propose that
post-2015 targets and indicators should measure two things:

(a) The impact of the framework on people living in acute poverty (currently in middle-income
and low-income countries).

(b) The actions necessary to drive progress towards the goals (in high-income, middle-income and
low-income countries).

5.4 The original MDGs omitted to monitor the actions necessary to achieve them, and had no specification
at all on how the goals were to be achieved. CAFOD suggest this is a critical gap to address in a future
framework. We are not advocating a blueprint approach, and emphasise that monitoring of actions should stress
the measurement of progress rather than dictating what each country should do. In the new global context
where a “rising tide” of poverty indicators cannot be assumed, spelling out and monitoring the actions necessary
to achieve goals is a key strategy for ensuring a framework is credible and realistic.

5.5 Agreeing targets for actions should be a key focus of interim summits, which would monitor progress
towards the goals at five yearly intervals (see section 7).

Financing global goals: are new mechanisms needed?

6.1 The post-2015 framework should provide a unifying structure to monitor whether governments have
delivered on the promises they have already made. Whilst there are huge gaps, especially regarding climate
finance, the post-2015 framework is not starting from scratch. The post-2015 framework offers an opportunity
to address longstanding shortcomings in the quality (not just the quantity) of international financing, and must
ensure that developing countries have a proper role in the governance of funds. Past experience on issues like
allocation, country ownership, transparency, and tied finance will be valuable far beyond traditional aid
flows.63

6.2 The overall strategy should be to work systematically: Analysing what actions are necessary to achieve
the goals; agree whose responsibility these actions are; and then (for actions requiring finance) what the most
appropriate mechanism is. It should not be assumed that the primary actions necessary to achieving post-2015
goals will revolve around money. Taking action to change rules, incentives and power structures will be equally
if not more important.

7. Timescale: what period should the new framework cover? Was the 15-year timescale for the MDGs right?

Example 4: Baseline Data Requires a Back-dated Timeframe
It is inaccurate to say that the MDGs had a 15 year timescale. The architects of the MDGs in fact
took 1990 as their baseline year, setting a 25 year timescale for the whole framework in order to
mirror the timespan of a generation.

Whilst today’s information revolution is changing the picture radically, global statistics typically still
have a three to five year time lag. Little or no data on 2015 will be available in 2015, and for this
reason we suggest that the baseline for the new framework should be set as 2010.

7.1 From a 2010 baseline, we suggest that new goals should have a deadline of 2040, with interim goals at
five year intervals.

7.2 The MDGs took many years to become fully established and the investment of time and energy required
to agree strong and legitimate new goals means this is not a process to repeat too frequently. A longer, 30-year
time-span will enable more ambitious goals to be set with less compromise on realism, and provide the
continuity of focus necessary to tackle more complex, entrenched challenges.

7.3 It is vital for accountability, however, that this longer term time-span is combined with interim goals set
at five yearly intervals. There should be five-yearly international summits to monitor progress against the goals,
and hold global leaders to account against the targets. Five years is roughly the span of an election cycle in
many countries, and it is also a realistic period within which new monitoring data can be gathered and
synthesised at national and global level.

7.4 The interim targets would be important in terms of ensuring that a post-2015 framework is coherent with
existing time-bound commitments which are working on shorter time-scales. Some key challenges (particularly
in the climate arena) require shorter term goals,64 and interim targets should ensure that there is no lowering
of ambition.

7.5 The five-yearly intervals would be a valuable opportunity not only to evaluate whether the international
community is “on-track”, but also to verify the relevance of particular targets. A particular priority at interim
summits should be to check what “action” targets and indicators are necessary, and ensure necessary steps are
63 Alex Wilks, A just allocation of resources, Discussion paper for CAFOD, July 2010
64 For example, many NGOs are arguing that Ban Ki Moon’s initiative on universal energy access should have a 2020 deadline.
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taken to accelerate progress where goals are lagging behind. Without repeating the whole political process of
establishing goals, interim summits could also check that targets make sense in the context of any shocks or
unforeseen events that have arisen65—and take advantage of new, improved data sources or monitoring
systems that will have emerged.

The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should there be with
the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

8.1 Like every agency, CAFOD have issues that are particularly close to our hearts and that we would like
to see as priorities for international action in the future. However, CAFOD’s advocacy on post-2015 will step
back and look at the big picture, rather than being confined to single issues. Learning from the tale of Judgement
of Solomon (1st Kings 3:16–28), we would not allow a framework which delivers for the common good, and
drives progress in the real world on issues that matter to people living in acute poverty, to be torn apart
because we didn’t get “our” goal in the final agreement.

8.2 CAFOD is, however, committed to engaging in the tough questions on content. We have played a leading
role in developing Beyond 2015’s strategy on content issues, which frames four key terms: vision, purpose,
principles and criteria as the lynchpins of the debate (see Example 5). Over the next 12 months, Beyond 2015
will be working to develop shared civil society positions on these four key terms.

Example 5: Vision, Purpose, Principles and Criteria
It is critical to have clear thinking on the core rationale and conceptual underpinnings of post-2015
framework, in order to have a sensible discussion on specific goals. Beyond 2015 addresses the
lynchpin issues under four key terms:

1. The “vision”

This is the broader state that we want the world to be in, and that we want the post-2015
framework to be working towards. The framework should contribute to the vision, but it does
not have sole responsibility for bringing it about.

2. The “purpose”

This is the particular role that the framework has—describing exactly how the framework is
going to contribute towards the vision. The framework should be designed in such a way so it
can fully achieve this purpose.

3. The “principles”

These are characteristics that should underpin the whole framework and be reflected throughout
its whole structure. The principles should support the design of the framework so it will achieve
its purpose.

4. The “criteria”

The criteria are the means by which we can evaluate specific proposals for goals. These should
facilitate a basic but systematic assessment of whether a proposed goal is a strong option for a
post-2015 framework.

These terms are designed to slot together like a jigsaw, without overlap or repetition.

8.3 As an independent agency, CAFOD are also exploring three specific issues as potential goals: 1) the
basic conditions for human flourishing; 2) enabling societies and 3) equitable economies (see Example 6). We
intend to publish more details on specific candidate goals over the coming months.

Example 6: CAFOD’s Emerging Proposals for Specific Goals
Goal 1: Basic conditions for human flourishing

This goal would ensure that every individual has the basic building blocks they need to freely
participate in social, political and economic life. Essential services such as health and education,
water and sanitation and a minimum level of financial security would be made universal under this
goal. Resonating with thinking around the need for a social protection floor and to follow through
existing MDG commitments, this goal would deliver the fundamental basics that humans need to
escape acute poverty and flourish.

Goal 2: Enabling societies

It’s not enough for individuals to have the basic conditions for human flourishing, they also need to
operate in a wider environment that facilitates their contribution to society. This goal would promote
the ability of citizens to fully participate in public life. It would safeguard the rights of civil society
groups to organise, promote the inclusion of those who are most marginalised, and ensure that
individuals have the freedom to express themselves and hold decision-makers to account.

Goal 3: Equitable economies

Inequitable economic structures are deepening the gap between those in acute poverty and those in
privileged groups, and are undermining the ability of poor and marginalised groups to make their
full contribution. This goal would ensure fair markets where corporate power is appropriately

65 A similar process of checking targets has been undertaken in trade agreement processes.
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regulated and would ensure individuals have the opportunity to pursue their own creative potential
without power imbalances stacking the odds against them.

8.4 In order to fulfil its purpose as a prioritisation tool, CAFOD recommend that the final framework should
have between eight and 12 goals. These should be emblematic and inspiring, but we must acknowledge the
impossibility of creating a framework that is both wholly comprehensive, and also concise enough to drive
concrete progress in the real world.

8.5 For this reason, the fight for justice, rights and sustainability must continue far beyond the boundaries
of one single multilateral initiative.

September 2012

Written evidence submitted by the Institute of Development Studies (IDS) Participate project

ABOUT THE PARTICIPATE: KNOWLEDGE FROM THE MARGINS FOR POST-2015 PROJECT
(PARTICIPATE)

Participate has been established to ensure that the most vulnerable and marginalised communities have the
opportunity to shape post-2015 policymaking and that a future global framework reflects the priorities of those
directly affected by poverty and injustice. It will fill a crucial gap in the current policy context and provide a
more accurate insight into the realities of how people experience poverty and how they think change is possible
at ground level. Initiatives such as the United Nations Development Group 50+ country consultations and
global surveys provide important inputs into the post-2015 process. Participatory research can complement
these efforts by engaging the most marginalised and vulnerable groups, helping them to directly communicate
the reality of their lives and what is most important to them.

The Participate initiative will draw together an extensive body of participatory research that has been carried
out or is in the process of being carried out that can provide an invaluable contribution to discussions about
what should replace the current Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The initiative is co-convened by
IDS and Beyond 2015 and funded by the UK Department for International Development.

For more information or for further evidence in support of this submission please contact Joanna Wheeler,
Research Fellow at the Institute of Development Studies and Co-Director of the Participate initiative
(J.Wheeler@ids.ac.uk).

This submission responds to the following questions:

— Lessons learned from the adoption of the International Development Targets and the Millennium
Development Goals: in particular how effective has the MDG process been to date, and

— Targets: was the MDG “target-based” approach a success? Should it be retained? How should
progress be measured?

— The process: are the right voices being heard? What are the opportunities for and constraints to
global consensus?

— The content of future goals: what would be a good set of global goals? What continuity should
there be with the MDGs, and how should the unfulfilled MDGs be taken forward?

1. The MDGs have made modest inroads in tackling global development challenges in part because they
have not had legitimacy with those most affected by poverty. So despite the emergence of international
frameworks for reducing poverty, there are important lessons from the adoption of the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGS) with regard to the barriers they constructed for achieving both inclusive and socially
transformative global development pathways.

2. Firstly, given their sectoral focus the goals did not really reflect the realities of the most marginalised and
vulnerable. The interconnectedness of the issues that affect the lives of people in the poorest communities, and
their views on what is important were also not sufficiently considered, and given their marginalisation, their
stories are rarely told. In addition, the current framework of the MDGs does not reflect or respond to the
rapidly changing realities of people living in poverty, how they understand change and what will lead to
positive change in their lives. These challenges span both the formulation, implementation, and monitoring of
these global development frameworks.

“What is needed post MDG is a much more effective and realistic way of keeping in touch and up
to date with the rapidly changing realities of poor people. The rate of change is quite spectacular.”
(Robert Chambers, IDS 2012)66

3. Understanding this rapid change is essential as it highlights complex issues and development challenges
such as an increasingly mobile world. The MDG’s have tended to target static populations—providing services
within localities. Mobile populations: pastoralists; refugees, people moving from the rural to urban locations
66 All quotations are from members of the Participate: Knowledge from the margins for post 2015 initiative. For more information

see the Participate project page on the IDS website: http://www.ids.ac.uk/idsproject/participate-knowledge-from-the-margins-for-
post-2015
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often find themselves outside of the infrastructure and services that are provided through programmes linked
to the MDGs.

4. Secondly, the MDGs have been relatively poor at influencing the underlying structures that perpetuate
inequality and poverty. Social and political norms and institutions that lead to discrimination, exclusion and
systematic marginalisation are entrenched at the structural level, for example how in many countries children
with disabilities are not required to go to school.

5. Accountability of governments to their citizens is also an essential component of transformative
development that responds to the complex socio-political realities that individuals and communities face. An
informed and empowered citizenry engaged in transparent and accountable governance processes is integral to
decision-making that is inclusive of the voices and perspectives of people from all sections of society.

“In Nigeria, the poorest people in our communities are not aware of the MDGs, they mean very
little in their day to day lives. This has of course contributed to their limited success in Nigeria. If
the government is not open and transparent with its citizens on their responsibility to meet these
global development goals, then how are the people going to be empowered to hold them to account?”
(Oga Steve Abah, Director of the Theatre for Development Centre 2012)

6. This relationship between citizens and the state is particularly challenging in insecure contexts, and
contexts where there are high levels of violence. The MDGs have been particularly inadequate where violence
and fragility affect societies.

7. There has also been a significant deficiency in terms of the mechanisms for how governments and
international agencies can be held to account for delivery of the goals. Accountability within global governance
frameworks is only possible if they are built in dialogue with stakeholders from the initial stages, in both an
open and transparent way: the most important stakeholders in the process of building a global development
framework are those whose lives they aim to impact upon. Previous attempts to include those living in poverty
have been experienced by many as “extractive”—with poor people feeling that their voice has been used for
political ends which are not their own. There are considerable lessons to be learned about what to do, and what
not to do. If the future of development is to be characterised by a tangible degree of “ownership” by those
who are affected by it, then it is crucial to learn these lessons.

“Without the involvement of the people who a framework is supposed to help, work to hold decision-
makers to account against their commitments will be poorly grounded and carry little weight.” (Dr
Amy Pollard, CAFOD and Beyond 2015 2012)

8. Demands for social justice are increasingly part of mainstream development debates, such as the Beyond
2015 campaign’s call for a framework that is informed by people living in poverty and injustice. A future
framework should speak to the fundamental concerns of a more just and sustainable world, rather than only
measuring progress in relation to narrow, sectorally-defined indicators. This will only be possible if the
pathways to change supported by the post 2015 framework are informed by the experiences of those living in
poverty and marginalisation.

9. The right voices to hear in relation to the post 2015 debate are the voices of those most affected by
poverty, marginalisation and vulnerability. Perspectives of those living in extreme vulnerability and poverty
matter in making decisions about how international development should happen. They matter, not only because
they are the people most affected by development, but because their perspectives can shed light on how lasting
change is possible.

10. The UK government and other national governments, the UN, and other key agencies are increasingly
recognising the importance of engaging these marginalised perspectives in the post-2015 debate. While
initiatives such as the UNDG process, global surveys and those using new technology will provide important
inputs into the post-2015 agenda, participatory research can complement these efforts by engaging the most
marginalised and vulnerable groups, helping them to directly communicate the reality of their lives and what
is most important to them.

11. There is an extensive body of participatory research that has been carried out or is in the process of
being carried out that can provide an invaluable contribution to this dialogue. The Participate initiative has
been established to draw this work together, ensure that knowledge from the margins shapes post-2015
policymaking and that a future framework reflects the priorities of those directly affected by poverty and
injustice.

12. Of central importance in the role of participatory research in the reframing of the MDGs is the knowledge
generated regarding the real stories of people’s lives and what is important to them. This knowledge provides
detailed insight into how and why things happen to people in communities where there are large numbers of
people living in poverty, and what it is that makes the problems that they face intractable. Because participatory
research is rooted in long-standing relationships it is able to engage those who feel threatened by institutional
processes, and as such is more likely to reveal the reality of what is going on; this is essential for example in
conflict-affected contexts where safe spaces for people to freely articulate their priorities are limited.

13. As such, through participatory research you are able to understand more about how development
interventions are experienced, whether or not they make a difference, and if so whether it is positive. Of
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particular significance here is the way that participatory research reveals the many unintended consequences
of development interventions which show up statistically as successes. A participatory approach called Reality
Check that has been used to evaluate development interventions through a longitudinal process of research
immersions, have recovered unanticipated outcomes that are outside the scope of traditional impact assessment
methodologies. In Bangladesh (SIDA, 2007–11) this approach revealed how new legislation to curb abuse and
harassment of girls led to increasing bullying of boys and increasing issues of low self-esteem. In Nepal (DFID
2012) the approach showed that promotion of cash vegetable growing in eastern Nepal by development
agencies led to plummeting market prices and whole harvests being abandoned. In addition to unintended
consequences these approaches have also revealed inadequate response to real needs, and again reflects the
importance of ensuring that development interventions, and the global framework that shapes these
interventions are catalysed by the contextualised realities of people’s lives.

14. The data collected within the participatory research process has relevance and integrity as it is situated
and contextualised within a wider location and community context. Without the benefit of understanding the
systemic features of the context within which people live, data can be disembodied, decontextualised and
policy-irrelevant. Participatory visual processes can reveal and communicate powerfully about experiences
from the margins by providing further contextualised examples of the complex and nuanced understanding of
the subjective aspects and consequences of development. Participatory research processes which draw
substantively on group analysis processes enable deliberation and interrogation of ideas and issues building a
deeper understanding than traditional surveys and qualitative depth interviews.

15. The evidence base being built through participatory research is far from anecdotal. For example, Reality
Checks which have been supported by a number of donors (which have been carried out in Bangladesh,
Indonesia, Nepal, Mozambique, Mali, Malawi) have involved in-depth work with 700 people in three districts,
and 300 local service providers. This provides a depth of understanding of both the issues that are important
to people, and how people’s lives play out. The Participate Initiative will synthesise major participatory studies
from the past five to seven years, as well as those ongoing, in relation to their implications for the post
2015 framework.

16. To conclude this section, it is important to emphasise that a global consensus is not necessarily desirable
or achievable, except on very minimum standards. Instead, it is more important to identify the issues, groups
and perspectives that have been invisible in the current MDGs, and why these matter for a future framework.
There is a need for a new development framework that recognises the complexities of development problems
and does not reduce these to simplistic and narrow goals.

17. A critical question for the new framework is its core purpose. A goal oriented approach inevitably led
to development interventions being results driven. The first goals have been mainly about services and much
less about social and sustainability goals. To reach the poorest or the most marginalised populations, goals and
their interventions must take into account the multiple, intersecting and dynamic social and structural
inequalities that keep them poor and excluded. Following on, the core question becomes about what results
matter and how we measure them. Currently, service delivery interventions produce results that favour actions
and outcomes that are easy to count.

18. What would a new development framework look like if its primary purpose was to alleviate the
deprivation of those living in the greatest poverty and those most marginalised? It becomes a required result
to ask about whom benefits, as well as how many. For example, large clean water infrastructure programmes
may bring needed water to millions, but if the price of the new water source is not affordable, the poor in
those areas will not benefit. When HIV prevention has focused mainly on numbers of new infections, medical
technologies and individual behaviour change, prevention efforts have failed or had limited success.

“Health is driven by social and structural drivers, including gendered roles and relations, sex,
poverty, ethnicity and age that create and reinforce inequities and exclusions, stigma and
discrimination that determine health and access to services. For example, changes in how we deliver
prevention of parent to child transmission of HIV is a strong case study of how the health sector has
succeeded in lowering transmission rates. But equally importantly, it shows how efforts also continue
to fail to lower rates as much as is possible. Failures reflect policies and programming that do not
adequately address the complexities of being a poor girl, young woman or an older woman—who
may have a partner or not, who is pregnant and who is HIV positive.” (Beryl Leach, Panos
London, 2012)

19. We have learned a lot about the role of inequality and exclusion in delivering development that helps
transform the lives of the poorest populations. Given the complexities of poverty and marginalisation,
approaches that have remained in sectors and service delivery silos have had limited success. We gained
important evidence about the importance of including populations and communities in development planning
and implementation. And we have learned a lot about how to measure and evaluate complex interventions. A
post-2015 framework that is equitable and sustainable will be built on this knowledge and practice. Goals will
speak across to each other and indicators will explicitly address gender, inclusion and equity measures.

20. As iterated throughout this submission, a key consideration for the future framework is about how it is
monitored and what systems will be put into place for accountability. This requires creating mechanisms for
people living with poverty to hold governments and international institutions to account. Significantly, examples



cobber Pack: U PL: COE1 [O] Processed: [18-01-2013 11:38] Job: 024768 Unit: PG04
Source: /MILES/PKU/INPUT/024768/024768_w014_024236_w051_michelle_MDG 49 IDS.xml

International Development Committee: Evidence Ev 85

from citymakers (homeless population) of Chennai suggest that institutionalising community-led systems of
preparing report cards on state actions on ensuring rights and entitlements can keep government engaged in
community needs. Participatory monitoring is empowering in nature and also strengthens communities
awareness about their rights and the responsibilities of governance institutions. Mechanisms for ensuring that
these accountability mechanisms are intrinsically connected to the new global framework will help ensure that
the legitimacy lacking in the MDGs will be built at the heart of the post-2015 process.

21. The message at the core of this submission is that there is an urgent need to understand from people
living in poverty their experiences of the policies and practices associated with the pursuit of the MDGs, and
their views on the future prospects for positive change. In doing so, we will be able to see the effects of
institutions, relationships and development processes as they interact in people’s lives and build a new global
framework that is both legitimate and accountable to people living in poverty.

October 2012
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