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As the 2015 target year is fast approaching folizieg the development goals that were
embodied in the Millennium Declaration, the intgromal community has begun to discuss what
should be the nature and content of the global ldpugent agenda post-2015. It is anticipated
that a global partnership of nations and intermationstitutions will commit to implement a set
of goals and reach a set of targets to realizegtieds. Non-official stakeholders from civil
society and business around the world are expéatedoperate in their implementation.

The new global partnership will undoubtedly be exfaht a fairly general level, with a
focus on principles of international cooperatiord apecification of the goals and targets on
which the international community will focus. Stakdéders in the global partnership will then
need to translate the broad consensus into panipsrshat devise programs and policies to
implement the new goals. One may imagine a hieyaoépartnerships from the most general,
elaborated in the United Nations General Assemiidyyn a level to global and regional policy
agreements in specialized trade, aid and othemdiah forums, down a level further to
coordinating partnerships between individual depelg countries and their providers of
financial and technical assistance, and down yetdalitional level to cooperation on individual
projects and programmes in specific urban or rematmunities.

The Development Cooperation Forum is seeking tp hahvigorate the concept of the
global partnership for the post-2015 era, alonghvgitrengthening the partnership at country
level. This paper aims to support that effort flvgtretracing the term “global partnership” from
its early use in international development poliagcdssions to its use in discussions on
achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDG$he paper then considers the policy
initiatives and preparations currently underwaydevising the post-2015 development agenda.
The paper closes by suggesting that the draftetiseopost-2015 development agenda take some
hard truths into account, including the limited aEgto which the existing partnerships have
delivered on their promises. And yet, extreme piybkas fallen dramatically in the developing
world, where substantial economic growth has berlespread and sustained. These facts can
help shape a new partnership. The biggest dangkatssovernments negotiate a fine sounding
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document that enjoys little political backing arasHittle influence on actual policies. That must
be avoided at all costs in the lead up to 2015.

|. From past to present in global development partarship

The international community has long used the cphad “global partnership” to
describe a set of international trade, aid andnfired policy commitments that developed
countries had undertaken, either independently rorcaoperation, to which were joined
developing country commitments to pursue donorisrenended policies that promised to
convert economic opportunities into developmentieaadments. The concept was initially
elaborated with a view to promoting economic growatia structural transformation of the low-
income countries. Emphasis was later placed onawipg social conditions and environmental
sustainability in developing countries.

Early versions of the global partnership

Constellations of development-promoting internatiorpolicies have been deemed
partnerships since at least the 1969 publicatioPavtners in Development, the report of the
Commission on International Development headed Hey former Canadian Prime Minister,
Lester Pearson. Commission members met with sonwevéloping country Governments and
with most donor Governments and produced their rtejpoless than a year, emphasizing its
urgency. The Commission had been convoked in 1968énew World Bank President, Robert
McNamara, in order that:

“it elaborate an [international] aid strategy baseda convincing rationale, that could be
used to attack effectively the wariness of will isareasingly evident. For various
reasons, some having to do with domestic problemd balance of payments
difficulties, some relating to the public’'s judgmerabout ‘waste and corruption’, a
number of the major donor countries were decreasiaig foreign aid appropriations. In
doing so, they were (and are) endangering the viahjlity of an international political
idea that, until 1961, supported a rapidly incnegdlow of concessional development
finance from the richer to the poorer countries Killfurn, 1969).

The Commission proposed that donors provide 0.7ceet of gross national product as official
development assistance (ODA)The Commission recommended that the ODA target be
achieved “by 1975 or shortly thereafter but in mse later than 1980” (Pearson Commission,
1969, p. 149). In addition, the Commission obsgmat effective partnership requires that the
actions of both sides be subject to scrutiny anchited for supportive trade and investment
policies, arguing that “inconsiderate” trade pagicould nullify the effects of increased aid
(Kilburn, 1969).

The Pearson Commission thus highlighted severaralesnd continuing aspects of the
global development partnership. First, it was deven, addressed primarily to donor

% This was not the origin of the concept of an ORAget, as the World Council of Churches had citegla
statement to all UN delegations in 1958 propositayget for grants and concessional loans of kest of national
income (see Fihrer, 1996, p.7).



Governments who were being asked to finance thénguahip. Second, it recognized that
numerous policies in developed and developing camsmimpact the development trajectory of
developing countries, not only those under the aesibility of aid ministries. Indeed,
developing countries had themselves pressed ttiey lpoint on the international community
since at least the early 1960s, calling for inteamal attention to their trade policy needs, which
they felt were not being addressed in negotiatiomder the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade (GATT). Developed countries accepted thiswpl@ading to the initial United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in4196NCTAD, 1985, pp. 8-10).
UNCTAD would later provide the forum to negotiatgeneralized system of developed country
tariff preferences for imports from developing ctiigs and several international commodity
price stabilization agreements, and the Internatidilonetary Fund (IMF) would introduce a
compensatory financing facility for quick-disburgitoans to developing countries experiencing
unexpected export earnings shortfalls or surgegbencost of food imports. GATT, meanwhile,
adopted a set of principles on trade and developmei965 that introduced “non-reciprocity”
into the negotiations, which is to say that develgpcountries participating in trade
liberalization negotiations would not be expectectdontribute reductions in their trade barriers
“inconsistent with their individual developmentndincial and trade needs” (Keck and Low,
2004, p. 4).

The United Nations General Assembly played an aatole in the partnership as well,
serving as the global coherence forum on economicsacial as well as political matters. The
Assembly began to look systematically at the glalkguirements for promoting development.
That exercise was undertaken at technical levelthgy UN's Committee for Development
Planning (CDP), chaired by the joint recipiento first Nobel Prize in Economic Sciences, Jan
Tinbergen. It proposed that international cooperatior development for the decade of the
1970s be framed within a consistent set of tarfggtgrowth of output and per capita income of
the developing countries, along with targets fog tirowth of their agriculture and industry,
imports and exports, and financial transfers, alaitlp policies in developed and developing
countries to realize those targets. The CDP’s tepas considered by a preparatory committee
of the General Assembly, which had been formedegotiate an “International Development
Strategy”, which was adopted by the Assembly in0l@ahman, 2002, chapter 7).

Although some Governments embraced some of thete§yra elements more
enthusiastically than others and while some Govemnis entered reservations on specific
paragraphs, the world had for the first time lait @ comprehensive set of projections and
policies to achieve them. This also laid a speddimndation for international partnership.

Unfortunately, the world economy of the 1970s tdroet nothing like what the General
Assembly had foreseen, what with the collapse efBhetton Woods system of exchange rates
and monetary management in 1971, the spikes imatienal prices of petroleum and food that
followed later, the unacceptably high rates ofatifin in the developed and many developing
countries as the decade advanced, and the loorowveyesgn debt difficulties as the decade
ended.

The international community negotiated two moreinational Development Strategies,
one for the 1980s and another for the 1990s. Ih saccessive case, however, there seemed to
be less clear cut political commitment to their lempentation. Long-term economic projections



were (and are) highly uncertain exercises and arlkmger in favour. The exercise was finally
supplanted by the Millennium Declaration in 200Qhiethh was comprehensive in a different
sense of addressing issues of peace and secueigloppment and poverty eradication, the
environment, human rights, and strengthening thé@ednNations itself (General Assembly
resolution 55/2).

The global partnership after the Millennium Declaration

For half a century, the partnership for developmehbse history was traced above
entailed developed countries making financial tiemissand providing technical assistance to
developing countries, to which they also grantedidr preferences and accorded “special and
differential treatment” in the give and take of lghd trade negotiations. The offers of assistance
were generally accompanied by donor policy advideen coordinated at country level by the
international financial institutions (IFls), espalty IMF and the World Bank.

By the time of the Millennium Declaration, howevtis model of the global partnership
was showing signs of wear. First, with the collapkéhe Soviet Union in 1992, the “Cold War”
came to an end, which affected donor countriesifferdnt ways. For some, that part of the
impetus to ODA that derived from competition wittetSoviet bloc no longer existed. Also, in
Europe, some attention shifted to the economic f@oldical integration of eastern European
countries into Western Europe and the need to addtielent struggles that erupted there. These
factors may have also raised the salience of longdevelopment and humanitarian imperatives,
as strategic issues in international cooperatiorewess determining, at least for some donors.

Indeed, the international community held a seriesnajor global conferences in the
1990s, including on children, education, environtn@opulation, social development, women,
food and human settlemeritdn response, donors increasingly refocused thesis@nce on
pressing social needs. Thus, the aid ministers wieet in the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economicdperation and Development (OECD)
proposed a set of social and environmental sudigityagoals in 1996 (OECD, 1996). They
were precursors of the MDGs. Donors and the IFdg@eted their attention toward social goals
such as the DAC had highlighted and away from foivag structural transformation that had
been the earlier focus of development cooperatmmeasingly leaving it to international private
sources to help finance capital formation, sometinme active partnership with developing
country Governments, sometimes as foreign diregestment and sometimes as private
financing of public investment.

Meanwhile, the macroeconomic and financial polidyiee of developed countries and
the IFIs in the 1990s had been shaped by what anesay with the benefit of hindsight was
often an excessive faith in the efficiency of maskeespecially financial markets, ensnaring
many developing countries in unnecessary econonges Credibility of IFI advice in both the
academic community and on “Wall Street” was in fasted in the Asian financial crisis and the
subsequent financial difficulties of the Russiardération, as well as by IFI support for the
simultaneously unsustainable and domestically pumgsmacroeconomic policies of Argentina
in the late 1990s.

% For a complete list, sewetp://www.un.org/en/development/desa/about/comfegs.shtml




It was thus not out of place to ask in 2000 whatt s global partnership for
development might be inspired by the Millennium Re&tion. Nor was it impertinent to ask to
what extent Governments would honour their new caments. The decades-old practice of
announcing a “global partnership” meant that pastingould feel political pressure to make
pledges to each other. Not all the pledges wouldcdeied out. In fact, the scope of the
Declaration as adopted at the Millennium Summit wexy broad, focused on agreeing to goals
and targets that donors had drawn from the 1990Gsed)rNations conferences. Indeed, the
selected goals abandoned all pretence of jointtynoting development in favour of collectively
addressing the social issues, which is not in aay to deny their importance.

The General Assembly then asked the Secretary-@lerter spell out how the
Declaration’s commitments should be achieved andetssure development’s place in the
ongoing global policy dialogue (resolution 55/162) response, the Secretary-General prepared
a “roadmap” report for fulfilling the commitment®/66/326). It addressed the full range of
issues in the Declaration, but it also containe@dmmex listing the goals and targets drawn from
the Millennium Declaration, as well as specifyingset of statistical indicators to measure
progress in achieving those targets. Thus, a giyat&as adopted to encourage Governments to
honour their Millennium pledges by quantifying theommitments, monitoring their
implementation and then publicizing the results. Gaernments agreed to be monitored in their
support of these MDGs, this approach promisedeathe new life into the global partnership.

Nevertheless, aid flows did not begin to refleds thromise until a different kind of
global agreement was forged in the Monterrey Cosiseinf 2002. UN diplomats preparing what
became the Monterrey conference had taken a vexgnmatic approach, engaging their own
finance ministries and their intergovernmental espntatives at other international institutions,
attracting as well the interest of some financadter and civil society stakeholders. The process
began on the “floor” of the Second Committee, ds #aid, and built up an important degree of
political momentum around a package of policy atities of interest to a large number of
Governments, albeit taking from 1997 to 2002 talhefauition (Herman, 2006). The result was
that Governments jointly made a wide range of poleommitments at the International
Conference on Financing for Development in Montgridexico in 2002 (see A/CONF.198/11,
chapter 1, resolution 1, annex). The Monterrey ciments were broader in scope than those
captured in Goal 8 of the MDGs, which called on &ownents to “Develop a global partnership
for development”, but they shared their spirit.

Indeed, one could quickly see policy steps beirgriato implement the Monterrey
commitments. These included the pledges by majorigers of ODA at the Gleneagles,
Scotland Summit of the Group of 8 in 2005, as vesllthe intensified international work to
increase aid effectiveness led by the DAC. Oneccaegle it as well in the Multilateral Debt
Relief Initiative of 2005, which substantially desy@d relief made available to a group of
heavily indebted poor countries (HIPCs). One caalkb see it in what would turn out to be
intricate negotiations to honour the pledge to ngitlken the voice and participation of
developing countries in decision making at the I&ffd the World Bank. And, while negotiated
reductions in barriers to imports from developirgytries were often stubbornly elusive, one
could see in the multiple efforts to advance thosgotiations that there had been a significant
commitment to try. Meanwhile, developing countrgesued pragmatic domestic policies on
monetary, fiscal and exchange-rate management{bgisubstantial buffers of official reserves



in many cases), as well as on foreign direct imaest and sovereign debt management.
Moreover, interested developed and developing cmsnbegan to experiment with innovative
proposals for mobilizing new and additional intéroaal resources for development (see United
Nations, 2012).

If the work was not everywhere successful, it wasrgwhere serious. In fact, the
Monterrey conference was simultaneously a new ciblie push for the traditional partnership
for development (in particular in the focus on OD#gor country debt cancellation and aid
effectiveness) and the first time Governments meetit the United Nations agreed to bring
specific systemic shortcomings to the responsibtermational bodies for action. It was also
agreed that progress in realizing the commitmems a&hallenges of Monterrey and
consideration of further policy needs would be egxad in a holistic manner by Government and
international institution representatives speceaizn development, finance and trade in annual
meetings of the Economic and Social Council andrbadly in high-level dialogues in the
General Assembly. They were also subject to rewesubsequent international conferences, of
which one was held thus far in 2008 in Doha, QEAACONF.212/7).

Il. Preparations for a renewed global partnership

The world economy has changed and the post-20I&afmartnership for development
will reflect that change. The MDGs were the initiatof donor Governments and institutions
they controlled. Monterrey was an initiative of mig middle-income developing countries,
countries now often categorized as “emerging ecoe®inToday, more so than a decade ago,
the developed countries look to the largest of éhesonomies to help manage the global
economic and financial system through the Groug®fThe actual policy content of the new
global partnership will have to reflect the pricm# of developed, “emerging” and other
developing countries.

We already know that the scope of the partnersiiige broadened in the post-2015 era.
The community of nations is currently considerimpting “sustainable development goals” to
which end an intergovernmental Open Working Grolithe General Assembly is meeting this
year at the United NatiofsAmong the questions that must be addressed isthowtegrate
economic growth, human development and environrhesustainability in a single agenda.
Meanwhile, the joint IMF and World Bank ministerlavel Development Committee recently
embraced a successor anti-poverty goal that wasopeal by the World Bank Group, namely to
reduce extreme poverty (specified as the propoxiogoeople living on less than $1.25 per day)
to no more than 3 per cent of world population B3@ as well as promote “shared prosperity”
by fostering the growth of the income of the bottdth per cent of each country’s population,
both goals to be achieved in an “environmentalbgialy and economically sustainable manner”
(Development Committee communiqué, 22 April 2013yas. 5-8). Besides the laudable
ambition to virtually end extreme poverty once dadall, this commitment adds a focus not
heretofore addressed in international goal settimgarding concern about the increasingly
uneven distribution of income within countries, anfortunate trend that many developing
countries share with developed countries.

4 For additional information, sewtp://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/index.php?m&549




We also know that responsibility for delivering tre new global partnership will be
shared by more partners. First, as more countr@gennto middle-income status, they will be
able to mobilize additional domestic resources gumde them into implementing their national
strategies for sustainable economic and socialldprreent. Second, international assistance will
still be necessary and the aid compact that hasactegized the global partnership for half a
century will need to be fully extended in the p@8tt5 era. Third, national efforts and traditional
donor efforts are increasingly being complementgd mumber of Southern partners, some of
which have begun to come together, as in New Dmthi4-15April 2013, to discuss common
issues and challenges in South-South cooperatieourth, philanthropic foundations, which
have also been playing an increasing role in deweént cooperation in recent years, have
begun to meet among themselves to consider waysitd on their experiences for the post-
2015 period, as at the special event hosted byEtmmomic and Social Council on 23 April
2013°% And fifth, it is increasingly common for ad hoc Histakeholder consultations to take
place around specific issues, such as at the PshipeForum organized in the Economic and
Social Council on 24 April 2013 that brought togetHGovernment officials, international
organizations, foundations and business innovdtmrdiscussions that included “Partnership
Clinics” on neglected tropical diseases, materregdlth (“mobiles for midwives”), innovative
design solutions for poverty reduction and innawasiin educatio.

And thus more players with more diverse agendas pwicipate in defining the
partnership to deliver more development goalssItoo early to see what impact these new
configurations might have. At best, one may consitie preparations for that partnership at
global and at country levels and directions to Whleey might point.

Partnership at global level

Governments will forge the new global partnersimighe General Assembly, taking into
consideration the various strands of preparatorykwimcluding by the aforementioned Open
Working Group on sustainable development goals. efosd stream of intergovernmental
preparatory work is to be provided by a committeexperts to be appointed by Member States
that is tasked to assess financing needs, congidasffectiveness, consistency and synergies of
existing instruments and frameworks, and evaludutianal initiatives. Creation of both of
these committees was decided at the UN Conferencgustainable Development (Rio+20) in
June 2012 (General Assembly resolution 66/288, Anparas. 248-250 and 255-257). However,
the first session of the Open Working Group was m&td until 14-15 March 2013 and the
financing committee has yet to be convoked as ettithe of writing (May 2013), almost a year
after the Rio conference. The Assembly itself vefiter into deliberations on a post-2015
development agenda in due course.

Several strands of staff work have also been setmiotion to support the
intergovernmental processes. In September 201ki@ating the approach of the MDG target
year of 2015, the Secretary-General establishedJtieSystem Task Team on the Post-2015
Development Agenda, bringing together over 50 UBRnages and international organizations to

® For additional information, sewtp://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/dcfdelhi.shtml
® For additional information, se®tp://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/dcfphilanthio®®13.shtml
" For additional information, sewtp://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/philanthropy?/




assess efforts within the UN system, consult erlestakeholders, and define a system-wide
vision and road map to the post-2015 developmeenda The Task Team has adopted a broad
view of development and conceived the post-201m@@eot as a set of specific strategies or
policies but rather as guidance for priority seftat global, regional, national and sub-national
levels. It has published two reports thus far (UpdtBm Task Team, 2012 and 2013), the second
focused on desirable aspects of a new global patipe In addition, the UN Development
Group, which brings together the 32 UN entitieedily engaged in development activities, set
in motion national consultations in more than 6Qrddes, as well as 11 thematic consultations
and a global survey (UN Development Group, 2013)e TUN regional commissions have
organized regional consultatidrend a number of other stakeholders have undertiieénown
initiatives. In addition, in July 2012, the Secrgt&eneral invited a high-level group of eminent
persons, drawn from Member States, local-level govent, the private sector, academia and
other civil society, to consider a post-2015 depglent agenda. It is to submit its report to the
Secretary-General during May 2013.

One may wonder how the mass of reports and recowfatiens from Secretariat and
intergovernmental processes will be filtered by NdemStates in the General Assembly as they
seek to produce a concise statement of global dpwednt vision, priorities and cooperation
commitments. The development agenda that the Adgeprepares will have to inspire
stakeholders at national, institutional and nonegomental levels. Many quite appealing
proposals will be rejected in the end as politicalhrealistic. There seems to be much idealism
in the proposals, both in terms of proposed goadsheow various stakeholders might voluntarily
contribute to their realization without negativelesieffects. One observer commented to this
author in private that the preparations seemedntontuch like “magical thinking,” the idea that
merely thinking or believing in something will makecome true. The international community
must be wary of deflating expectations too muchsase stakeholders may then withhold
support for the partnership. There is a need fdtipal leaders to step forward and begin to
drive the process.

Partnership at country level

The partnership for development at the level ohiadial developing countries generally
refers to the relations of an aid-receiving Goveentrwith its aid providers. How this functions
in practice depends on political relations of tmevders with each other and with the assisted
country. The effectiveness of the partnership iy arade more complicated by the participation
of additional providers and investors that may haiféerent priorities than those of DAC
donors, the major IFIs and the aid-receiving Gonent, and that follow different processes for
closing cooperation “deals” and investments.

An example of the complexity is the difficulty imped on some countries by so-called
“vertical funds” that focus on one public policyoptem in multiple countries, such as
addressing HIV/AIDS. Such a fund may make an aitracoffer of support to a developing
country Government on condition that it implemethies donor’s proffered program, which may
cause the aid-receiving country to delay addresgmegter national priorities in order to take

8 Seehttp://www.regionalcommissions.org/africa2015.pdf
9 Seehttp://www.un.org/sg/management/hlppost2015.shtml
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advantage of the grant offered by the vertical f(lndited Nations, 2012, pp. 115-124).

The problem of aid coordination seems to have edists long as countries have been
receiving aid from multiple providers. In fact, inoping aid effectiveness was one of the
original reasons that the DAC was formed in 18blt.has been a perpetual preoccupation. For
example, the DAC decided to strengthen its emphasisid effectiveness in 1979 when it
adopted guidelines for improving aid implementati®his concern was reflected again in 1983
in the consideration of ways to improve coordinatet country level, one approach being to
expand the number and effectiveness of World Banlty aid consortia and the donor round
tables organized for least developed countriehattime by the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP). The DAC returned to the quesiioril986 when it adopted guiding
principles for aid coordination, concluding thantral responsibility lies with the aid-receiving
country. It also specified a set of good procurenpeactices. The 1985 report of the DAC Chair
had drawn a number of conclusions from its firsty2ars of experience that are still relevant,
including that:

« Aid can only be as effective as the policy, ecormand administrative environment in
which it operates.

« Greater emphasis should be given to ensuring tharitment of recipients' executing
agencies and the motivation of local target grotlpeugh their active involvement in
selection, design and implementation.

« For donor advice in the policy and programming atjgle to be credible, it must be
competent, reflect full understanding of the varief economic and other constraints
facing the developing country, and must be backeat teast accepted by all significant
donors. A profusion of conflicting advice from a fiplicity of donors is
counterproductive.

* International aid co-ordination arrangements widtipient governments should be
further strengthened and lead to specific, opeamatip relevant conclusions, based on
genuine consensus. Once consensus on prioritiepdes reached, it is essential that
these priorities be respected by all participants.

« Donor competition for attractive projects remainzrablem*!

The DAC continued its emphasis on aid effectiveness the new Millennium, with a
special initiative after the Monterrey Conferenbattbecame its Paris and Accra process, which
was agreed at large meetings of donor Governmemts I&ls with selected aid-receiving
countries and civil society organizations. The ®declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005)
established a number of principles for donor amtinea countries, including “ownership” by the
receiving country of the donor's programme; “aligemti of the assistance with national
development strategies, institutions and procedutesmonization” of donor programmes, as
by simplifying the work of aid-receiving countridsy instituting common procedures for
reporting to different donors; “managing for restltand “mutual accountability” of the donor
and recipient. It included 13 targets to be readwe@010 to implement the 5 principles. The
second meeting agreed an Accra Agenda for ActioDO&®2 to accelerate progress on

1 As per the “Resolution of the Common Aid Effortégolution creating the Development Assistance Cittae),
London, 29 March 1961, reprinted in Fiihrer (19961 1.
M As cited in Firher (1996, p. 40).
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implementing the principles.

In the end, the outcome was mixed, based on an OE@izy of 78 aid-receiving
Governments in 2011, covering about 75 per cenhefcore ODA provided to all developing
countries and territories. OECD reported consideraibogress on many of the targets, albeit
with more reforms implemented by the developinghtttee donor Governments. However, only
one of the targets was achieved by 2010, nametytélshnical cooperation programmeshadf
the aid-receiving countries would be provided tigtloalonor-coordinated programmes that were
consistent with partner national development sffiate Moreover, instances were cited in which
technical assistance to civil society in developiogntries included unwanted pressure to adopt
donor viewpoints, and capacity development programmere said to be still largely driven by
donor supply intentions rather than the needs dfracipients, although several donors had
reform efforts underway to address such concer<C{@ 2012, pp. 33 and 37).

The Paris and Accra process concluded with the tRodigh-Level Forum on Aid
Effectiveness, held in Busan, Republic of Korea2h November - 1 December 2011. It
produced a new framework denoted “The Busan Pattierfor Effective Development
Cooperation”, and a new international process tmitopo and encourage reform. It means to
replace the more or less “vertical” set of don@ifseent relationships in Paris/Accra with a more
“horizontal” one of partners. A 15 member steermoegnmittee composed of donor and recipient
countries, representatives of the IFIs, the UN, Di#C and civil society is meant to turn the
Busan discourse into concrete action. Most notatilg, new Global Partnership has now
produced a set of targets and indicators that emeosed for use by the countries and institutions
that wish to participate in monitoring the implertegion of their commitments in the Busan
Agreement (Global Partnership, 2013).

While the United Nations is both a member of thetfgusan steering committee and
through UNDP shares responsibility with OECD forvegng the post-Busan process, the UN
also offers through its Development Cooperation uror(DCF) a more universal and
multistakeholder meeting place for sharing expegsnon strengthening the effectiveness of
development cooperation. The DCF also serves agltial forum on “mutual accountability”,
where its universality can lead to stronger actiars accountability. The DCF offers
opportunities for a “broader dialogue involving raostakeholders in a continuing official
forum.” It can offer opportunities to discuss amdivacate taking action on “dimensions [of
cooperation] that are of concern to stakeholdetsahich might not get an adequate hearing in
more limited forums,” such as on how increasing phedictability of aid might strengthen
recipient country capability to make longer-termarnd or how increasing donor flexibility in aid
delivery might enable quicker responses to econ@hacks or changes in developing country
priorities (United Nations, 2012c, p. 21).

The United Nations has also served as a forum famsideration of concrete,
implementing partnerships. In particular, the Gah&ssembly has monitored such partnership
activities and provides a normative framework feerh’? One particular form that has been of
policy interest for many years but is increasingdigcussed is the so-called “public private

12 See the most recent Assembly resolution (66/2&8)pted 22 December 2011, in a series stretchickytoa2001,
each one called “Toward global partnerships.”
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partnerships” (PPPs). In various configurationg/theng private business into public activities
with some measure of government guarantee or suppome PPPs have been judged quite
successful® Others have been assessed more critically, incptt when it comes to the so-
called catalytic provision of ODA grants to privatempanies (Kwakkenbos, 2012). In the spirit
of improving the effectiveness of such partnerships United Nations Secretariat actively seeks
to facilitate appropriate business partnershipsyebsas partnerships with foundations and other
stakeholders?

In the end—and partnership rhetoric aside—the agtagners have disparate national
interests. If after half a century of trying, DA®rbrs have not been willing to fully cooperate
with each other or implement reasonable principieaid effectiveness, it must be for a deep
reason. It is clear that governments contain stypolgical forces that exert a strong centrifugal
pull on effective aid coordination. One need notabgynic to say this model of partnership will
not work.

In the end, what matters most to the effectiveafsad is the capacity of the developing
country Governments to take the lead, set theionakt development strategies, and translate
them into medium-term spending plans and annuajétsdnto which they integrate those offers
of assistance that most meet their needs. Manyeaieiving countries need international support
to carry out these functions, as well as stronggracity to undertake appropriate social and
environmental impact assessments, indeed, to donglély with the communities to be affected
both positively and negatively by proposed proje@tse Government that does not effectively
consult with affected stakeholders before a projgdiegun may face public opposition when
adverse consequences begin to appear. The Govdrtima¢moes consult effectively will have
political ownership of its aid-financed projectsdgsrogrammes and have aligned them with their
national priorities. And with the benefit of advanplanning and consultation, the developing
country may be able to more quickly close implenmgntooperation agreements, which is a
high priority (Greenhill, Prizzon and Rogerson, 3pD1

[ll. How much has the global partnership deliveredsince 2000

It is a practice in international development dipbcy that one attributes good outcomes
to the global partnership for development, esplcad the international community is currently
working hard to update that partnership for thet{2@45 era. In fact, only some of the MDGs
are on track to be achieved by 2015 and it is betaus that the partnership per se delivered the
successes that are being attained. Indeed, thggdeaf cooperation that are collected as Goal 8
of the MDGs are themselves only partly being fldéil Ironically, the factor that was a main
focus of the earlier global partnerships and wasenabraced in the MDGs—namely, economic
growth and development per se—seems at the raatioh of the success that is being achieved.

3 For cases in basic education, health, water amitasian, as prepared for discussion at the 20@fh Hievel
Dialogue in the General Assembly on Financing fev&opment, see World Economic Forum (2005).
14 Seehttp://business.un.org/endhttp://www.un.org/partnershipsfespectively.
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Progress in achieving the MDGs

The pace of progress in achieving the MDGs by iE52arget year is quite mixed. The
first target, which is to halve the proportion @fgple living in extreme poverty in the developing
world, was met in 2010, five years ahead of schedLhis is an encouraging development, even
if it leaves behind almost one billion people andreif the standard of living represented by the
$1.25 per day income that defines “extreme povesgyarely life sustaining.

In addition, parity was reached in the ratio ofgjio boys in primary education, although
the rate of completion of primary school lags digantly behind the MDG target. The target of
halving the proportion of people without accessnproved sources of water has also been
reached, as has the target to improve the livinglitimns of at least 100 million slum dwellers.
Nevertheless, as water quality is not well measumethany countries, it is believed that the
number of people enjoying “safe” water suppliesignificantly overestimated by the indicator,
while the target for slum dwellers did not take @att of the rapid urbanization taking place in
the developing world, where the number of slum ¢evelis estimated to have risen from 650
million in 1990 to 863 million in 2012

The degree to which MDGs 1-7 are being met is mappdigure 1 below. It shows in
the yellow columns, the per cent of the 2015 tatigat should have been achieved by the latest
year for which data were available (2010 or 20The orange columns then show the actual per
cent of the achievement; e.g., while 84 per centheftarget for primary school completion
should have been achieved by 2011, only 50 per aftite target was actually achievédAs
may be seen in the figure, there are serious cdase®ncern regarding completion of primary
school, as well as infant, under-5 and maternalality, and access to basic sanitation, each of
which depends heavily on government social exparetand investments.

Delivering on cooperation commitments

The shortfall in reaching certain MDGs (let alohe fow thresholds for those that are
being achieved) directs one to ask about the efatee global partnership that was meant to help
realize the goals. The inter-agency MDG Gap Tagkd-ceports on the degree of achievement
of the commitments in the global partnership, which collected as MDG 8. While the Task
Force is currently preparing its 2013 report (fablcation in September 2013), some data has
already been released by members of the Task Fbhese are a number of positive outcomes,
including an increase in duty-free and quota-freevetbped country imports from least
developed countries (LDCs) associated, at leaptah with the clarification of rules of origin
for according preferential access by the EuropearoidJ In addition, the HIPC debt relief
initiative is near completion and there is contehugrowth in the availability of information
technology in developing countries, particularlyll gghones. However, the negotiations to
complete the Doha Round of trade negotiations nerstlled, 17 low-income countries are
currently classified by IMF and the World Bank asor at high risk of debt distre5access to

15 As the 2013Millennium Development Goals Report is currently in preparation, the figures cited ééeen drawn
from the 2012 report (United Nations, 2012a).

18 The target is universal access by 2015; net enesit in 1991 was 79.9 per cent (United Nations 2201

17« ist of LIC Debt Sustainability Assessments” dgioApril 2013
(http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/dsa/dsalist.pdf
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Figure 1. Global progress toward achieving the MDGs

Developing countries, percent of total required progress between 1990 and 2015, as achieved in 2010 or 2011.
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Source: World Bank staff estimatas.

Note: Intermediate target calculated using a linear progression over 25 years, resulting in a needed progress of 4 percent per annum. Note that the
corresponding target for 2010 would equal 80 percent, and for 2011 84 percent, to be on track to attain the MDG by 2015. Any value above those
intermediate targets indicatas that the world is ahead of the required pace to meet the MDG. A value of 100 percent means that the MDG has baen met.

PPP = purchasing power parity.
Source: World Bank and IMFGlobal Monitoring Report, 2013 (Washington, D.C. 2013), p. 22

affordable essential medicines remains unacceptibiyed, and total outlays for ODA are
contracting. The latter is especially of concern.

Measured in constant purchasing power, ODA from2&C member countries is
estimated to have fallen 4 per cent in 2012, diéing 2 per cent in 2011 (see figure 2).
Bilateral aid to the LDCs fell almost 13 per cénhile 9 donor countries increased their aid in
2012, the reductions by others made for the largestall reduction in aid since 1997 (excluding
the DAC practice of counting donor Government dedlief as ODA, which is in any case
controversial). This also marked the first two-yeaatuction since 1996-1997. While total ODA
still represents a large pool of financial and tecal support, totalling $126 billion in 2012, the
donors as a group are clearly not advancing touNeODA target of 0.7 per cent of gross
national income; the ratio in 2012 was 0.29 pet.t&n

Moreover, the DAC Secretariat surveys donors atimit future spending plans and they
paint a disappointing picture. Including assistarficen a number of non-DAC members,
“country programmable aid” is expected to grow 9 gent in 2013 but then remain flat through
2016. Moreover, the aid flows appear to be shifttogmiddle-income countries of Asia
(especially in the form of concessional loans) amdhy from the countries with the largest

B0ECD, Press release, 3 April 2013
(http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/aidtopoorcountrigsslirtherasgovernmentstightenbudgets)htm
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poverty levels and MDG gaps, including in sub-Sahafrica®®

Figure 2. ODA by DAC member countries, 2000-2012
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Stronger and sustained economic growth

Observing encouraging statistics on poverty redaciind at the same time disappointing
progress towards the education, health and basitasan targets suggests that perhaps poverty
reduction may have been more the result of econgnoiwth than social policy. It is often said
in the press that the achievement of the povedyaton goal primarily reflects the strong and
sustained economic growth in China and India. Whi¢hing should detract from the growth
achievement in these countries, the higher rategr@ivth of output and incomes were also
enjoyed by many other developing countries, andeast some of that rise in income has
apparently been enjoyed by the poor. During thegredecade, the global economy presented
various growth stimuli, such as strong commoditices, and these were widely captured by
developing countries. The fact is that many coesthave enjoyed sustained and strong rates of
economic growth over the past decade and far fe@entries have had disappointing rates of
economic growth.

Figure 3 gives an indication of this development dhowing in red the number of
developing countries in which the growth of grossnestic product (GDPPer person was at
least 3 per cent on a year-by-year basis since.IB# figure also shows in blue the number of
developing countries where GDP either fell or gtess than population on a year-by-year basis.

19 | pid.
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It may be seen that except for the impact on dg@wedpcountries of the global financial and

economic crisis in 2009, a large number of develgpcountries have enjoyed substantial
economic growth rates over the past decade andalesmumber of countries have experienced
relatively slow or no growth.

As individual good years of economic growth mightdifset by disappointing years, it is
useful to supplement the annual data in figure tB Vanger run trends. The differences that can
be seen in the figure between the 1990s and theegubnt decade are indeed representative.
That is, 39 developing countries (of 107 that amnitored for purposes of UN world economic
forecasts) had average annual rates of growth dP @&r capita of 3 per cent or more during
2000-2012 and only 13 countries had average petac&gDP growth of zero or less. This
compares quite well with the 1990s, when only 30ntnes had the rapid average growth rate
but another 30 countries had per capita growtheod or less. Moreover, most of the rapidly
growing countries in the 1990s continued to engyiad growth afterwards. Indeed, 31 countries
have had average rates of growth of GDP per capiBaper cent or more for the full 22 year
period.

Figure 3. Fast and slow growing developing countries:
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Economic growth does not automatically translate poverty reduction, but whether it
reflects better remuneration of farmers for theiops or drawing more of the poor into
manufacturing jobs, broad-based economic growthahaays been a primary means for poverty
reduction. A key factor in sustained and inclusamnomic growth and poverty reduction is
ensuring that significant shares of the fruits wdvgth are used for capital formation and adding
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to the public resources for social development. dlegying country Governments have been
increasingly addressing this imperative and theridtional community can further boost the
support it gives in this regard.

It is essential, in other words, that governmenaggniain appropriate and effective public
revenue and expenditure systems, that tax evadeifsetd accountable, and that the tax systems
stop offering opportunities for tax avoidance. $t similarly essential that countries benefit
appropriately from the earnings of their naturalource sectors and that funds that belong to the
public are not siphoned off through corruption. WWhhere is nothing new or unique in these
observations, they seem to have become increassajgnt in recent years and actions on them,
including intensified international cooperationchout significant promise for making greater
progress in realizing the MDGs and the social, eoun and environmental goals of
development. They imply, as well, a global econamwhich developing economies can thrive,
one that enjoys significant, sustainable and sustagrowth of world output in a stable global
financial environment and a liberal world tradingstem, offering protections as well as
opportunities to the weaker economies of the wadkltese are, in the end, a few of the areas on
which a new global partnership might place emphasis

Conclusion: towards a new global partnership for deelopment

As this paper has tried to illustrate, the phragltial partnership” has been used in
international development discourse for half a ggntin the post-2015 era, it needs to mean
something new and different. To be valuable, tHebgl partnership” must refer to an ongoing
relationship, not a list of commitments stated amcommittal language. It must involve actual
mutual acceptance of responsibilities and it muestghickly followed with actions that give
evidence that the partnership is real. It may hgedahat the Governments at the United Nations
find their way to create these relationships. Ttiielyso in the Monterrey process. They can do so
again.

There is a practice of diplomats at the UN of tgyito win policy changes through
negotiation over texts. What may change are thelsydsut actual government buy-in is created
in a different way. The point is not that governiseat the UN should break up the standard
mechanisms for negotiations on economic issuesthayt should take a break from doing so
much negotiation. The genius of the process thaittéethe Monterrey Consensus in 2002,
discussed earlier, was to avoid negotiation ovesstantil the very last minute and instead spend
the time seeking through informed debate amongaeltestakeholders and government experts
to unearth the areas where agreement on policyersattight emerge.

The final text of the outcome document that defitles post-2015 agenda has to be
welcomed enthusiastically, if only because only ahamperatives, not legal ones, will lead to
the delivery of cooperation commitments. Judgingmrthe experience in monitoring the
MDGs—and MDG 8 in particular—it does not seem thaaming and shaming” has led
Governments to change their mind when they adojptips that give low priority to accelerating
progress toward the MDGs. This is all about thatdas intangible factor called “political will.”

It cannot be presumed. It must be created durirgpitocess of constructing the post-2015
agenda.
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In other words, an uninspiring text containing fegal commitments will be quickly
forgotten. That was exactly the fate of #hgenda for Development, which had been negotiated
over four years and adopted in a special meetinthefGeneral Assembly on 20 June 1997
(resolution 51/240, annex). The global partnergapt-2015 needs instead to embrace a shared
vision, embody an acceptable sharing of obligatiemd responsibilities, and embrace a package
of commitments attractive enough for the partnensmiéan it when they join it.

The vision could be phrased as something like tistaghed, equitable and sustainable
development of all countries, targeting full poyeeradication everywhere in the world. The
“partnership” would spell out the “deal” for attetimg to realize the vision, reflecting the
political realities of 2015. An underlying princgbf the partnership might be that shared global
governance needs to support effective national m@vee (strengthened international
cooperation on tax and anti-corruption activitieswd be cases in point). A second principle
might be that Governments must offer some prospédully implementing already agreed
reform agendas (such as regards the global finkahitecture and its governance, as they are
crucial to global financial stability, a key diméms of an enabling global environment for
development); equally, Governments must make ckedidvances in virtually stalled global
negotiations (as on trade and climate change)ha&retis also unfinished business in assisting
developing countries, Governments must also plddgmake (and then deliver) a substantial
increase in ODA, while welcoming intensified So&buth cooperation and an increased
contribution of non-state stakeholders. A finahpiple would be to recognize that the citizens of
the world understand that anything less will notramt their serious attention.

References

Commission on International Development (Pearsomi@ission, 1969)Partnersin
Development. New York: Praeger Publishers.

Furher, Helmut (1996). “The story of official degpment assistance: A history of the
Development Assistance Committee and the Develop@eoperation Directorate in
dates, names and figures” (OCDE/GD/(94)67).

Global Partnership for Effective Development Coagien (2013). “Guide to the Monitoring
Framework of the Global Partnership: Preliminarysien for consultation,” 1 March.

Greenhill, Romilly, Annalisa Prizzon and Andrew Rogpn (2013)The Age of Choice: How
are Developing Countries Managing the New Aid Landscape? London: Centre for Aid &
Public Expenditure, Overseas Development Instifdtach.

Herman, Barry (2006). “The politics of inclusiontime Monterrey process,” DESA Working
Paper No. 23 (ST/ESA/2006/DWP/23), April.

Keck, Alexander and Patrick Low (2004). “Speciadl alifferential treatment in WTO: Why,
when and how?” World Trade Organization Staff WogkPaper ERSD-2004-03, May.



19

Kilburn, Peter M (1969). As extracted in World BafiRages from World Bank History: The
Pearson Commission,” http://go.worldbank.org/JYCUSGEWAO

Kwakkenbos, Jeroen (201 ®xivate profit for public good? Brussels: EURODAD.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Developn(@ECD, 1996). “Shaping the 21
century: The contribution of development cooperdtiaris, May.

(2012Aid Effectiveness 2011: Progressin Implementing the Paris Declaration
Paris: OECD.

Rahman, Mahfuzur (2002Vorld Economic Issues at the United Nations: Half a Century of
Debate (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers).

United Nations (2012)/Norld Economic and Social Survey, 2012: In Search of New
Development Finance (United Nations publication. Sales No. E.12.11)C.1

(2012aMillennium Development Goals Report, 2012 (United Nations publication,
Sales No. E.12.1.4).

(2012b). “Statistical Annex: Millenniidevelopment Goals, Targets and
Indicators, 2012,” on line at
http://millenniumindicators.un.org/unsd/mdg/Hosbxé®Content=Data/Trends.hfm

(2012cYhe Global Partnership for Development: Making Rhetoric a Reality,
MDG Gap Task Force Report, 2012 (United Nationdipation, Sales No. E.12.1.5).

United Nations Conference on Trade and DevelopfiéiCTAD, 1985) The History of
UNCTAD, 1964-1984 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.85.11.D.6

United Nations Development Group (201B)e Global Conversation Begins. Emerging Views
for a New Development Agenda, 22 March (available on line at
http://issuu.com/undevelopmentgroup/docs/globaleosation-begins-wgb

United Nations System Task Team on the Post-201&IDpment Agenda (2012Realizing the
Future We Want for All. Report to the Secretary-General, June.

(2013A Renewed Global Partnership for Development, March.

World Bank and IMF (2013)Global Monitoring Report, 2013: Rural-Urban Dynamics and the
Millennium Development Goals. Washington, D.C: World Bank.

World Economic Forum (2005Ruilding on Monterrey: The Growing Role of Public Private
Partnerships in Mobilizing Resources for Development. Geneva: World Economic
Forum.



