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Abstract
The Eighth Millennium Devel opment Goal (MDG 8)
devel opmentd in areas including aid, trade, det

well as gaps in the areas which were covered: more aid, but with quadjiydaand a link to

progress in MDG areas that was weak; a better rich world performance on tariffs but one that
misses increasingly important parts of the trade agenda; broadly successful debt relief but a huge
private investment agenda left uncovered;adiprogress on drugs access and absence of a
broader global public health agenda; a global ICT revolution with weak links to the MDGs or a
global partnership, and no discussion of other technology issues. Migration, the global

environment, and global ihtitional issues were all completely unaddressed in MDG 8.

Looking forward, by 2030, a global compact on development progress between OECD DAC
countries and low income countries (the implicit model of MDG 8) would be irrelevant to three

quarters of thevorld. Half of the rich world will be in neAC countries and the share of aid in

! Thanks to Owen Barder, Alan Gelb, David Roodman, Enrique R8abater and participants in a DFID round
table chaired by Mark Lowcock for comments on a previous version.



global transfers will continue to shrink. Global public goods provision will increasingly require

the active participation of (at least) the G20 nations.

For the posR015 agenda it is possible to imagine mixed approach to compact and partnership
i ssues: binding 06gl obal -@05mspcorlitgéalsfoeusedenthe under
role for aid alongside a stafadone global public goods goal with time boundmerical targets

covering trade, investment, migration, technology, the environment and global institutions.

JEL Codes: 010, 015, 020

Key Words: Millennium Development GoalSJobal Cooperation, Global Public Goods



Introduction

The eighth Millennium Development Goal, DG 8,wast o evBlap a global partnership for
developmenbd It built on language from the Millennium Declaratithat the UN member
countriesir esol veé t o c rieasthematianal ang glabal lewedtikei evhith is

conducive to devel opment and t wondertheggoakereitomi nat i or

e Develop further an open, rulmsed, predictable, nahscriminatory trading and financial

system
e Address the special needs of the |esteloped countries

e Address the special needs of landlocked developing ceargnd small island developing

states

¢ Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries through national

and international measures in order to make delpisable in the long term

e In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable essential

drugs in developing countrigand

e In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new technologies,

especially informatin and communications

The indicators selected to monitor progress towards these targets covered aid, trade, agricultural

subsidies, debt relief and debt service, access to medicines and ICT use.

MDG8 i s wi del ygoalé&he N Systenask Geareoa théPosp015 Agenda
notes that while MDG 8 Aprovided a simple, trar

also Al acked precise goals to fildl or benchmarl



had indicators inconsistent withtatge and i t s s ctanjpaetorsiandmglated ed | mpor

areas. 0

This paper will reviewprogress in the target and indicator areas worldwide over the past ten
years In the case of aidnd debt reliein particular, it will also discuss the impact of floeusd

relief on changesn the first six MDG areasGiven the origin of the MDGs in the DAC

development targets, it is perhaps unsurprising that the development community has focused on
aid as the major mechanism by which industrialized countries couét fu®gress in health,

education, nutrition and poverty reduction sufficient to meet MDG targets.

The paper will also discuss gaps in the original M®oth within target areas but als®as

where there is a role for global partnersthiat is not rettcted in either targets or indicatord.

will go on to examine two scenarios on the potential shape of the global economy in 2030. On
the basis of those scenarios and the discussitheariginalMDG 8, the papeproposes

potential targets for a glabcompact in the post015 development agenda

Given the original gal had no numbers attached and still has three years whilegrany post
2015 global partnership goal will underpin a series of other goalsargetyet to be agreed,
this exercisas clearly a speculative one, and the paper should be seen as at best an early and

partial step.



Aid
Targets (i) Address the special needs of the least developed coufiilidgidress the special

needs of landlocked developing countries and small island developing States

Indicators: (i) Net ODA, total and to the least developed countries, as percentage of OECD/DAC
donors' gross national incom@i) Proportion of total biateral, sectorallocable ODA of

OECD/DAC donors to basic social services (basic education, primary health care, nutrition, safe
water and sanitation)(iii) Proportion of bilateral official development assistance of OECD/DAC
donors that is untiediv) ODA received in landlocked developing countries as a proportion of
their gross national incomes¢iv) ODA receved in small island developinggses as a proportion

of their gross national incomes

It is interesting to note that there is MG 8 target foraid flows, despite the fact théiet

original Mi | Il enni um Dec | a&rgmntmaegenerous devetbmmdntt he ¢ «
assistance, especially to countries that are genuinely making an effort to apply their resources to
poverty rDesgtethata series.obindicators address aid flows and modalifibese

indicators also provide the only reference to landlocked and-sstaall statesThe heavy

balarce of aid indicators iperhapgustified by h e  U(BDO23Monterrey Consensudocument,
whichsuggestela substantial i ncrease in ODA and other
developing countries are to achieve the internationally agreed developmerd Goals

Consensus develeped cauntrggetiolat have not done so to roakerete efforts

towards the target of 0.7 per cent of gross national product (NGPA to developing

countrieso



The last decade has seen a dramatic increase in aid @BGSD datasuggests total net ODA

from major donor countries increased from about $40 billion in 1973 to around $80 billion in the
mid-1990s and up to $127 billion in 2010lote that in 2010, neMAC donors disbursed
approximately $7 billion in aid and estimategafate assistance ranged from $30 to $56 billion
according to the MDG Gap report. This suggests total aid flows approximately equal to $200
billion in 2010.) Total ODA as a percentage of DAC GNI increased to 0.31% by 2011, and ODA
to low income countasin particularclimbed from 0.05% of DAC GNI to 0.11% between the

late 1990s and 2010.

Regarding the other O0focus areasd6, the MDG Gap
developing countries receive aid worth on average 4% of their GNI, dowr7fdSnin the first
half of the 2000s, but still considerably above income group averages. ODA to small island

states increased from 2.4% of their GNI to 5% in 2010.

Kenny and Sumner (2@) suggest that aid has flowed increasingly to social sectors aiwd Afr
(See Figure2 and3) 1 both outcomes that are consistent with the prioritization suggested by the
MDGs. Analysis for this paper also suggests that countries further behind in terms of MDG

progress are seeing higher aid flots.

2 The three outliers when it comes to a set of landlockeuitcies that are large aid recipients are Burundi, Rwanda

and Afghanistafiin 2008, all three saw ODA flows worth more than 19% of their GNI according to the UN. One

wonders how much this is connected with either the MDGs or with a sense of greatéfethictress. For a set of

goals about global progress in development, the focus on a set of small island states, many of which are middle

income, and many of which already received aid per capita at levels considerably above the developing country
averageperhaps reflects the one country one vote nature of the UN more than it does the pressing development

challenge suggested by such countries. Big://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?srid=652

% This is based on a regression with 2010 log ODAcperpi t a as t he dependent variabl e a
(2011) adjusted MDG progress index and GDP per capita as the independent variables. Countries score between 0 &

8 on the progress index, a score of 8 suggesting thatitisontrackforall§dals. éadj ust ed progress i
score out of 8 allowing for indicators with missing data. The results suggest that an increase of 1 point on the

adjusted MDG progress index is associated with a 16% decline in per capita aid flows.



At the same time, the UMeports that in 2011, only Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Norway and Sweden met the 0.7% target for aid flbM&re DAC donors to reach the 0.7%
target, the MDG Gap Task Force report suggests total RABClaid flows would have been

$300 billion asopposed to $113 billion.

Despite rising aid flows, it i thankgtomsttomg noti ng t |
economic growth in developing countrieBhe GNI of low income countries alone is

approximately three times what it was in in 1980, for examfleout 40% of all recipient

countries receiwtaid worth more than 10% of G\ the 1990s That proportion has declined

to below 30%. The proporticsf recipient countries that receive aid worth more than 20% of

GNI has halveaver that periodo under one in ten of all recipienti€enny, 2012)

Regarding aid quality, the picture is mixedhelParis Declaration of 2005 adopted five
principles and 13argets to strengthen aid effectiveness (covering areas including aligning flows
on national priorities, financial management systems, aid paeditg, and common

procedures)but only one target (involving coordinated technical assistance) has been met.

For example, by 2010, more than half of all aid disbursements were still managed through donor
defined financial management and procurement systefig.fragmentation haif anything

increasedince 2005 with the average number of small donors per country increasing to 44.

Figure4 displays aid quality indicators for a selected group of DAC countries. Donors vary
considerably when it comes to their aid flows being edron recipient budgets and their use
of country systems. Only Sweden out of these countries sees more than 50% of its support

recorded on budget and few countries are above around two thirds of their country programmable

* The MDG Reort 2012
®The2012 MDG Gap Task Force Report



aid using recipient country syshs for implementatio.he multilateral share of total ODA is

currently about one thir(DAC, 2010)

Again,ovrer the past decade, there has been consi de
is associated with around a 20% reduction in the value of that aid (Roodman, 2012). But the

OECD estimates that despite 76% of all DAC aid being officially unéisemuch as 60% of the

value of contracts issued by DAC aid agencies are awarded to domestic firms. Note this will

exclude aid delivered as budget support or using recipient country systems, nonetheless it

suggests progress de factountying isconsideably slower than de jure progress.
The Impact of Aid on MDG Progress

The HighLevel Panel on Financing for Development (2001) estimated that to reach the MDGs
an additional $50 billion per year in ODA would be needed, plus $3 billion more in humanitarian

aid, and about $15 billion more for global public goods (see also Devarajan et al. 2002).

As we have seemt least a considerable proportion of tieeessary aid suggested by MDG
costing studies did fle to developing countriéisand that aidvas increasingly focused to health
and education as well as to S8aharan Africa (the region furthest behind). Despite this, we
remain offtrack for the social sector MDGs, in particular in Afr{@éhich is ontrack only for

targets coveringender equay in school enrollment and improved water supply targets)

More broadly, there isnly a certain amount of credit for faster progress available for rising aid
flows toclaim. Kenny and SumndgR011) suggest that poX000 progress in some of the MDG
target areas is more rapid than would be expected based on historical rates of progress, but only
marginally so. Child mortality in the developing world in 2010 was perhaps three deaths per

thousand lower than would be expected on the basis of histivendki this in the context ch



target that aims to see child mortality lowered from a developing country average of around 97
per 1,000 to 32 per 1,000 between 1990 and 2015. Similarly, faster than expected progress
between 2000 and 2010 is equal towttfive percent of the total progress on maternal mortality
that would be required to meet the MDG. Primary educatonpletion is considerably higher
than would be expectédt about 9% compared to an expected 85%. This suggesty¢ss

faster than expected between 2000 and 2@t0uns for nearly one quarter of the progress

required to meet theducation completioMDG between 1999 and 2015.

Figures6-9 display the breakdown of progreso mpar ed t o Obusisflomss as us.t
Kenny and Sumner (2011)T'he whole circle representxqquiredprogress from initial values to

the MDG target. The white portion of the doughnut represents progress that would have been

expected over that period based on historical trends. Theepeesents additional progress

achieved to 2010 because progress over the past ten years has been faster than would be predicted

by historical norms. The black represents the remaining gap between 2010 achievement and the

2015 target. The grey area regents the bite of the doughnut for which additional aid flows

between 2000 and 20M0ight be able to take credit.

How much of the credit faihis somewhafaster progress can ainl facttake?First, it might be

worth looking at another potential caus#anged policy in developing countrigdsennyand
Sumner(2011) note that the available (wealdtasuggests that there is little evidence of

dramatic policy change in developing countries thaht explain more rag progress. Bt

there are numerous other potential causes for progoessall economic and social change,
domestic institutional strengthening, or behavior change unrelated to aid flows for example. To
look at the link between @iflows and MDG progress in a little more detail, we examine the link

between aggregate (akctor) aidlows and the rate of progressthe MDG areas.



Leo and Bar meierodos (2011) MDG progress index
level towads eight MDG targets. It also calculates an overall score from O to 8 based on the
extent of progress towards the eight targets, with countries given a score of 0, 0.5 or 1 depending
on progress below or above 50% and 100% of the rate required teatiettrget. Kenny and

Sumner (201) calculate a rate of progress that would be expected of countries at a given initial
level of mortality or education based on historical precedent. Countries can be divided on that
measure into those that outperforme@ented progress since 2000 and those that

underperformed.

Cumulative ODA per capita 202010 has a negative and significant relationship to the overall
Leo and BarmieMDG Index score.A 22% decline in cumulative per capita aid flows associated
with a ore-point rise in the MDG progressdex. At the individual target levelumulative aid

flows per capita 2002010 are negatively and significantly related to progress towards the clean
water accestargef and insignificantly related to progress agairstguty, undernutrition, child
mortality, primary completion, gender equality, maternal mortality and thet&ibéts(see

Annex Tables 11 and 15)

Countries which received more ODA per capita did not see more rapid progress than would be
expected giveniktorical trends in the case of primary completion or gender equality in
education. However, countries that made more rapid than expected progress in child mortality
did receive moreumulativeaid 2001-2010than those countries which did r{atthoughthis

result is not stastically significant(seeFigure10).

The MDG index results should not be taken as strong evidence against the efficacy of aid in
speeding progress in these areas. After all, aid increasingly flowed to Africa, where meeting the

MDGs is a considerably greater challenge than other regions because of how far behind Africa

10
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began the decade in terms of MDG indicators (Kenny, Clemens and Mod4sE28¢@erly, 200).
However, the Kenny and Sumner (2)ineasureéakes some account tife greater difficulty of
making progress at low initial levelso that there is also a weak link between aid and that
measure of progress is a cause for concern for those who see more aid as a powerful tool to meet

the MDGs.

Again, hat overall aid flows gpear to be at best weakly associated with the rate of progress in
MDG target areas does not mean that specific aid flows have not played a role. First, we are
discussing more rapid progress than might be expéttddi s i s not a measur e
effed i v e n e s s-rhargmnal aid effectvenesAid may have been important in sustaining
historical rates of progres§econd, it might be that particular sectoral flows have played a major
roleT funding through the Education for All Initiative may hamereased primary completion,

for example, and health spending may have reduced maternal motititing said thatn

common with the general aid effectiveness literature, literature that studies thelenattimks
between sectoral aid flows andtcomes is not immediately reassuring. Wilson (2011) uses data
on development aid for health in 96 higiortality countries and argues that greater health aid
does not lead to faster progress in reducing child and infant mortality or extending life
expectacy, although he notes that spending on infectious diseases and family planning in

particular ha a significant if small effect.

This last finding suggests that even sectoral disaggregation may be insuifficadrda very small
percentage of aid funding may account for an outsized proportion of impact, perhaps particularly
with regard to health. 2000,1370 Imdliensadditionabchildien c | a i

have been immunized against leading vacpreyentable diseases in the world's poorest

11
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countries wi t°Haké&the\ekampleuopnpeastes imndunization. After vaccination
rates stagnated in the 1990s, GAVpppart helped renew progress towards universal vaccination
in the new century (Figurgl). Since 2000, global measles deathgehdecreased by 71% from
around 550,000 to 158)0. One piece of evidence that aid was +iongibly used to increase
vaccination rates is that GAVeligible low income countries now see higher vaccination rates

than lowermiddle income cuntries (Glassman, Duran and Sumner, 2011).

In short, the evidence is consistent with a story that suggests aid focused at particular MDG target

areas cafand sometimes djcaffect progress. But we should be cautious in our assumptions

about how much aid can &ébend the curved of hi st
concerned that aid appeared to be weakly targeted at the specifientitens likely to make the

most difference to achieving the MDGs.

Given that a small proportion of highly effecti
link between assistance and outcomes, this suggests that, if aid is to play gnificarg role
in forwarding the pos2015 development agenda, a tighter link between aid flows in general and

post2015targetsn particularshould be established.

® See http://www.gavialliance.org/about/mission/impact/
" See http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs286/en/
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Figure 1: Trends in bilateral and multilateral aid
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Figure 2: Trends in ODA commitments to social sectors

Share of ODA to Social Sectors in Developing World, 1995-
2009
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Figure 3: Trends in ODA received by SubSaharan Africa
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Table 1: The gap betweenuntied aid de jure and de facto

DAC Estimate of % contract

Donor % Aid Officially Untied value awarded to within dono
country
France 90 16
Germany 73 44
Japan 75 87
UK 100 88
us 63 63
EC 0 63
Total DAC (Ex. EC) 76 60

Note: Data coverage for contract award partial, only accounts for $2.9bn of contracts out of $90bhyhatdre
contract sample will not capture aid delivered through recipient country systems/budget. Japan figure for nt
contracts rather tharalue of contracts.

SourceClay, Geddes and Natali (2009)
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Figure 4: Aid quality indictors amongselectedDAC countries
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Figure 6: Progress toward gender equality in primary education

Primary Equality, 1999-2010
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Sour ce: Aut h oSeedAmnexTallecl | at i ons.

Figure 7: Progress toward universal primary education

Primary Education, 1999-2010

MW 2015 Target W Actual

Source: Aut hordés calcul ati ons. See Annex Table 10
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Figure 8: Progress in reducing child mortality

Child Mortality, 1990-2010

MW 2015 Target W Actual

Source: Aut hordés calcul ati ons. See Annex Table 10

Figure 9: Progress inreducing maternal mortality

Maternal Mortality, 1990-2010

MW 2015 Target W Actual

Sour ce: Aut hordés calcul ations. See Annex Table 10
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Figure 10: Progress relative to historical rates and aid flows, 2062010
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Trade

Targess: (i) Develop further an open, ruleased, predictable, nediscriminatory trading and

financial systenii) Address the special needs of the least developed countries

Indicators: (i) Proportion of total developed country imports (by value and excluding arms) from
developing countries and least developedrtries, admitted free of dutfii) Average tariffs
imposed by developed countries on agricultural products and textiled@ththg from

developing coutmies; (iii) Agricultural support estimate for OECD countries as a percengdge

their gross domestic prodydiv) Proportion of ODA provided to help build trade capacity

There is some evidence that trade has become morlepeentfriendly since 2000, if at a slow

pace. Around four fifths of developed country imports from the developing world are admitted

duty free, up from closer to two thirds in 2003Vhile the proportion of goods from LDCs

admitted duty free has remained fairly static at around 80% since 1996, more of those imports are
admitted through LDC preference than was the case in 1996. There has also been a slow decline
in tariffs faced by dveloping countries and LDCs on those goods that ar@urikbtexempt.

Outside of a few sectors including agriculture, industrial country tariffs are no longer a major
barrier to (merchandise) expdetd growth in developing countriéshey are below 6%n most

OECD countries (see Figure 1Zhe average tariftvenon some of the most protected sectors

including agriculture, clothing and textilesddeclined below 10%

At the same timehere is no evidence of a trebdeak around 2000 in this declimad

agricultural support in OECD countries totaled $407 billion in 20drbund three times the size

8 The MDG Report 2012
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of aid flows and up from $321 billion in 200D.The combined impact of higher tariffs and

subsidies mean that developing country agricultural expartaireat a significant disadvantage,

even if one that has declined over the past ten years (Canada is an excsgibigurdl2). For

the EU, for example, the CGD Commitment to Development Index (hereafter CDI) measures the
average agricultural commodity tariff weighted by production in@én countriesand the

poverty of those countriet 18.9%. The authors then calculatar#ftequivalent rate of

agricultural subsidies received, which across the EU as a whole averages 12.1%. This suggests a
combined tariff and subsidy barrier equal to the equivalent of a 31% tariff. In Japan and Norway

the combined barriers amount to affdbarrier of above 100% ad valorgiiRoodman, 2012)

The merchandise tariff and subsidy discussion exstudes aonsiderable agenda cang both
nonrmerchandise trade and ntariff barriers. Anderson and Van Wincod@004) suggest that
traditionaltrade policies including tariffs and naariff trade policy barriers are equivalent to an

8% surcharge on the cost of developed country imports. They compare this to other costs faced
by exporters security requirements add 3%, language and informatiorelmadd 13%,

currency transactions costs add 14%, transport costs 21% and wholesale and retail distribution
55%. In short, tariff policies are a very small percentage of total costs faced by exporters in
getting goods to customers. The disadvantagedféy exporters compared to firms based in the
destination country is equal to 74% of the cost of produc¢tdnvhich 8% is accounted for by

tariffs.

Arvis and colleaguef013)argue that the netariff barriers to trade are even more significant
for developing country exporter§.hey suggest that the ad valorem equivalent cost of trade in

manufactures including retail and wholesale distribution is around 110% feinltigime

° The 2012 MDG Gap Task Force Report
20



countries compared to 275% for lamcome countries. Arvis and colleagueggest that most

of the major drivers of the exporter disadvantage are related to features of the exporting country
(including the size and competitiveness of the maritime transport sector, port and logistics
quality) or features of geography (simple dmsta between exporter and importer). Nonetheless,
there is a role for richer countries to do their part in easing barriers to imports from the

developing world.

For example,ules of origin(which govern which country an imported good is deemed to have

been produced in) ateecoming increasingly burdensome as global produciains become

more complex.A major failure of the last ten years has been the collapse of the Doha

6devel opment &6 round and the pr ol iertsanrtheit i on of
place. These agreements add further complexity to rules of oAgiththe average country

places technical barriers to trade on about 30% of all imports and sanitary and phytosanitary
restrictions on about 15% of all trade. UNCTAD anaysiggests such ndariff measures raise

the effective tariff barrier to agricultural imports from lemcome countries from 5% to 27%.

With regard to nommerchandise trade, the potential éonstruction andervices exports is
significantly constrainedy limits on the movement of people. There is an additional global
agenda around trade in badscluding endangered species, arnsl embedded greenhouse

gasses8 that was also unaddressed in MDG 8

192012 MDG Gap Task Force Report
21
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Figure 12: Non-agricultural tariffs
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Figure 13: Agricultural commaodities protection (tariffs and subsidies)
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Finance

Targess: (i) Develop further an open, rudeased, predictable, nediscriminatory trading and
financial system (ii) Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries

through national and international measures in order to make debt sustaindgbklong term

Indicators: (i) Total number of countries that have reached their HIPC decision points and
number that have reached their HIRGmpletion points (cumulativie(ii) Debt relief committed
under HIPC and MDRI Initiatives (iiilpebt service aa percentage of exports of goods and

services

The MDG target to deal comprehensively with
achieved.The issue of debt sustainability is considerably less pressing than it was as recently as
it was in 2000.For low income countriegotal external debt measured as a proportion of GNI

has fallen from 69% to 29%. Similarly, public debt service as a percentage of exports has fallen

from 18% in 1990 throug8% in 2000 to below 3% in 2011.

Industrializedcountry governmentgan take some direct credit for this decline, given the rounds
of bilateral and multilateral debt relief initiatives that occurred from the late 1990s oriwards
including enhancements to the HIPC initiative covering multilateral deéht sevice paid by

the 29 postecision point HIP@ountries declined from about 4 percent of GDP in 1999 to about
2 percent in 2005" External debt service as a percentage of export revenues across developing
countries as a whole fell from 12.6% in 200Bt6% in 2010. For SuBaharan Africathe ratio

was 2.7%2

1 See http://go.worldbank.org/DOODK39FO2
2The MDG Report 2012
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At the same time, there has been a widespread concern that debt relief substituted for aid flows
and did little to promote sustainable development in recipient coufisisnalp and Henry,

2006. Repeating a similar exercise to that used to examine a link between aid flows and MDGs
progress, it appears that countries supported by HIPC and MDRI relief have not made more rapid
progress than other countries using the Leo and Barmier measuregrefsgrtowards the MDG
targets The exception ishild mortality, where countries benefitting from HIPC and MDRI saw
smaller gains relative tinose necessary to meet the Gsak Tables3and H). Notethis is not
evidence thathese initiativesesulted instuntedmprovemenin child mortality. Rather, this

reflects the facthat most countries receiving debtief under these initiativesad high initial

rates of child mortality and have to make much laadpsolute gains in order to meet tizal.

Nonetheless, it suggests the impact of debt relief on development progress may have been muted.

Regarding coveragef the finance targetshere is no indicator that reflects the target of an open,
rule-based, predictable, nahiscriminatory finacial systeni indeed, the issue of (neaid)

finance was reduced to that of debt reli€his gppears an oversight given the importance of

other flows: {) FDI to developing countries remained more than three timeszé®ftaid flows

over the decadé€ii) remittances were more than double the size of OfdWA (iii) estimates of

the size of illicit tax avoidance and profit shifting out of developing countries range between $50

billion and $284 billion each yeat. Furthermore, the significant impacttbie global financial

crisis on developing countries suggests that a

public good.

13 Estimates of revenue losses suffered by developing countries from corporate profit shifting range from $35 to $160
billion each year, and tax evasion by individuals in developing countries$i® to $124 billion but Fuest and

Ri edel (2009) note in a literature review that Ai
in developing countries €& are not based on reliab
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Figure 14: Developingcountry debt burdens
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Figure 15: Low incomecountry debt burdens
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Table 2: Remittances and other resource flows to developing countriesu¢rent US$
billions)

2000 2009
FDI and Private Debt/Equity 176 444
Remittances 81 307
ODA 49 120
Illicit tax avoidance/profishifting estimates (50-284)

Source FDI, remittance and ODA figures are frddilip, Aga and Silwal (2012)lllicit flow estimatesare from
Fuestand Riede(2009).
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Drugs

Target/Indicator. Proportion of populatiowith access to affordable essential drugs on a

sustainable basis

We have seen that there has been considerable progress over the past ten years in increasing
access to vaccines and immunizations that prevent some of the most common communicable
diseasesGlobal measles vaccination coverage increased from 72% to 8i¥amts 2000

2010, with a similar rise in DPT coverage Africa, measles vaccination coverage increased

from 53% to 74%over the same peridd.

At the same time, as these numbers suggest, gaps remain even in access to and use of some of the
cheapest anohost effective drugs. More broadlypskage of essential medicines remains a

significant issue across the developing world. Using data from WHO suoxeyshe decade

20012010, the average public facility only stocked 39% of essential generic medicines (as

defined by the WHO/HAI methodology). Private clinics stocked an average of 65% of these
medicines. The variation between countries was considdrabteeen zero and close 100%

for both public and private clinics. Figut& provides regional average breakdowns for data

from 20022007. Access to a list of essential medicines in public health facilities is low across
regionsi ranging between an average of 21% in Westesia £0 58% in Latin America and the
Caribbean. In private clinics, access varies between 45% in East Asia to 79% in Central Asia.

There is insufficient data to make statistically valid claims about time tfénds

4 Seehttp://www.childinfo.org/files/immunization_summary 2012_en.pdf
®The2008 and 201MDG Gap Task Force Reports
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Regarding costs,onisumer prices for druggere 2.6 times international reference prices in public
facilities and five time international reference priaegiivate facilitiedetween 2007 an2i011.
There waslsono notable trend towards lower prices over the past decade. Combined with low
pubic expenditure on medicines (often considerably below $10 pefi gearFigurel6), this

suggests that affordability remains a considerable problem.

It is worth noting that the drug access and cost issue is one that extends far beyond global
partnership. Indeed, it is primarily a matter of national budget capacity and priorities alongside
the strength of health systems in developing countries. WiaI®DG 8 target might be
considered too broadly measured in that regard, it is far too narrativers. Uncovered gpbal
compact elements of tlirugsissueinclude resarch, development and testingtellecual

property rights regimeslrug resistancend the use of vaccination campaigns as part of war
fighting. And the focus on drugs was significantly too narrow when it comes to the broader
international community role in health which extends through suppanbfedrug interventions
(from bed neteand condoms though water purification and sanitation to health practices, traffic

safety and surgery), health systems reformiatatnational and national health monitoring
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Figure 16: Average public expenditure on medicinesin developingcountries, 2007
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Figure 17: Percentage ofclinics stocked with essentialmedicines,2001-2007
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Technology

Target: In cooperation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new technologies,

especially information and communications

Indicators: (i) Fixed telgphone lines per 100 inhabitants; (Nobile cellular siscriptions per

100 inhabitants (iii)internet users per 100 inhabitants

Mobile telephoesmay have spread more rapidly than any other physical technology in history.

By the end of 2011, there wesebillion mobile cellular subscriptions worldwid€ellular

subscribers per 100 population in the developing world increased from 4 to 80 between 2000 and
2011. The number of internet users increased from 1.5 to 24% of the developing world over the
sameperiod. The vast majority omobile subscriptions were to privately financed and operated
networksi and an increasing percentage of Internet users accessed the web over those same

networks

At the same time, the causal chain between MDG 8 and ICTutadi@articularly tenuous.

Donor financing played a very small role in total investment flows and the relevant international
trade and technological agreements unde¥léW consortium, th&/TO and the ITUvere in

place prior to the Development Goaks with drug availability and affordability, the main
determinants of ICT access are technological and economic factors largely unconitécted w

international cooperation.

Furthermore it is not clear why mobiles and the Internet were highlighted to tisierabf all
other technologies. There is little empirical evidence that they have a uniquely significant role

amongst infrastructures in promotiagonomic and social development
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This suggests tharget was extremely narrowly drawn given tiverallimportance of

technology in development. We have seen the role that vaccine technologies have had in
improving health outcomes, but the list would extend at least to other health technologies
including sanitation approaches and cheap diagnostic tooisylagnal technologies including

new seeds, fertilizers and approaches to reduce water use, progtggtion and storage
technologies alongside lightirigchnologies (in paéicular off-grid applications) and general
manufacturing production technologieSome of these areas have seen significant progress over
the past ten years with support from governmentt least renewable energy technologiks.
addition, one important determinant of the spread of such technologies is the global intellectual
propety rights regimewhere the recent spread of bilateral trade agreements that include harsh

intellectual monopoly provisions suggests steps backward
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Migration-- TheMissingFactorFlow

In a considerable oversight, MDG 8 neglected a single targetlimaior covering migrationa

vital factor flow to improve development prospedgitchett (2006) estimates that a 3% increase
in hostcountry labor forces would add $156 billionviorld GDP (compared to $104 billion for
complete liberalization of goods). Full liberalizatiohthe movement of peopieould add

nearly $40 trillion in value Already in 2012$406 billionin migrant remittances flowed to
developing countrie@Norld Bark, 2012) Thisall suggests a considerable impact of even

marginal changes in global migration policy.

OECDcountriesvary considerably not just in their overall immigration levels but the percentage
of immigrants that com&om developing countriesThere is also no consistent pattern in
improvement in migrant flow between 2003 and 2012 (Fid8je It is worth noting that for

LDC emigrants by far the most common migration destination is another developing country
rather than the rich world. Highaome OECD countries may account for less than half of global
remittance outflowsind perhaps a smaller percentage of remittances to low income countries

(Table 4.

32



Table 3 Migration and remittance flows, 2009

%

LDC Share of Developing Country:

Population 14.8
Income 3.2
Remittances 8.0

LDC emigrant destinations

High income OECD 19.2
High income norOECD 9.8
Developing countries 71.0

Developing country emigrant destinations

High income OECD 42.8
High income norOECD 14.1
Developing countries 43.1

High income OECD immigrant source

High income 31.1
Middle income 59.3
Low income 5.1
Unidentified developing 4.5

SourceWorld Bank World Development Indicators (2013)

Table 4: Sources of remittance inflowgUS $ billions)

2000 2009
High Income OECD 75.5 175.1
Other identified countries 33 107.4
Unknown 23 133.5

SourceWorld Bank World Development Indicators (2013)



Figure 18: Non-DAC (Documented) Migrant Inflow (% of population)
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(Othen Global Public Goods

Beyond the role for global public good provision in trade, finance, health and technology, MDG8

al so missed a range @far d tnhseeguradip@lacsng wher e a 6 gl ¢
peacekeepingcrime,sustainability and the management of global institutions themselese

is widespread agreement on the urgent need for binding global agreement in areas including
greenhouse gas emissions, the use digediodiversity and fisherieBhe leadershiprad

voting shares of a number of international institutions including the Security Council, the IMF

and the World Bank already look dated.

In addition, global public goods remashronically underfinanced. Birdsall and Leo (2011)
estimate that officialransfers to nowwountry based global programs including basic agricultural
research, vaccine production and distribution, UN peacekeeping, preserving biodiversity and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions amountiegsdhan $12 billion in 2009JN peacekeping
accounted for $9 billion and climate investmentdsifor a little over $1 billionleaving only $2

billion for the rest
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TheWorld in 2030

The world in 2030 will look different from the world in 201kt alone 2000. This has some

significant impact on what would make sense in the nature of a glaldakrship In short, it

suggests a model of high income DAC members assisting low incuméries towards faster

development progress primarily through the mechanism of ODA will be relevant to a shrinking
proportion of the worl dodéos popul ation and devel
urgency of engaging neRAC members in theustainability of the global commons and in

particular climate.

We illustrate the potential scale of such changes using two simple growth scenarios for the 2010
2030 period.It should be highlighted that these apenariomot forecast$the record at
forecasting longerm growth across countries is extremely weak and our simple model would not

improve on that record.

Taking GNI per capita data frorihe World Bank wereate twascenarig for each country: one
taking 2010GNI/capita and projecting forward to 2030 usthgaverage growth rate for that
country in the last ten yeamndone taking 201@NI/capita and projecting forward to 2030
usingtheaverage growth rate for that counaiyerthe last forty year$ The first is the

6 c 0 n v e scgnario (se dalled because it is based on growth rates for a decade when
developing countries outperformed the industrial wotldg other i i v e r gcenarm e 6

(because it reflects the longer term pattern of indhlstountries outgrowing poor countries)

This allows us to estimateh i ch of the worl dbébs countries wild/

currently be viewed as low, lower middle, upper middle and-ligbme countries under each

'® GDP data was used in the forecasts where GNI was unavailable. We capped the 2030 divergence GNI per capita
figures at $100,000 (this affects 5 countiigdalta, Ireland, Norway, South Korea and Luxembourg) and the
convergence income at US levels (affecting Equatorial Guinea and Azerbaijan, which both had astronomical growth
rates). The caps were chosen arbitrarily.
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scenario. Figur@0 provides the results, which also presents gaps in the scenario based on the
lack of historical data (for the divergenseenarichis includes much of Eastern Europe and

parts of Africa). In both scenarios, Brazil and China are predicted to bénlcgie econmies

by 2030, while India remains lowaniddle incomé although on the cusp of upperddle

income status the convergence scenario. Amdthe convergence scenario, most of Eastern
Europe and Central Asia also becomes high incafoag with considerdé parts of Latin

America.

In order to develogcenariosor other indicators, & combine GNI/capitacenariowith

popuation projections from the Ulfor 203Q This allows a breakdown of global population by
income group under each scenario. We takeent CO2 emitted per $ @NI datafrom the

World Bank and calculathe share of global CO2 produced by each country (and regional
aggregates) today and under each scenario asseomstant 201€02 perGNI and 2030GNIs.

(It should be noted th#hetrend is for both developing and developed countries to see declining

CO2 per GNI over time and the scenarios do not allow for)that.

Similarly we take currerttade levels expressed as a percentage of EDlloutflowsas a
percentage of GNI, research atel/elopment expenditures as a percentage ofa@dthe
number of patents per dollar of Gbm World Development Indicator datnd calcula

changeunder each scenario assuming curratibsand 2030GNIs. Table Spresent the results.

Already by 2010, ithedevelopment agendanly involveshigh incomeDAC countries helping
low income countriest addressesnly one quarter of the worldBy 2030, it is likely that more
than a third of the planet will live in countries we definetodasy hi gh i nc ome. Toda

countries will account for less than one half of the population of high income countries.
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Meanwhile, even a pessimistic reading of likely low income growth rates suggests that by 2030,
only about 8% of wohuel dwobrel didns cpooupnutiraiteisonpoor
income classificationIn terms of where poverty will remain, andraflected in the

concentration of remaining lowmcome countries in Africahe region is likely to be home to

more than three quans of those forecast to live on less than $1.25 a S8a-Saharan Africa

also poses some of the greatest challenges for other potential goateecaslilé). It is

forecast tesee a child mortality rate of 6.6% compared to a developing countrygevef 2.8%,

for example.

With regard to aicupply, Julie Walz and Vijaya Ramachandr@®11)concludethat
6traditional 6 DAC donors stil |l a&mtproportionis f or
similar to their share back in the 1970s and 1980waras and Rogerson (2012) suggest that
emerging economies may provide as much as $50 billion in aid atidleftbws by 2025. This
would imply a share between 9 and 21% of total emerging andfladG. Current DAC donors

would still remain the majority source of aid financungder these scenarios

In terms of aid demandyecause the number of likely recipient countries will fall, the potential
resources available to those left is likelygtow. Low and lowemiddle income countries today
receive an average of around 0.9% of GNI in &lthder the convergence scenario, countries that
would still be classified as low or loweniddle income in 2030 will have a combined GNI of
around 13.9 trilon dollars, suggesting if DAC aid was focused on these countries it would equal
1.32% of GNI at current DAC ODA as a proportion of GNI levelfis would increas® 2.8%

at 0.7% DAC ODA as a proportion of GNI levels (Seble7). Almost half of comined

recipient GNI is accounted for by India, howevarcountry that (under the tgear scenario)

will be on the border of uppeni ddl e i ncome status and is al
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bilateral aid programs. Removing Indiam the category of aid recipientie numbers jump to
2.3% at current DAC aid budgets as a percentage of GNI &pa&under the assumption of

0.7% aid budgetsUnder the divergence scenairivith comparatively healthy DAC growth and
weak recipiengrowthi the numbers would be higher again. And as a percentage of low income
country GNlalonein 2030 under the convergence scenario, DAC ODA would equal between 36

76%.

At the same time, for most countries the most presiénvglopmenthallengesnaybecome
increasingly less amenable to comparatively simple technical fixes (constructing schools, running
vaccination campaigns), and increasingly less reliant on outside financing. Instead, the
challenges will be institutional (converting schooling intahéag, health systems
strengthening)There will also be increasing pressure to use ODA for global public goods
provisioni not least climate change mitigation and adaptatidms might suggest both less

demand for oOtradit i ogmentabon af sugplydowatds aew areas.cr easi n g

Looking at global flows of goods and finance, fIdAC countries alreadgiccount for 43% of

global tradethis may rise as high as two thirds by 2030. This may well underestimate the

proportion of trade that will occur between developing countries. Already-Sautifn trade

accounts for about 56% of total developing country t(dkertins and Lucci, 2012)One

estimate is that around three quarters of Chine
world by 2050(King, 2011) While DAC countries may still dominate net outflows of FDI, nhon

DAC shares will likely climb to between 30 and?4®f the glolal total. Develomg countries

alreadyaccount for approximately 70% of the r | d 6 s (Marirs and kuecg 2012)While

DAC countries are likely to remain responsible for the bulk of global R&D;Dw@ countries

may catch up in terms of patent &pations. With regard to migrant flows, the majority of
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migrants from developing countries already move to a@B&D country, this share may well
increase over time, especially as many large developing countries including China have moved to

(consideraly) belowreplacement fertility rates.

Turning to global public goods and badseady, DAC countries account for only oner¢hof

t he wor |l dos,that@n2y deopito g quarterordess by 2030. givénthe
considerable majorityofth@o r | d 6 s b i o caiealsein ronDAE cosntrieshik &l
suggests global public goods issues require truly global cooperation to dddfessstory is
similar with regard to the global infectious disease burden which remains concentrated in
devdoping country reservoirs despite declining vaccination rates in manyriggme
economiesFor mo st opartngrshighis dugdesisithatitheZD at least, are the

appropriate target group.

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005)
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Table 5: Summary statistics, 2010 and 2030 scenarios

Non-DAC
DAC countries countries DAC share
GDP ($ bn) ($ bn) (%)
2010 39,673 22,504 64%
2030- convergence 54,602 82,258 40%
2030- divergence 67,727 52,383 56%
Trade ($ bn) ($ bn) (%)
2010 20,770.0 15,451.4 57%
2030- convergence 28,977.0 53,001.0 35%
2030- divergence 35,177.8 34,967.8 50%
CO2 emissions (kt) (kt) (%)
2010 10,889.2 19,182.0 36%
2030- convergence 15,344.3 83,038.8 16%
2030- divergence 19,247.6 50,682.0 27%
FDI outflows ($ bn) ($ bn) (%)
2010 1,205.5 327.6 79%
2030- convergence 1,568.7 1,116.0 58%
2030- divergence 1,983.2 765.9 72%
Patent applications (thousands) (thousands) (%)
2010 766.6 355.2 68%
2030- convergence 1,131.6 2,218.9 34%
2030- divergence 1,474.7 1,423.5 51%
R&D investment ($ bn) ($ bn) (%)
2010 1,019.4 177.2 85%
2030- convergence 1,412.1 816.6 63%
2030- divergence 1,751.5 532.5 7%
Source: Authorés cal cubaat(Z0l8ns using World Bank
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Table 6: The Sub-Saharanchallenge

Indicator

SubSaharan Africads Foreca

Share of global poor $1.25/day
Share of global poor $2/day
Secondary Completion

(% of pop. 25)

Child Mortality Rate (%)

Maternal Mortality Rate
(per 100,00 live births)
Undernourishment (%)

Life Expectancy at Birth

72-87% of global absolute poor (2@®2m people)
50-75% of global poor (41:879m people)

17% compared to developing country average of 36%

6.6% compared to developing country average of 2.8%
(SSA may account for 61% of all child deaths by 2030)

308 compared to developing country average of 129

18% compared to developing country average of 13%

59 compared to developing country average of 71

Source: Kenny and Sumner (201

Table 7: Aid flows from DAC in 2030under various scenarios

Convergence

Divergence

0.7% $388 billion
0.33% $183 billion

$480 billion
$226 billion

Sour ce: Aut h wasingWorld BahkdMDI dath (2013) s

Figure 19: Population distribution by income category

2010

N/A
2%

2030- Convergence 2030- Divergence

LICn/A
5% 39

Sour ce: Aut h asingWorld BahkdMDI data @2013) s
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Figure 20: Income classification, by scenario

2010

2030

2030

Divergence

- Low income
|:| Lower middle income
|:| Upper middle income

- High income
- Unknown

Source: Aut hordéds calcul ations
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Proposaldor aPost2015 Gobal Compact

The primary role of a 06gl ob28l5 depetopniem agersld i p 6
would be to provide resources and the environment for countries to meet the goals and targets
laid out in the development agenda itself. Those goals and targsfstao be agreed, making

the exercise of proposing content for the partnership speculative at best. Having said that, there
appears to be a growing consensus that theg8d$i development agenda should: (i) continue a
focus on progress against absoldgprivation including income, health and educatihile (ii)
providing a broader vision of development beyond the escape from absolute ;pavebrdiyi)
encompassing sustainability. Given thhis suggests scope for the global compact to span all

factor flows, the global commons and global institutional reform.

It is worth noting that some of the current
around poverty, child mortality, maternal rtadity, AIDS and education, suggest rates of
progresdor many countrieghat are not only considerably above historical norms but also
considerablyaster than progress required to meetdimeentMillennium Development Goals.

Most of these same courds, concentrated in Africa, are currently-wéck to meet theurrent

MDGs. And the implied acceleration of progress suggested by zero goals is magnitudes larger
than that accomplished in the period 2&W10. This is to say nothing of sustainabilibats,

which will likely require economic transformation on a scale considerably more extensive than

any global partnership has achieved to date.

Given these facts, if a Pe2015 development agenda is to set ambitious targets, the strength and
breadth othe global partnership underpinning that agenda should also be unprecedented
compared to historical nornigonsiderablymore ambitious than either MDG 8 or the increase in

aid flows that occurred 2062010.
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Format

It is plausible to imagine specificelemtes of O6gl obal compactd | anguag
goal area.Especially with regard to goals primarily about private and national or subnational

public goods, 6écompact | anguaged might commit ¢
of policies in support of those goals while committing donor countries to fadaupport or

otherassistance in meeting them.

At the same time, elemernits/olving6t r ue &6 g | o bvehére tipeladtions af all gourdrigss
are to some large extent immediately seférested could be separated into an M®&uccessor.
Such gbbal public good issues would include climate change mitigation, global public health,

and encouraging global (private) factor flows.
Support for Meeting National Development Goals

The disappointing but important role that aid may be playing in fosteranrg rapid progress in

the original MDG areas suggests that, for the-@0415 development agenda, there should be a
more explicit link between goal targets and aid targets. The numerical, time bound nature of
MDG targets makes them suited to an approhahgrovides financing on the delivery of results

(this does not necessarily commit to larger aid flows, merely towards greater targeting)

With regard to the poverty goal, aid has not proven itself a powerful and reliable tool for
increasing GDP per capita in a manner sufficient to ensure sustainable poverty reduction. Having
said thatKharas and Rogerson (2012) argue that the povertytigas@m of the gap between the
incomes of absolute poor peojpled $1.25 a day) is already becoming small enough to imagine

aid could fill it after allowing for somewhat increased domestic efforts (equal to 1% of nécipie

GDP). They suggest that, nrtergeting aside, poverty eradication would cost around 0.5% of
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DAC GDP today and falling to 0.3% by 2025. The second number is below current aid levels

amongst DAC countries.

Donors might agree to pr ovNoteghoweventwsuche t o f i | |
commitment would target aid without regard to country capacity to use aid effectively. To limit

this problem, the aid commitment might only be held to stand if domestic countries had already

put in poverty alleviation programs equal to one paroé GDP andystems that allowed for

comparatively accurateansfers to the poorest.

Similarly, donors might provide a paymentsupport of the costsf meeting other sectoral

MDGs. Approaches that add up the individual costs of particular chilthheterventions like
vaccination programs come to a number of around $14 billion in additional spending to provide
an essential package of child health interventions (although these would be sufficient to meet the
original MDG target of a two thirds redtion on mortality, it is not clear they would be sufficient

to reduce deat hs(vané&kddneeeal. @010 and Sfentierd ethle 0B8] s )

with income poverty reduction, the real cost is likely to be considerably higher due to mis
targding, however donors would provide an incentive for sustainability by providing financing

only on the basis of efficient costs.

Again, in developing countries that committed to improwe diality of education, donorswd
commit toprovide anex-post incentive paymeiior each additional student that completed
primary school and was independently verified to be able read and write a simple paragraph, do

simple sums and make charige.

18 Carrera et al (2012tudysuggested that for each $1 million invested in egigitused national health programs,

81 deaths of children under age five could be prevented. That implies that reducing the current 7 million child deaths
worldwide by twathirds might cost as much as $86 billion each year.

1 Note financing issues are a comparatively minor part of meeting likely education goals. Any goal around
improved learning outcomes, for example, is far more about systemic education sector reform ratutitioaal

46



Potential target languader a compact around national pregs and aid flowsnight include:

e As part of a global commitment to [end absolute poverty], low and lovigdle income
countries commit to introduce a transparent and efficient transfer system to their poorest
citizens, mobilizing domestic resources edoait least one percent of GDP to fund it.
Between 2020 and 2030igh income countries will finance the additional incremental
efficient costs of transfeto ensure no person lives on less than $1.25/day, with payment

made on the basis of verified colefed transfers.

e As part of a global commitment to [reduce child and maternal mortality alongside
illiteracy], low and lower middle income countries commit to putting in place universal
health and education systems that ensure efficient delivery ofleasing and health
services to all. Btween 2020 and 2030 high income countries will finance the
incremental efficient costs of a provision of a basic package of health and education
services in low and lower middle income countries sufficient to meatdmmitments,

with payment made on the basis of verified achieved mortality reductions.
Aid
Beyond goakpecific aid flows, there is also spacetfmgets to improveuality of aid and

overall commitment amountwhich might fit (somewhat awkwardly) anglobal public good

goal These might include:

e In order to increase the quality of assistance, the proportion of ODA channeled through

multilateral institutions will increase to [one half] of total aid flows by 2020. The

money. India provides a recent example: independent surveys suggest that over a recent period where funding per
primary student increased 70%, test scores actually fell. Similarly with easily prevented child and maternal

mortality, the chaknge is to see far wider adoption of simple health techniques including hand washing, safe birth
practices, getting kids vaccinated, learning how to administer oral rehydration therapy and putting children under bed
nets.
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proportion of bilateral ODA thaises country systems and appears on country budgets

will reach [four fifths] by 2020

In order to strengthen the global commons, donor countries will ensure that support for
facilities providing global public goods provision (excluding climate and peapikgpe

reach [10%] of total ODA by [2020]

We recommit to the UN target of high income countries progressing towards ODA flows
equal to 0.7% of GNI, and we commit to direct existing and new flows towards

achievement of pos2015 development agenda priorities

Non-Aid Finance

While there is a considerable agenda in theadrfinance component of a global partnership

not least to avoid crises and foster greater féowss difficult to imagine sensible numerical

targets in this area. However, importirtguage might be included in the p@6t5

development agenda that could hold governments at least somewhat to aceoesss including

financial stability and the development impact of private flows as well as increased legitimacy

and funding for the IMF

We will work towards greater stability in global financial flows and lower risk of
financial crises through coopd¢in at the IMF and the Basel Committee on Banking
supervision. We will ensure international public debt terms are public and transparent.
The G20 group of nations will strengthen the peeview process to foster policies

which ensure strong, sustaimalgrowth.

We commit to a strong global agreement on tax avoidance and tax transparency

(including a requirement for corporations to publish taxes paid in each tax jurisdiction in
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which they operate). We commit further to a global agreement on tax ¢oeddseign

taxes paid.

e We will support continued enhancement of IMF capacity to respond to financial crises
including increased quota contributions especially from economies that are responsible

for an increased proportion of global output.

¢ We will ensue greater responsible and wedlgulated private sector participation in
delivering the broad po&015 development agenda by: facilitating puplrozate
partnerships in health, education and infrastructure, and increasing the proportion of
investment fran private sources by %] by 2030; and increasing the transparency of
public-private partnerships through open contracting and wider adoption of standards

including EITI and the Equator Principles.
Trade

Turning to a global partnership on traddnil emerging economy tariffs on LDC imports remain
higherthan OECD tariffs 14% on agricultural proaus, 8% on textiles for example.
NonethelessChina is already expanding duee access to LDCs from 60% in 2010 up to 97%,
and India pledged to reach 838 2012?° This suggests it might be possible to askalbr
countries to provide dutfree quotafree access for least developed countries [202There is

an additionahontariff agenda, although this may be harder to put in terms of numerical targets
It is worth noting that, given their comparative advantage indosgt labor, lowerincome

countries would benefit in particular from further progress on trade in services and construction.

e We recommit to global agreements through the WTO as theafiestive tool to

increase the development impact of trade

22012 MDG Gap Task Force Report
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e We will complete progress towards2b dutyfree quotafree access for least developed
countries and as a global community we universally commit tofiedy quotaree

access for goods from ldateveloped countries by [2020].

¢ We will move towards simplified rules of origin better suited to support all countries

benefit from participation in global production chains.

e We will work together at the World Trade Organization towards a new agredraent t
reduces notariff barriers to trade including harmonized standards on goods and services
that can be traded (in particular covering phytosanitary and technical barriers to trade) and

the movement of people as part of trade in services and construction
Migration

Given the considerable percentage of-loaome migration in particular that flows to other
developing countries, this is a second area whe2€ (®r broader) involvement will be

important to making any targets meaningful. Migration isafrse a particularly contentious

area but it may be possible to increase the development impact of immigration without increasing
the overall number of migrants, which might increase the acceptability of any targets. There is
also the potential to increa the number of students and skilled workers which might create less

opposition.

Given the importance of remittances to developmettheersuitable MDG 8 target might be to
further reluce the costs of remittancé@$e global average cost of remittingrfdsis about9% of

the sum being transferred (World Bank, 201@}psts to Africa are highémat about 12%. Within

the G8 that cost varies between about 16% in Japan and 2.4% in Russia. The G8 and G20 have

both endorsed the 5x5 initiative that aims tm¢premittance prices down to 5% by 2014. Given
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prices are already considerably below that in some countries, and with technology advance, it

should be possibl®treduce costs further.aBh 1% reduction in remittance sending costs

translates into an adibnal $4 billion flowing to recipénts in developing countries

Given these constraints, potential Goal language might include:

We recognize the importance of crdswder movement of people to breladsed
development and we commit to facilitating that movement both with regard to temporary
and permanent relocation, including the strengthening of global institutions that support

sweh facilitation.

High income countries commit to [double] the proportion of all migrants admitted that

come from low and lowemiddle income countries by [2025].

The G20 will reduce the cost of remitting funds to low and lower middle income

countries to blow [5%] of remittance value by 2020 and below [3%] by 2030

High income countries commit not to practice tuition fee discrimination against LDC

students.

We commit to work towards agreeing stronger international standards governing

professional and techeal qualification to improve the portability of skills worldwide.
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Technology and Ideas

Given the centrality of technology to global progresspecially in health there are grounds for
a considerably increased focus on technology in a global compact for development. And once
again the increasing role of29 countries in global researchdadevelopment suggests that they

should play an important role.

Limiting the potential negative impact of the WTO TRIPS agreement on LDCs should be an

importantelement of the health agenda

e We commit to extend the WTO leimcomeTrade Related Aspect$ mtellectual

Property Right€ompliancy transition period until [2030]

¢ We will work towards a global agreement on simplification and harmonization of clinical

trial procedures and approval of new crop varieties and foods.

e (G-20 nations will progress towds increasing the percentage of GDP that goes towards
research into global public good priority areas such as disease, renewable energy and

energy efficiency, agricultural productivity and sustainability by [0.5%].

¢ High income countries will [double] finaing to the Consultative Group on International
Agricultural Research and support the creation of similar bodies coveringsrakaloff

grid renewable energy and neglected tropical diseases.
Other Global Public Goods

The Cancun climate conferengevided a warming goand initial funding requirements while
the UN Sustainable Energy For All Initiatipeovides goals on energy intensity and renewable

energy use required to make that goal plausible
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e We will ensure greenhouse gas emissions are @mstrin order to limit climate to°g
or less. As part of this target, we wilcrease renewable energy use globally by 30% by

2030.

e Current e@veloped countries will provide $10 billion a year to establish a Green Climate

Fund to mobilize $100 billionranually to assist with climate mitigation and adaptation.
Another option for climate goals based on previous commitments might include:
e The G20 nations will eliminate all fossil fuel subsidies by [2020]

Additional approaches to climate and energy thati$ on technology and consumption rather

than output might include:

e We will support policy and technology innovations to ensure that, on the margin,
renewable power is the cheapest form of electricity for wholesale distribution to the

majority of global @mand by [2025]

e We commit to reduce thgreenhouse gaontent of global consumption by [40%] by

2030

On the basis of historical trends, forest area will reduce by 6.8% by 2030. A stretch goal might
be to halt and reverse this loss. In additioen2010Nagoya Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity agreed a number of goals suitable for a global environment

goal.

e Worldwide,areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry as wall f&sh and
invertebrate stocks and aquatic plastisuld be managed sustainably by 2G2@ that
incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity should be eliminated, phased out
or reformed
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e We will halt (by 2020) and reverse the global trendeawls deforestation.

The largest current challenge of the global owns is communicable diseashust looking at
vaccinepreventable deaths, vaccines and immunizations currently avert bet8ewiflidn

deaths a year, and 1.5 million children still dach year from vaccingreventable diseases
according to the WH@' Compare war, genocide and staponsored violence, which

Leitenberg (2006) estimat&sled an average of around 2.5 million deaths a year over the course
of the Twentieth Century, or thmpacts of climate change that has already occlinduch the

WHO estimates at 150,000 deaths a year. This does not account for the majority of diarrheal
deaths, malaria and HIV deaths, which are largely preventable but for there is no immunization.

One approacho this issuanight be an ovearching treaty:

¢ We commit to negotiate a global infectious disdasaty that providesprotections to
international vaccine workers; commits signatories to make all reasonable effort to
monitor disease spread amdrden while vaccinating every child worldwide against a
range of the most common vaccipeeventable infectious diseases; provides for enhanced
financing of vaccination programs, monitoring, research efforts to develop vaccines,
treatments and respongegesistance; supports standardized trial and approval
procedures; and guarantees an intellectual property regime that ensures rapid

dissemination of new immunizations and treatments worldwide.

Turning to war and violencen the basis of recent histagldrendsglobal military expenditure
as a percentage of GDP will fall by one quarter by 2030 providing the basisrierthird

reductionstretchgoal. Military expenditure declining by as much as a third as a proportion of

2 see http://www.who.int/immunization_monitoring/Global_Immunization_Data.pdf
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GDP still suggests that abate global spending would increase by as much as@@%qgiven

Subramani ands forecast that gl obal)GDP will

e We will reduce global military expenditure as a percentage of GDP by one third, while

fully supporting intemational peacekeeping operations.
Global Institutions

Given the pos2015 development agenda will be agreed at the UN, which will be expected to
play a central role in monitoring and delivering on the commitments, there appears to be a role

for targetgrelated to global institutions themselves:

¢ We commit to an open, meifitased appointment system regardless of race, creed, sex or

nationality throughout UN system at all levels

e We will engage in ongoing voting reform at international financial institutioretter
reflect the changing global economy, and membership reform at the UN Security Council

to better reflect representation of the
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Conclusion

Sustaining global progregsto the third decade of the new millenniweguires greataglobal
cooperation, especially given the growing challenges of preserving the global commons. If aid in
particular is to play a role ihatprogress, it should be closely tied to actual outcomes related to

post2015 development goals.

The original MDGS failed to provide either a strong global compact on progress against poverty

and deprivation or a language to underpin a robust partnership to provide global public goods.

The post2015 development agenda offers a second chance for world leadees [§sith the

increased urgency of questions around sustainability and the increased ambition suggested by
potential O0zero goalsdé covering development tar
surrounding compact and partnership issues is greateeviean To date, the discussion over

partnership and compact issues has lagged significantly behind that on development targets. Itis

time for that to change.
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Annex|: Language from The Millennium Declaration on A Global Compact for

Development

Wer esol veé t o cr @ atthe natonal amthglobal leveisrakikevhich is

conducive to development and to the elimination of poverty.

€ We are committed thbased predictpbke and ndiscriminatoeyb | e rul e

multilateral tradingand financial system.

We are concerned about the obstacles developing countries face in mobilizing the resources

needed to finance their sustained devel opment é
We al so undertake to address the speci al needs
We call on thendustrialized countries:

A To adopt é -andmuotdiecagcess for essantiayly all exports from the least

developed countries;
A To implement the enhanced programme of debt

A To gr aerbus decelommeny @ssistance, especially to countries that are genuinely

making an effort to apply their resources to poverty reduction.

We are also determined to deal comprehensively and effectively with the debt problems of low

and middleincomed evel opi ng countri esé
We also resolve to address the special needs of small island developing States....

We recognize the special needs and problems of the landlocked developing countries, and urge
both bilateral and multilateral donors to increase fireramd technical assistance to this group

of countries to meet their special development needs ..
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Annex|l: Indicator Definitions

Relative progress towards MD@&a ch countryds progress in terms
was measured relative to requitatprovement for each country to mele¢ targetThe
percentage change in performance between 1990 and the latest year for which data was available

was calculated, and this figure was divided by the percentage change required to meet the target.
e Proporton of population below $1.25 per day
e Prevalence of undernourishment
e Primary completion rate (% of relevant age group)
¢ Ratio of girls to boys in primary and secondary education
e Under5 mortality rate (per 1,000)
e Maternal mortality rate (per 100k births)
e Prevalence of HIV/AIDS (% of population ages-#9)

e Improved water source (% of population without access)

Sourceleo and Barmeier (2010)

Improvement relative to historicphtterns of chang@®rogress within each country during the
period before the MDGatgets wergleclaredvas compared to countriesod6 p
target between 2000 and 2008. Countries whose current rate of progregeatastharheir

historical rate of changsere coded as 1.

Source: Kenny and Sumner (2011)
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Initiative for Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC Initiative): A joint IM®/orld Bank
approach to debt relief that providelw special ¢
thirty-five countriesvhichh ave r eached t he ppandareracemysebtc o mpl et i c

relief were coded as 1.

The Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI): All countriegachinghe completion point
under the HIPC Initiative are eligible for the MDRI, an initiative whichvpies 100 percent

relief on eligible debt. Countrieshich benefitted from the MDRI by 2012 were coded as 1.

Source: http://www.imf.org/external/np/exr/facts/mdri.htm
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Table 9: Aid flows and performancewithin countries relative to historical trends

Mean amulativeODA / capita

20012010
N (Current$)
Child mortality
Outperforming trend 68 1306.2
Not outperforming trend 68 681.1
Difference 625.1
Maternal mortality
Outperforming trend 42 643.5
Not outperforming trend 87 761.4
Difference 117.9
Gender equality
Outperforming trend 35 652.3
Not outperforming trend 26 663.6
Difference 11.2
Primary education
Outperforming trend 46 597.4
Not outperforming trend 22 817.1
Difference 219.7

Note: A twosided ttest was employed to test for a difference in means between each group. No significant
differences were observed.
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Table 10: Expected and actual progress in reachingeleced MDGs

Child Primary Primary Maternal

Mortality Education Equality Mortality
Start Year Date 1990 1999 1999 1990
Start Year Value 97 82 91 440
Expected Value 2010 66 85 95 258
Actual Value 2010 63 90 97 240
Target Value 2015 32 100 100 110

Note start date, actual value and target value data from UN MDG progress report. Because the two
sources have different country samples and report different actual outcomes, results have been stanc
by calculating expected value using Kenng &umner (201) table 8, and UN MDG report actual value
applying the following formula: Expected value = (UN MDG report Actu@Population Weighted
Developing Country Average (Actual) ) + (Kenny and Sumner Population Weighted Developing Coul
Average(Predicted))

Table 11: Summary statistics for indicators used in analysis

Indicator Mean Standard deviatio
Aid

ODA / capita (2010) $138.93 $245.35

Cumulative ODA / capita (2062010) $979.23 $1919.26
Co u nt relatigesprogresstoward MDG s

Poverty 0.18 3.94

Nourishment 0.39 1.29

Primary education 1.33 23.33

Gender equality 0.45 3.19

Child mortality 0.83 0.46

Maternal mortality 0.47 0.8

HIV/AIDS -4.83 7.92

Water 0.59 1.93
Leo and Barmeier

MDG Progress Inde$core(out of possible 8) 4.1 1.66

Source: ODA figures are from the World Bank WDI data (2013), relative progredd@@dProgress Index Score is
from Leo and Barmeier (2010).
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Table 12: Multiple regression analysis of cumulative ODA received, or ODA received in
2010, and MDG Progress Index score anldg GDP / capita in 2011

(1) (2)
Cumulative ODA/capita ODA/capita

20012010 (log) 2010 (log)

MDG Progress Score -0.10 -0.16
(adjusted for data avail.) (0.08) (0.09)
GDP / capita, 2011 -0.10 -0.08
(log) (0.11) (0.13)
Constant 7.13" 5.15"

(0.80) (0.89)
N 121 120
r2 0.038 0.4

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001



Table 13: Simple regression analysis of relative progregsward selected MDGs and HIPCstatus (countries reaching
completion point by 2013 were coded as 1)

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Primary Gender Child Maternal
education  equality mortality ~ mortality

Poverty  Nourishment HIV/IAIDS Water

FHEE

HIPC 0.68 -0.04 -0.96 0.57 -0.41 -0.28 1.62 0.09
(-0.93) (-0.26) (-4.9) (-0.72) (-0.08) (-0.16) (-1.71) (-0.39)
-0.01 0.40° 1.58 0.31 0.93" 0.55" -5.37" 0.56
Constant
(-0.49) (-0.13) (-2.51) (-0.36) (-0.04) (-0.08) (-0.99) (-0.2)
N 91 128 118 106 138 132 96 125
r2 0.01 0 0 0.01 0.15 0.02 0.01 0

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Table 14: Simple regression analysis of relative progress toward selected MDGs and MDRI status (countries reaching
completion point by 2013 were coded as 1)

(1) (2) 3) (4) () (6) (7) (8)

Primary Gender Child Maternal
education  equality mortality ~ mortality

Poverty  Nourishment HIV/AIDS Water

EE33

VDRI 1 0.1 -1.22 0.55 -0.41 -0.25 1.89 0.31
(-0.9) (-0.25) (-4.8) (-0.7) (-0.08) (-0.15) (-1.69) (-0.38)
-0.12 0.36° 1.67 0.3 0.94” 0.54™ -5.49" 0.50
Constant
(-0.49) (-0.14) (-2.54) (-0.36) (-0.04) (-0.08) (-1.00) (-0.21)
N 91 128 118 106 138 132 96 125
r2 0.01 0 0 0.01 0.15 0.02 0.01 0.01

*p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001



Table 15: Simple regression analysis of relative progress toward selected MDGs and cumulative ODA / capita received

(1)

Poverty  Nourishment

. HIV/AIDS
education

(8)

Water

*kk

-0.41
(-0.12)

3.05°
(-0.75)

Cumulative
ODA/capita 0.11
20012010 (log)  0-36)
0.74

Constant

(-2.04)
N 84
r2 0

120
0.09

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001
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