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In September the presidents and prime ministers of the world will meet in New York to assess a decade of antipoverty efforts and discuss the way forward in moments of unprecedented combination of global crises in climate, food, energy, finances and the economy.

The United Nations was created more than six decades ago around the belief in a world free of “fear and want” and with “dignity for all” in a framework of a “just and lasting peace”. In 1995, after the end of the Cold War that dream became the solemn commitment by all heads of State and government to eradicate poverty from the world and to achieve gender equity. In 2000 the Millennium Declaration set the date of 2015 to achieve the most urgent of the internationally agreed social development goals, known as “Millennium Development Goals” or MDGs.  These policies were focalized on the bottom billion, the poorest nations.

However, in September 2008, ministers from around the world stated that “1.4 billion people—most of them women and girls—still live in extreme poverty...” and in January 2010 the World Bank announced that “an estimated 64 million more people may be living in extreme poverty by the end of 2010 due to the crisis“.
 With around 1.5 billion people in extreme poverty in 2010 (1.4 in 2008 plus 64 millions added by the crisis in 2009), the poverty reduction promise seems almost impossible to achieve! 

In fact, according to the report of the secretary general of the United Nations, the number of people under the $1 a day poverty line in regions were LDCs are commonly found increased.  For example, that number “went up by 92 million in sub-Saharan Africa and by 8 million in West Asia during the period 1990 to 2005”. Further, “the poverty situation is more serious when other dimensions of poverty, acknowledged at the 1995 World Summit for Social Development, such as deprivation, social exclusion and lack of participation, are also considered”.

Growing poverty in the developing world including the LDCs is a result, among other reasons, of developed countries not meeting their commitments (MDG 8) to create global partnerships around trade, aid and debt and technology transfer. Since 2000 there was some partial progress in bilateral and multilateral debt cancellation benefitting Iraq, Nigeria and some of the poorest countries, but the creation of a balanced debt workout mechanism is still pending. A “development round” of trade negotiations began in Doha in September 2001, but it is still far from being concluded and its development component is insignificant.  ODA in proportion to the total economy of the donor countries “peaked” in 2008… at the same percentage level of 1992!  OECD estimates that DAC countries will fall short in US $21 billion from their 2010 Gleneagles commitment and as a group developed countries are still far from achieving the longstanding goal of mobilizing 0.7% of GNP in ODA.

MDG 8, to be met largely by developed countries, is the only goal which lacks time-bound commitments and the one where less progress is registered.   This exemplifies the asymmetries in global governance –where the weak are held to international standards while the powerful can simply ignore their part in creating a better world.

The disciplines imposed by trade and investment agreements and policy conditionalities by the Bretton Woods Institutions are restricting the policy space of LDCs and developing countries to take the paths that successfully lifted some countries out of poverty a few decades ago, without having created mechanisms for a predictable and commensurate transfer of resources. That policy space for countries needs to be reaffirmed and the now obvious need to regulate financial speculation can be transformed into a resource generating mechanism through an FTT, aptly called “Robin Hood Tax”.

The biggest and richest economies of the world reacted to the global financial and economic crisis with an unprecedented mobilization of trillions of dollars to rescue failed banks and corporations and to stimulate their economies. The G20 is credited by analysts with having avoided major protectionist reactions by its members. Yet, it lacks any institutional capacity to implement its decisions. As a forum it lacks transparency, not just towards non-members countries but also towards its own members and there are no established procedures to introduce issues in the agenda or to reach consensus when different views collide. The common views of the G20 members have to be implemented through existing institutions (or creating new ones) and in that regard the G20 has relied mainly on the IMF and the World Bank, only demanding from the UN a minor role in monitoring vulnerabilities created or made worse by the crisis.

The G20 is delving into economic policy making fiercely and is doing so without the vote and voice of LDCs, the most vulnerable and least responsible for the current global economic crisis, and using a business as usual approach when the concurrent crises require a comprehensive justice program.  While promising to repair the global economy and build an inclusive and sustainable recovery, G-20 leaders have instead injected 1.1 trillion dollars into many of the same institutions whose economic, finance and trade policies exacerbated the speed, scale and impact of the crisis.  This was done before any substantial reform in the voice and vote of LDCs in these institutions, a principle which has been approved, but not implemented in any meaningful way.

This chaotic governance of the world economy needs to be reformulated and the UN has to play a major role in it. On the one hand the UN provides a transparent and legitimate framework for international decision-making; on the other the UN is uniquely placed to support national development strategies through a coordinated approach of its funds, programs and specialized agencies at the country level.  It is therefore important that the UN use the concurrent crises as an opportunity to increase its efforts to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its development programs in support of system-wide coherence.  Yet there is no link between the GA and the G20 where actual decisions are made.  The G20 needs to be made more accountable and more evenly balanced in regional terms, within the UN framework.  The G20 must deal with the gaps in accountability and representation of the interests of the global community governments should adhere to five key principles and benchmarks for renewing multilateralism:

1) Be Inclusive of the poorest countries - Starting with the African Union. There is great diversity among developing countries.  Brazil, India, China and South Africa have emerged as important new players, but they cannot be expected to speak effectively to the interests of Sub Saharan Africa or low-income countries and least developed countries, which face specific unique challenges for recovery. 

2) Representative in composition. 
3) Transparent and accountable. 
4) Strengthens the role of the UN. The UN Commission of Experts on the International Monetary and Financial System led by Joseph Stiglitz called on the establishment of a Global Economic Coordinating Council within the UN. This can be a good model. 
5)  Open to civil society.   
The 2009 Social Watch Report, based on reports from civil society organizations in over 60 countries, found a lot of evidence that to invest in the poor, through social services or even direct cash transfers makes for a better stimulus package for the economies as a whole then subsidizing the already rich. The reason for this match of the ethical imperative with economic good sense is simple, in times of crisis affluent people save when they can and risk-aversion demoralizes investors, whereas those living in poverty can only spend any support they get.

The less privileged in rich and poor countries alike not only suffer the direct consequences of the concurrent crises in the form of loss of jobs, savings and even their households, but are also required to pay for the rescue and stimulus packages of the current financial crisis through higher taxes and reduced salaries and social benefits. 

In this context, to call for “more of the same” is not the answer. More aid money and better trade terms for developing countries are an ethical imperative now even more than before. But, to face the dramatic social and environmental impacts of the current multiple crises, we need to move beyond a “business as usual” approach and start work towards a comprehensive justice programme:

· Climate justice--recognition of the “climate debt”, investment in clean technologies and promotion of a decent job creating green economy

· Financial, fiscal and economic justice --the financial sector should pay for the crisis they created, through a financial transaction tax or similar mechanism;  speculation needs to be regulated, tax heavens and the ‘race to the bottom’ in tax policies ended or reverted, developing countries allowed defensive control of capital flows and policy space.  

Additionally, as Paragraph 28of the Outcome document of the United Nations Conference on the World Financial and Economic Crisis and its Impact on Development (Outcome Document) states  “Donors should review and, if appropriate, increase or redirect their assistance to developing countries to enable them to mitigate and more effectively respond to the crisis in accordance with their national strategies.”  The crisis should be seen as an opportunity to advance in key reforms in the global economic governance, including reforms of the BWIs and debt workout mechanisms.
World Bank governance reform: Voice and participation of developing countries in the governance of the World Bank needs to be reformulated so that it effectively reflects its development mandate.
IMF governance reform: It is imperative to undertake a comprehensive and fast-tracked reform of the IMF giving its increasing role in lending to developing countries. This process will increase its credibility and accountability and can also have direct affects on the availability of resources for developing countries for financing and social protection.
Avoid a new debt crisis: Many developing countries had to rely on increase borrowing from the international financial institutions. The World Bank increased its lending commitments by US $12.8 billion in 2009 to record levels, and the IMF made additional commitments of US $70 billion. The deepening financial crisis in combination with other concurrent crises threatens to increase the debt and therefore threatens the debt sustainability of developing countries. This growing pressure limits the ability of these States to enact the appropriate fiscal measures to mitigate the impact of the crisis or engage in development financing. Appropriate measures must be taken to mitigate the negative effects of the crisis on the indebtedness of developing States and to avoid a new debt crisis. 

Additionally, there is a need for exploring enhanced approaches to the restructuring of sovereign debt based on existing frameworks and principles, broad creditors’ and debtors’ participation and comparable burden-sharing among creditors. And debt workout mechanism, suggested many years ago, is now a high priority in the international agenda.

In times of unprecedented crisis, courage to be bold and innovative is required from leaders. Ten years ago the Millennium Declaration promised “a more peaceful, prosperous and just world”
� From the "Accra Agenda for Action”, adopted by the Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, September 4, 2008.





