
The Global Partnership for  
Development: Time to Deliver

Millennium Development Goal 8

http://www.un.org/esa/policy/mdggap/

MDG Gap Task Force  
Report 2011

Printed at the United Nations,  New York

11-38394—September 2011—5,800

USD 15

ISBN 978-92-1-101245-3

UNITED NATIONS



The present report was prepared by the MDG Gap Task Force, which was created by the 

Secretary-General of the United Nations to improve the monitoring of MDG 8 by leveraging inter-

agency coordination. More than 20 United Nations agencies are represented on the Task Force, 

including the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, as well as the Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development and the World Trade Organization. The United 

Nations Development Programme and the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the 

United Nations Secretariat acted as lead agencies in coordinating the work of the Task Force. The 

Task Force was co-chaired by Jomo Kwame Sundaram, Assistant Secretary-General for Economic 

Development, and Olav Kjørven, Assistant Secretary-General and Director of the Bureau for 

Development Policy of the United Nations Development Programme, and coordinated by Rob 

Vos, Director in the Department of Economic and Social Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat. 

List of bodies and agencies represented on the MDG Gap Task Force

Department of Economic and Social  Affairs 
of  the United Nations Secretariat  (UN/DESA)

Department of Public Information of the 
United Nations Secretariat  (DPI)

Economic and Social  Commission for Asia 
and the Pacif ic  (ESCAP)

Economic and Social  Commission for 
Western Asia (ESCWA)

Economic Commission for Africa (ECA)

Economic Commission for Europe (ECE)

Economic Commission for Latin America 
and the Caribbean (ECLAC)

International Labour Organization (ILO)

International Monetary Fund (IMF)

International Telecommunication Union (ITU)

International Trade Centre (ITC)

Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/
AIDS (UNAIDS)

Office of the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR)

Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD)

United Nations Children’s  Fund (UNICEF)

United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD)

United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP)

United Nations Educational, Scientif ic  and 
Cultural  Organization (UNESCO)

United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC)

United Nations Fund for International 
Partnerships (UNFIP)

United Nations Industrial  Development 
Organization (UNIDO)

United Nations Inst i tute for Training and 
Research (UNITAR)

United Nations International Strategy for 
Disaster Reduction (UNISDR)

United Nations Office for Project  Services 
(UNOPS)

United Nations Office of the High 
Representative for the Least  Developed 
Countries, Landlocked Developing 
Countries and Small  Is land Developing 
States (UN-OHRLLS)

United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA)

United Nations Research Inst i tute for Social 
Development (UNRISD)

World Bank

World Food Programme (WFP)

World Health Organization (WHO)

World Inst i tute for Development Economics 
Research of the United Nations University 
(UNU-WIDER)

World Meteorological  Organization (WMO)

World Tourism Organization (UNWTO)

World Trade Organization (WTO)

Cover photo: © UN Photo/Eskinder Debebe.



Millennium Development Goal 8

The Global Partnership for 
Development: Time to Deliver

asdf
United Nations
New York, 2011

MDG Gap Task Force Report 2011



United Nations publication 
Sales No. E.11.I.11 
ISBN 978-92-1-101245-3

© Copyright United Nations, 2011 
All rights reserved



iii

Preface

Last September, when world leaders met to take stock of the progress made 
towards the Millennium Development Goals, they agreed that achieving the 
Goals was realistic and confirmed their obligation to reach them by the 2015 
deadline.

Governments also reaffirmed their commitments to support national 
efforts to meet the Goals, both through direct assistance and by creating a more 
enabling international economic environment for development.

To this end, Member States, together with international institutions and 
non-State actors in civil society and the private sector, have forged a global part-
nership for development. The present report assesses the current state of that 
partnership.

The partnership has produced important achievements, including a record 
volume of official development assistance (ODA) in 2010, increased aid to the 
least developed countries (LDCs) and growing South-South and other coopera-
tion for development.

Still, there is reason for concern about the rate and scale of progress as 2015 
draws near. Three examples highlight the problem.

First, even as ODA reached record levels in 2010, donor Governments 
intend to increase spending more slowly during 2011-2013. It is unclear how this 
will accord with pledges to raise aid levels to the United Nations target of 0.7 per 
cent of national income by 2015.

Second, despite intense negotiations at the World Trade Organization to 
deliver on the Doha Development Agenda, there are fears that the Round may 
not be successfully concluded, even a decade after it began. Governments are 
discussing a package of trade policy reforms for the December 2011 Ministerial 
Conference aimed at benefiting the LDCs. While this is a positive development, 
I believe more can be done.

Third, although there have been major efforts to increase access to medi-
cines and information and communication technologies, their costs remain pro-
hibitive in many developing countries. Both present a hindrance to development.

This fourth report of the MDG Gap Task Force challenges the interna-
tional community and other stakeholders to intensify their efforts to realize the 
potential of the global partnership for development. There are many initiatives, 
large and small, official and non-State, to monitor their implementation, and, as 
the report highlights, the United Nations system is initiating a more comprehen-
sive framework for holding all partners accountable for what they are doing—and 
where they are falling short.
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I call upon all members of the global partnership to deliver on their prom-
ises. Only four years remain. The stakes are high, but so are the rewards.

Ban Ki-moon 
Secretary-General of the United Nations
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Executive summary

With only four years remaining in which to achieve the key targets of the Mil-
lennium Development Goals (MDGs), most of the world’s Heads of State and 
Government came to the United Nations in September 2010 to take stock of 
progress made thus far. Despite significant setbacks owing to the 2008-2009 
global economic crisis and surges in food and energy prices, it seems that the 
developing world as a whole will reach many of the MDGs. However, some 
countries and regions are not on track to reach the goals and require intensified 
efforts to reduce poverty and child and maternal mortality rates and to improve 
access to drinking water and sanitation. The objective of MDG 8 is to assist 
all developing countries in achieving the goals through a strengthened global 
partnership for international development cooperation. The present report 
describes how that partnership is producing significant results on many fronts, 
but notes that many important gaps between expectations and delivery remain. 
At the High-level Plenary Meeting of the General Assembly on the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) (the “MDG summit”), which was held from 20 to 
22 September 2010, Governments committed themselves to strengthening the 
global partnership in order to “keep the promises” to the peoples of the world, 
particularly the poorest among them, which they had made 10 years previously 
in the Millennium Declaration.

When the MDG partnership goals were conceived, the deep global 
financial and economic crisis of 2008-2009 and its consequences had not been 
anticipated. Indeed, many countries now need to devote substantial additional 
resources to MDG-related programmes to overcome the effects of the global 
recession; in some cases, as much as 1.5 per cent of their annual gross domestic 
product (GDP) is required. This is beyond what many countries can mobilize 
on their own. Stepping up international support is, therefore, essential.

To underscore the importance of the promised cooperation in realizing 
the MDGs by 2015, the United Nations is setting up an enhanced monitoring 
mechanism to provide greater accountability for delivery on the commitments 
to the global partnership for development among all stakeholders. To be called 
the Integrated Implementation Framework (IIF), the proposal is expected to 
be operational by the end of 2011.

At the same time, it has become increasingly recognized that, in our 
highly decentralized international system, greater coherence is needed among 
policies on aid, trade, finance, employment and the environment. With com-
mitments made at so many international forums and meetings, it is essential 
that these policies and other efforts complement one another in a coherent 
manner and that they not work at cross purposes. As the United Nations is the 
global community’s forum for integrated, holistic policy discussion, the Gen-
eral Assembly decided to begin, later in 2011, to consider how to better serve 
that function so as to, inter alia, best facilitate the achievement of the MDGs 
in all countries.
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Official development assistance
Donor countries provided a record-high $129 billion in official development 
assistance (ODA) in 2010, which was equivalent to 0.32 per cent of the gross 
national income (GNI) of members of the Development Assistance Committee 
(DAC). Only five countries provided assistance exceeding the United Nations 
target level of 0.7 per cent of GNI, and a large gap of $153 billion remains in 
actual delivery. Moreover, owing to fiscal constraints in several donor countries, 
growth of ODA is expected to slow to about 2 per cent per year during 2011-2013, 
compared to 8 per cent annually over the previous three years.

Aid to the least developed countries (LDCs) has also increased, but it, too, 
remains below targeted levels. DAC member countries provided $37 billion in 
ODA to LDCs in 2009, or 0.10 per cent of their combined GNI, well short of 
the United Nations target of between 0.15 and 0.20 per cent. In absolute values, 
the shortfall was between $21 billion and $40 billion. Other groups of countries 
that are accorded special focus at the United Nations—particularly Africa, small 
island developing States (SIDS) and landlocked developing countries (LLDCs)—
have also seen rising ODA inflows, though not as much as required. Overall, 
ODA remains highly concentrated. The top 10 recipients receive about one quar-
ter of DAC aid and the top 20 recipients receive 38 per cent. Conversely, many 
countries are underserved.

South-South and other non-DAC official cooperation for development pur-
poses have grown significantly over the decade. Data on such flows are incom-
plete, but were estimated to be in the range of $12 billion to $15 billion as at 
end-2008. Private philanthropy to support the development of developing coun-
tries was estimated to have reached $53 billion in 2009, mainly, though not 
exclusively, from sources in the United States of America.

At the same time, important resource needs remain unmet; hence, discus-
sions on “innovative” sources of financing for development have recently received 
renewed attention. Interest seems to have grown, particularly in Europe, in adopt-
ing financial transaction taxes, which could potentially mobilize considerable 
amounts of additional resources that could be harnessed for development purposes.

Considerable international attention has been devoted to strengthening aid 
effectiveness through greater capacity-building within developing-country Gov-
ernments and the promotion of effectiveness principles, such as aligning donors’ 
aid objectives with recipient countries’ national development strategies, stream-
lining administrative processes and promoting recipient “ownership” of donor-
assisted programmes and projects. An important DAC-led international stocktak-
ing of progress in implementing the aid effectiveness agenda will take place later 
in 2011 in Busan, Republic of Korea. United Nations Member States meeting 
at the high-level segment of the Economic and Social Council in July 2012 will 
further deepen the implementation of the mandates of the United Nations Devel-
opment Cooperation Forum (DCF) and make recommendations for the sustained 
strengthening of the effectiveness and coherence of all development efforts, as well 
as address other issues relating to the quantity and quality of aid.

Certain initiatives have already been set in motion in order to facilitate 
better international coordination of aid efforts at the global level. In particular, 
in 2011, the DAC adopted a new recommendation on good pledging practices, 
which is intended to lead to clearer specification of the parameters of a donor 
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pledge, enhance the comparability of pledges by different donors and improve 
the ability to monitor outcomes; all of which will help to improve accountability 
vis-à-vis the needs of recipients. 

In connection with ODA, the present report recommends that:

 y Governments deliver on all of their ODA commitments

 y All donors provide detailed multi-year intentions for their country-programmable 
assistance and align them with national development strategies

 y Donors and individual programme countries make additional joint efforts to 
improve the coherence of cooperation efforts with one another and with inter-
national development goals and principles

 y The 2012 United Nations Development Cooperation Forum (DCF) further 
discuss the issues addressed at the Fourth High-level Forum on Aid Effective-
ness in Busan with a view to developing a global consensus on ways in which 
to improve the effectiveness and coherence of all international cooperation 
efforts for development

 y All stakeholders fully align growing South-South cooperation and philanthropy 
for development with recipient country development plans

 y The international community further accelerate the introduction and imple-
mentation of innovative sources of financing for development

Market access (trade)
Developing-country exports dropped 9 per cent in 2009, owing to both the 
evaporation of trade finance as part of the global financial crisis and recessionary 
conditions in their own major markets. Their export volume recovered in 2010, 
growing by 13 per cent. It is expected to grow at 8 per cent in 2011 and 2012, 
significantly slower than the average annual rate of 11 per cent registered over the 
three-year period before the crisis. High and volatile commodity prices have espe-
cially affected LDC trade. However, LDCs have been increasingly able to diver-
sify their export markets, with emerging market economies absorbing a greater 
share of their exports. Nevertheless, low-income countries, especially those in 
sub-Saharan Africa, continue to face difficulties in accessing trade finance and 
therefore risk being marginalized from future growth of world trade.

Although widespread protectionism has been averted, some countries did 
adopt trade restrictive measures following the outbreak of the economic crisis. 
Analyses also show that discriminatory measures adopted by countries, includ-
ing members of the Group of Twenty, have affected the developing countries, in 
particular the LDCs. The crisis-related rise in unemployment has exacerbated 
negative public attitudes towards labour immigration, with some destination 
countries taking measures to limit the inflow of migrant workers. Remittances 
to developing countries fell in 2009, but recovered to $326 billion in 2010.

After almost 10 years of negotiations, the lack of political will to realize 
the promise of a true “development round” stands in the way of concluding the 
Doha agenda. While there are a number of stumbling blocks, the most imme-
diate cause of the impasse are demands by some members of the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) for emerging countries to reduce significantly their tariffs 
on non-agricultural goods, to a level close to that of developed countries. This is 
at odds with the Doha mandate and MDG 8 targets, which emphasize improve-
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ments in market access for products of export interest to developing countries. A 
failure of the Doha Round could weaken the WTO rule-based system.

A significant share of exports from developing countries are now imported 
free of duties in developed countries, reflecting the overall liberalization of world 
trade. But with 20 per cent of exports still facing tariff duties and, in particu-
lar, with no improvement for LDC exports since 2004, significant impediments 
remain for the expansion of those exports. There has been little reduction in 
tariffs imposed on developing-country exports since 2005, except for some agri-
cultural products from LDCs. Tariff levels and trade preferences are uneven, not 
only across products, but also across regions. Agricultural subsidies for domestic 
producers in member countries of the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD) also have a strong negative impact on trade, affecting 
agricultural market access of developing-country exporters.

Non-tariff measures (NTMs) play an increasingly important role as barriers 
to trade, including trade in services, where the measures are complex and difficult 
to assess. More generally, high domestic logistics and transaction costs increase 
the prices of exports and limit the ability of low-income countries to compete 
internationally. Reduction of transport costs and other domestic constraints are 
among the most important measures for supporting efforts by these countries to 
exploit market access opportunities.

Donor countries and institutions have supported developing-country 
efforts to build trade capacity through initiatives such as Aid for Trade and the 
Enhanced Integrated Framework for Trade-related Assistance for LDCs. Aid 
for Trade supports the development of productive and export capacities as well 
as adjustment costs arising from trade liberalization. The initiative continued to 
increase its assistance to a record $40.1 billion in 2009, although that growth was 
slower compared with previous years. 

In the area of trade, the present report recommends that the international  
community:

 y Intensify efforts to conclude a balanced, comprehensive, ambitious and  
development-oriented Doha Round of trade negotiations

 y Increase support for the development of trade capacities in developing coun-
tries, especially LDCs, aligned with their national development strategies and 
through initiatives such as Aid for Trade and the Enhanced Integrated Frame-
work for LDCs

 y Put in place and strengthen programmes to ensure LDC and other low-income 
countries access to trade finance at affordable prices and further reduce trans-
action costs through improved border management and logistics

 y Remove trade restrictive measures adopted following the 2008-2009 crisis and 
refrain from introducing new ones, especially those that have a negative effect on 
the commercial interests of developing countries, in particular those of the LDCs

 y Ensure, by no later than the end of 2011, agreement on concrete measures 
in favour of LDCs, including the full implementation of duty-free, quota-free 
market access on a lasting basis, the elimination of export subsidies and 
domestic support measures on cotton, and preferential market access for 
service exports by LDCs

 y Accelerate delivery of the commitment to eliminate all forms of agriculture 
export subsidies by 2013 and agricultural production subsidies in developed 
countries within a credible medium-term time frame
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Debt sustainability
The debt indicators of most developing countries improved in 2010 along with 
the recovery experienced after the global economic and financial crisis of 2008-
2009. However, some countries have found it more difficult to emerge from 
the recession or are still coping with large deficits and reduced fiscal space, 
especially given the additional shocks of higher food and energy prices. The 
situation is acute in some lower-middle-income countries that already faced 
problems prior to the global crisis. In addition, uncertain forecasts for the 
global economy carry risks to debt sustainability, as a deterioration in economic 
performance could imperil smooth debt servicing. The continued emphasis on 
improving debt management capacities in debtor nations is crucial for sound 
fiscal management.

Thanks to the recovery of world trade, the debt servicing-to-export 
ratios of developing and emerging countries have returned to pre-crisis levels, 
despite an increase in debt-service payments for low-income and lower-middle-
income countries. However, the situation varies across countries and regions. 
For instance, the Caribbean, Oceania and Southern Asia recorded increases 
in their debt service-to-export ratios—to high levels of vulnerability in some 
cases.

As at mid-May 2011, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) identified 
19 countries that were in debt distress or at high risk of debt distress, including 
8 countries that had completed the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) 
Initiative. Since June 2010, progress under the HIPC Initiative continued, 
with 4 countries reaching their completion points (thus becoming eligible for 
irrevocable debt relief under the HIPC Initiative and the Multilateral Debt 
Relief Initiative (MDRI)) and one country, the Comoros, reaching its decision 
point. As a result, as at end-March 2011, 32 out of 40 eligible countries had 
reached their completion points, while 4 remained between their decision and 
completion points.

The main debt sustainability monitoring instruments are the joint IMF-
World Bank Debt Sustainability Framework for low-income countries and the 
IMF Debt Sustainability Analysis framework for market access countries. A 
review of these frameworks is currently under way, aimed at improving their 
analytics and thus their ability to help developing countries manage their debt 
situations.

The international financial architecture should be better equipped to 
solve cases of debt distress as delays and inequities have high costs for both 
debtor Governments and their creditors. The existence of major gaps in the 
architecture for debt restructuring has been recognized in many intergovern-
mental agreements, including the 2010 MDG summit outcome document, 
where calls were made to enhance debt restructuring mechanisms. Steps need 
to be taken to move forward on this as appropriate debt workouts—and stand-
stills, where needed—could ensure a fairer distribution of the burden among 
debtors, creditors and the population in the affected debtor country and could 
contribute to the achievement of the MDGs. At the same time, improvements 
in policy coordination are needed among international institutions, bilateral 
donors and recipient countries to ensure that ODA and debt relief decisions, as 
well as borrowing and lending decisions, keep the sustainability of debt in view.
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In the realm of sovereign debt-related policy, the present report proposes that the 
international community:

 y Institute an inter-agency technical working group on debt sustainability, which 
would aim at enhancing the analysis and effectiveness of the ex ante frame-
works currently in place

 y Ensure debt sustainability by substantially increasing the share of aid delivery 
to low-income countries that takes the form of grants

 y Consider extending the HIPC Initiative to all low-income countries in debt 
distress

 y Impede litigation by creditors not participating in internationally arranged 
debt workouts

 y Reflect on improving the effectiveness of debt restructuring and relief modali-
ties, including criteria for the possible use of debt standstills, with a view to 
developing an enhanced framework for orderly sovereign debt workouts for 
any country potentially in need

 y Convoke, in addition to the technical group on debt sustainability, an inter-
agency working group to address pressing debt distress situations until a com-
prehensive international framework has been elaborated

 y Strengthen the capacity for debt management through additional efforts in 
technical cooperation, especially in countries with weak operational debt man-
agement

Access to affordable essential medicines
Having access to medicines is important for achieving the health-related MDGs 
and attending to the health needs of developing countries. However, essential 
medicines are available in only 42 per cent of facilities in the public sector com-
pared to 64 per cent in the private sector. On top of poor availability, the lack 
of national regulatory capacity to ensure quality remains a problem in many 
countries, and thus populations remain vulnerable to low quality medicines. The 
availability of medicines to treat non-communicable diseases is even lower than 
that of communicable diseases. This is also a growing concern in low-income 
countries, where the burden of these diseases is rapidly increasing.

Insufficient access to medicines for children is another major area of con-
cern. There is a need not only to increase the supply of paediatric formulations 
but to better facilitate their use by health-care staff.

The limited availability of essential medicines in the public sector is forc-
ing patients to buy from the private sector, where medicines are more expensive. 
As the majority of medicine purchases in low- and middle-income countries are 
made out of pocket, the affordability of medicines is a key determinant of access. 
Substantial shares of the populations in many low- and middle-income countries 
can be impoverished by the costs of medicine purchases, particularly where 
originator brand products are used. Switching private sector purchases from 
originator brands to the lowest-priced generic equivalents can reduce expendi-
ture by 60 per cent.

A number of steps have been taken to reduce costs and to increase the avail-
ability of essential medicines. These include UNITAID activities in fostering the 
expansion and decreasing the costs of paediatric AIDS treatment, while assuring 
their quality through the WHO prequalification programme; and the use by 
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many developing-country Governments of public health-related flexibilities of 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of 
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS), such as compulsory licences for domes-
tic production or importation of patent-protected medicines. Recent initiatives 
have also been helpful, including that of the pharmaceutical industry’s having 
granted other research organizations access to “early stage” drug compounds, 
thus increasing the chances of a successful development of new products for 
neglected diseases, the development of innovative approaches to facilitate generic 
competition and the building of local capabilities.

Local production can offer an additional way in which to enhance the avail-
ability of medicines and can facilitate access to innovation, in particular through 
technology transfer arrangements. Developing local production capacity has been 
prioritized in several regional and subregional programmes in Africa, and has also 
been recognized as a priority at the national level, as in Botswana, Ghana, Kenya 
and the United Republic of Tanzania.

Making affordable essential medicines more accessible will require stronger 
and more complex measures at the local, national, regional and international 
levels, as well as greater collaboration between the public and private sectors.

The present report recommends taking the following actions to increase the 
accessibility and affordability of essential medicines:

 y Assist national Governments in low- and middle-income countries in promot-
ing the use of quality-assured, low-cost generic medicines, and in providing 
essential medicines at little or no cost to the poor through the public health 
system

 y Introduce programmes focused on essential medicines for non-communicable 
diseases as part of national medicine policies

 y Provide more donor funding for the treatment and prevention of non- 
communicable diseases

 y Increase the use of public health-related TRIPS flexibilities and improve the 
availability of patent information in developing countries

 y Facilitate and encourage regional cooperation by developing countries to pro-
mote innovation among pharmaceutical manufacturers through, for instance, 
the Medicines Patent Pool

Access to new technologies
The development of relevant technology in developing countries and the transfer 
of appropriate technology from developed economies are essential for long-run 
development. As an example, significant progress has been made in the global 
sharing of information and communication technologies (ICT) and in technolo-
gies for addressing climate change and coping with its impacts, including the 
growing risk of natural disasters.

Access to ICT has continued to grow globally. In developing countries, the 
spread of mobile cellular subscriptions continues to be particularly rapid, growing 
by an estimated 17 per cent between 2009 and 2010 and reaching 68 per cent of 
the population. However, several regions still lag behind.

Internet use has also continued to grow in both developed and developing 
countries, with the number of users surpassing the 2 billion mark. The global 
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spread of mobile cellular networks and upgraded technologies have begun to 
allow mobile broadband services to become an alternative to fixed broadband 
Internet access. This is particularly important in developing countries, where 
fixed broadband access continues to be limited, especially in the poorest regions 
of the world where the number of subscribers is still negligible. In recognizing 
broadband as an important engine that can usher in a broad range of social, 
economic and environmental benefits, 70 countries around the world adopted 
national broadband plans or a national policy including broadband.

Considerable efforts have been made over the past decade to privatize 
State-owned ICT service providers and foster competition in ICT markets with 
a view to bringing down prices. Nevertheless, broadband services remain pro-
hibitively expensive in many of the world’s poorest nations, and price disparities 
persist among and within regions, even as prices for ICT services continue to 
fall drastically.

Developing countries require technological and financial assistance in their 
efforts to protect themselves from the adverse impacts of climate change. At the 
2010 Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Cancun, developed countries not only reiterated 
commitments made earlier in Copenhagen to provide fast-start and long-term 
finance for climate change mitigation and adaptation in developing countries, 
but also agreed to establish the Green Climate Fund and a new Technology 
Mechanism to enhance the development and transfer of technology to support 
mitigation and adaptation actions.

There is widespread recognition of the urgent need to reduce the risk of 
disasters caused by natural hazards. Progress has been made in the development, 
sharing and use of new technologies for disaster reduction. Greater efforts are 
needed, however, including further development of early warning systems and 
collection of reliable data on losses caused by past disasters. 

To improve access to new technologies for development, the present report rec-
ommends that the international community take the following actions:

 y Promote research and development collaboration among private, non-profit 
and official parties across national boundaries to enhance technology develop-
ment and transfer to developing countries

 y Strengthen global monitoring of ICT development, particularly for tracking the 
evolving needs of developing countries

 y Foster and facilitate use of the new Technology Mechanism for climate change 
mitigation and adaptation when it becomes operational in 2012

 y Ensure that the fast-start and long-term finance commitments for climate 
change mitigation and adaptation are delivered on schedule to developing 
countries

 y Assist national Governments in supporting e-health and e-education initiatives 
and other public services in collaboration with the private sector

 y Strengthen national and local capacities to draw upon advanced technologies 
to reduce natural disaster risks 
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Introduction

We commit ourselves to … enhancing the global partnership 
for development to ensure the achievement of the 

Millennium Development Goals by 2015

United Nations, General Assembly resolution 65/1

The international community comes together periodically at the United Nations 
to take stock of progress towards important and broadly held goals; to examine 
commitments made to reach those goals; to take note of examples of success and 
lessons learned, including inconsistencies among different policies; and to recom-
mit to achieving the goals through new, more fully integrated and more thor-
oughly implemented policy commitments. From 20 to 22 September 2010, the 
sixty-fifth United Nations General Assembly hosted a meeting of this kind, the 
High-level Plenary Meeting on the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). The 
present report, prepared by the MDG Gap Task Force, examines implementation 
through the first half of 2011 of the Millennium Development Goal 8 (MDG 8)  
commitments initially made at the Millennium Summit in 20001 and subse-
quently updated at the 2005 World Summit2 and the September 2010 High-level 
Plenary Meeting, as well as in other forums. Together, these pledges and practices 
constitute the global partnership for development.

Action pledged from 2010 forward
Heads of State and Government, ministers and senior officials who met in New 
York in September 2010 committed themselves to “keeping the promise” and 
achieving the MDGs by 2015. They welcomed the progress made since their previ-
ous stocktaking in 2005, but expressed deep concern that it fell far short of what 
was needed.3 Fully aware that they had only five more years in which to achieve the 
MDGs, they were determined to “collectively advance and strengthen the global 
partnership for development, as the centrepiece of [their] cooperation, in the years 
ahead”.4 The outcome document that Governments adopted by consensus at the 
end of the summit committed the international community to a global action plan 
for reaching all eight MDGs by the target year.

At the same time, individual Governments, multilateral institutions and 
non-State entities made separate pledges, large and small, conventional and 
innovative, to accelerate progress towards specific MDGs.5 For example, as 

 1 General Assembly resolution 55/2 of 8 September 2000.
 2 General Assembly resolution 60/1 of 16 September 2005. 
 3 General Assembly resolution 65/1 of 22 September 2010, para. 1.
 4 Ibid., para. 7.
 5 The examples given are drawn from the matrix of commitments and initiatives announced 

during the 2010 MDG summit and are available from http://www.un.org/en/mdg/ 
summit2010/pdf/MDGSummit_Matrix_12Nov2010_rev2_REV%20DZ.pdf.
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a contribution to eradicating poverty and hunger (Goal 1), the World Bank 
pledged to increase its support of agriculture to between $6 billion and $8 
billion per year (compared to $4 billion annually before 2008) under its Agri-
cultural Action Plan. Dell, the computer manufacturer, committed to giving 
$10 million for education technology initiatives in 2010 in a step towards 
advancing primary education (Goal 2). Senegal committed to implementing a 
recently adopted law on gender equality, including parity in the representation 
of women and men in all institutions (Goal 3). The United Nations Secretary-
General mobilized commitments of over $40 billion from several official and 
non-State donors, to be spent over the period 2011-2015, for a Global Strategy 
for Women’s and Children’s Health (Goals 4 and 5). The Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria promised to continue to support reprogram-
ming to prevent mother-to-child transmission of HIV in the 20 highest-burden 
countries (Goal 6). The United States committed $51 million over the period 
2011-2015 for the Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves, a public/private part-
nership led by the United Nations Foundation, to install 100 million clean-
burning stoves around the world (Goal 7). Furthermore, China pledged zero-
tariff treatment for more goods imported from the least developed countries 
and continued debt cancellation (Goal 8).

The agreed action agenda—coupled with individual commitments, a 
small sample of which were noted above—entails a rich programme of work 
for developing and developed countries, international institutions and non-
State actors that have committed to support actively attainment of the MDGs. 
Time is short as 2015 fast approaches; therefore, the review process has to take 
place more frequently than every five years. Indeed, the summit outcome called 
upon the General Assembly to undertake implementation reviews on an annual 
basis.6 These will begin in late 2011.

The secretariats of the international organizations cooperating in moni-
toring the implementation of the MDGs, such as those that work together in 
the MDG Gap Task Force, need to monitor a multitude of specific develop-
ment partnership promises embodied in the agreed texts and unilateral pledges 
announced at the 2010 MDG summit, as well as the earlier MDG targets and 
indicators selected for regular review.7

Moreover, new pledges and consensus texts continue to be adopted at 
different forums and need to be taken into account. For example, at its Seoul 
Summit in November 2010, the Group of Twenty (G-20) adopted the “Seoul 
Development Consensus for Shared Growth” which contains a multi-year 
action plan involving specific commitments and deadlines for implementation 

 6 General Assembly resolution 65/1, op. cit., para. 79.
 7 Monitoring of 22 specific targets and 60 indicators is carried out annually. The most 

recent global statistical update is The Millennium Development Goals Report 2011 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.11.I.10). Most Governments that produce 
country-level MDG reports have adapted the global targets and indicators to best fit 
their national needs; for example, by substituting a national poverty line indicator 
for the dollar-a-day measure used at the global level (United Nations Development 
Programme, Beyond the Midpoint: Achieving the Millennium Development Goals (New 
York: UNDP, January 2010), pp. 8-12). For individual country reports, see http://www.
mdgmonitor.org/factsheets.cfm. 
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in nine areas.8 In addition, each G-20 member country made complementary 
pledges, which included those related to specific development commitments.

Furthermore, the international community continues to review, adapt 
and extend other global development strategies and policies that have a bear-
ing on the outcomes of the 2010 MDG summit, while not overriding them. 
One such international meeting, which took place from 9 to 13 May 2011 in 
Istanbul, was the Fourth United Nations Conference on the Least Developed 
Countries (LDCs), at which Governments agreed to accelerate trade, invest-
ment and aid measures for the sustainable development of LDCs into the next 
decade.9 A high-level meeting of the United Nations General Assembly on the 
prevention and control of non-communicable diseases will take place in Sep-
tember 2011 in New York, and will focus on galvanizing action at the global 
and national levels to address and arrest the health and socio-economic impacts 
of non-communicable diseases. In addition, the fifth High-level Dialogue on 
Financing for Development will take place in the United Nations General 
Assembly in New York on 7 and 8 December 2011. This will be followed by the 
thirteenth session of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Develop-
ment, to be held in Doha from 21 to 26 April 2012, and the United Nations 
Conference on Sustainable Development (Rio+20), to be held in Rio de Janeiro 
from 4 to 6 June 2012. Rio+20 will address the themes of the “green economy 
in the context of sustainable development and poverty eradication” and the 
“institutional framework for sustainable development”.10 Alongside these spe-
cial conferences, the regular meetings of the intergovernmental bodies of the 
United Nations system may also influence the march towards the achievement 
of the MDGs.11

In this context, a new inter-agency mechanism is being prepared to 
help identify and monitor progress in relation to the host of joint and indi-
vidual commitments made within the framework of the global partnership for 
development. With so many specific commitments in different forums, it has 
become difficult not only to assess and improve their mutual coherence but to 
strengthen monitoring of delivery. This Integrated Implementation Framework 
(IIF) initiative would create and continually update a database on an interactive 
Web portal for use by all stakeholders; provide a synoptic overview of all inter-
national commitments in support of the MDGs; supply information on these 
commitments; track delivery, signalling gaps and inconsistencies; and identify 
unmet needs in support of national development strategies.12 The mechanism 

 8 Infrastructure, human resource development, trade, private investment and job crea-
tion, food security, growth with resilience, financial inclusion, domestic resource 
mobilization and knowledge sharing (see “The G-20 Seoul Summit document”, 11-12 
November 2010, annex I). 

 9 United Nations, “Programme of Action for the Least Developed Countries for the 
Decade 2011-2020” (A/CONF.219/3/Rev.1).

 10 General Assembly resolution 64/236 of 24 December 2009, para. 20.
 11 These include meetings of the General Assembly, the Economic and Social Council and 

its Development Cooperation Forum, and bodies associated with the United Nations 
specialized agencies, as well as other, unaffiliated meetings.

 12 United Nations, “An Integrated Implementation Framework(IIF): supporting the 
achievement of the MDGs more effectively through mutual accountability”, concept 
note presented at the twenty-first session of the Chief Executives Board for Coordina-
tion (CEB) High-Level Committee on Programmes, New York, 3 and 4 March 2011 
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is intended to increase the effective transparency of commitments and the abil-
ity of relevant stakeholders to hold actors accountable vis-à-vis their pledges of 
support. It is expected to be operational by the end of 2011.

The politics of development partnership pledges
Efforts such as the IIF, which are geared towards a closer monitoring of interna-
tional cooperation pledges, are paralleled by efforts in some intergovernmental 
forums to make pledges more precise, as well as to indicate specific deadlines for 
their realization.13 Both efforts have been made in response to disappointment at 
the degree to which some official commitments have been implemented in recent 
years. This reflects, in part, the political nature of the commitments.

Joint commitments made in negotiated documents of any multi-State 
forum, whether a global one, such as the United Nations, or one of limited mem-
bership, such as the G-20, are collective statements of intention made by the lead-
ers or other representatives of sovereign authorities and are not legally binding. 
There is no global enforcement body in place to discipline a country that does 
not fulfil its commitments. The only binding commitments are those made in 
treaty bodies—the multilateral trade agreements of the World Trade Organi-
zation, for example. Most development cooperation commitments are, rather, 
promises by the executive arm of a Government to seek action to implement them 
through their legislatures. Indeed, partnership commitments are almost always 
announced publicly so that the group or individual Government leaders can build 
public support for the initiative and overcome potential legislative opposition.

A question of tactics thus arises. If commitments are vague, the commit-
ting authority has some negotiating room with the implementing legislature. 
In many countries, precise commitments usefully challenge supporters of the 
promise to mobilize political support, including through the media and civil 
society, to meet the target. Specific commitments thus put greater pressure on 
implementing legislatures to accede to the leader’s promise, but they also risk 
failure if the legislature resists approval of the promised action.

The degree of precision or vagueness of a commitment entails even further 
political tactics when a group makes a commitment to act. Members of the group 
pledging to act together are implicitly also announcing how they intend to share 
the burden among themselves. Conceptually, the issue is the same whether the 
commitment involves aid, trade, debt relief or any other aspect of the global 
partnership for development. It may be illustrated using the case of aid.

In keeping with one option followed by some multilateral institutions, each 
donor’s relative contribution to the funding is pre-set according to a burden-
sharing formula (for instance, it may be in accord with the allocation of votes 

(CEB/2011/HLCP-XXI/CRP.3/Rev.2), para. 4 (the CEB endorsed this proposal at its 
meeting on 2 April 2011).

 13 The deadlines are especially clear in the “Multi-year Action Plan on Development” 
agreed at the G-20 Seoul Summit, where actual delivery dates for actions were speci-
fied (see “The G-20 Seoul Summit document”, 11-12 November 2010, annex II). In 
addition, the Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development recently adopted guidelines on good pledging practices 
for official development assistance (ODA) (see chapter on ODA).
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for making decisions on how the funds will be spent). In such cases, negotiation 
among donors relates to the total contribution, with each donor calculating what 
that will mean for its own obligation. Effectively, it is thus the least generous 
donor that determines the total amount to be pledged. This may be consid-
ered “unfair” and it also mobilizes insufficient resources. In line with an alterna-
tive option, Governments voluntarily pledge amounts which they regard to be 
appropriate for themselves (while accepting that burden-sharing will be uneven) 
in order to mobilize larger amounts. An aspirational target that only the more 
generous donors attain can reintroduce a burden-sharing concept into the volun-
tary commitment process. It provides a way both to exert moral pressure on the 
less generous donors to increase their assistance effort and to persuade domestic 
constituents that the Government is trying to meet global norms of generosity 
in support of development. Indeed, this has been the effective function of the 
United Nations target of spending 0.7 per cent of donor country gross national 
income as official development assistance (ODA).

In fact, certain donor Governments have not accepted the United Nations 
aid target; measuring their performance against the target is therefore a moral 
comment on their commitment to burden-sharing and not a comment on whether 
they are meeting their commitments. However, when civil society campaigners, 
the media and political actors comment on the unacceptable extent of global 
poverty and argue that additional international assistance can help countries 
advance, powerful pressure is added, prompting Governments that do not meet 
or accept the joint target to pledge to meet a unilateral target and thereby increase 
their contribution and share of the burden.

This political process was quite visible in the run-up to the 2002 Inter-
national Conference on Financing for Development, where the growing public 
pressure of widespread civil society campaigns to raise aid levels, reduce debt 
burdens and win commitments to other reforms were reflected in the resulting 
Monterrey Consensus.14 Nevertheless, the actual joint commitment to increase 
aid levels had to be stated in a way that all Governments could accept, namely 
that “a substantial increase in ODA and other resources” would be required. The 
word “substantial” was left undefined, but Governments agreed to urge devel-
oped countries that had not done so “to make concrete efforts towards the target 
of 0.7 per cent”.15

The latter statement, in itself, did not entail a commitment to increase ODA 
by any country that did not accept the target. The first statement was understood 
to commit all donors, albeit in a vague manner. The inclusion of both paragraphs 
enabled a consensus to be reached that increased ODA “substantially”. In fact, 
individual countries and groups added precision by announcing specific ODA 
commitments, including that of the European Union to raise its ODA from 0.33 
per cent of its gross national product to 0.39 per cent by 2006,16 and that of the 
United States to increase its core assistance to developing countries by 50 per cent 

 14 See Barry Herman, “Civil society and the financing for development initiative at the 
United Nations”, in Civil Society and Global Finance, Jan Aart Scholte and Albrecht 
Schnable, eds. (London: Routledge, 2002), pp. 162-177.

 15 See Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development, Monterrey, Mex-
ico, 18-22 March 2002 (A/CONF.198/11, chap. 1, resolution 1, annex), paras. 41-42.

 16 The ODA target was later specified as a percentage of gross national income, a purely 
technical change.
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over the following three years, specifying target levels for each year. Additional 
specific pledges were also made by Canada, Norway and Switzerland.17

Diplomats preparing for Monterrey thus found wording to overcome the 
problem of how to combine voluntary and burden-sharing aid principles suc-
cinctly, while some Governments separately specified precise aid commitments 
to which they could be held accountable. However, what mattered most, in the 
end, were not the words themselves, but the fact that they reflected a degree of 
political momentum. Heads of State and Government and their representatives 
returned to their capitals and began to press their legislatures to implement the 
new commitments.

As hard as it is to mobilize political momentum for greater international 
cooperation, it must also be nurtured after its creation, lest it erode. Public 
monitoring of the implementation of commitments constitutes a tool that can 
check such erosion as it helps to push Governments into implementing agreed or 
announced targets. It strengthens the ability of the media to focus appropriate 
attention on the issue and of civil society to lobby for implementation.

Serious reflection on previously agreed goals and targets, complemented 
by renewed public interest and pressure by civil society, can breathe new life into 
unrealized commitments made years previously or can lead to the substitution of 
new commitments that Government leaders will fight to implement. The 2010 
MDG summit was a case in point. It brought nearly 140 Heads of State and Gov-
ernment to the United Nations and concluded with a reconfirmed strategy and 
new promises of action. The outcome declaration renewed political momentum 
to boost the global partnership for development. It is now up to development 
advocates in the official and non-State sectors to build on this momentum and 
successfully make the final push towards the goals set for 2015.

Strengthening coherence in the global partnership
As noted above, the global partnership for development includes jointly negoti-
ated commitments in various global and other official forums, as well as pledges 
by Governments, international institutions, individual private enterprises, foun-
dations and other non-State actors. Implementation is largely left to the commit-
ting authorities in a highly decentralized global system of public and non-State 
actors. It should not be surprising, therefore, that the multitude of policy actions 
are not always consistent or that the policies, when taken collectively, do not make 
for a coherent whole.

Many examples exist of international cooperation policies working at cross 
purposes. Indeed, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment has a major work programme aimed at increasing “policy coherence for 
development”.18 An archetypical illustration of incoherence would be when donor 
aid policies help to boost exports, which then face import barriers in aid-giving 
countries. Similarly, new policy inconsistencies may start to emerge if developed 

 17 United Nations, “Follow-up efforts to the International Conference on Financing for 
Development”, Report of the Secretary-General (A/57/319-E/2002/85), paras. 4-14.

 18 See http://www.oecd.org/about/0,3347,en_2649_18532957_1_1_1_1_1,00.html. This 
was also the focus of World Economic and Social Survey 2010: Retooling Global Develop-
ment (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.10.II.C.1).
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countries ostensibly seek to mitigate global warming through “green protection-
ism”, negatively impacting developing-country exports, a concern that is likely 
to be the subject of discussion at Rio+20 in 2012.19

An example at the more detailed level involves aid donors’ promising 
resources to strengthen the capacity of in-country systems so as to manage aid 
more effectively, in line with commitments contained in the 2005 Paris Decla-
ration on Aid Effectiveness, but then bypassing those commitments owing to 
the donors’ internal fiduciary regulations. If they are not utilized, these systems 
cannot be built up and capacity development will remain largely notional. The 
debate surrounding the use of country systems in the context of the aid effective-
ness agenda has tended to focus on the reduction of transactions costs; in other 
words, if recipients can use their own systems for reporting and monitoring the 
use of donor funds, instead of having to meet each donor’s specific reporting 
requirements, it would simplify and reduce the costs of managing aid. While this 
has obvious value, little is said in that debate about the positive impact of using 
country systems on the development of country capacities and capabilities.20

Not all cases of policy incoherence involve ODA, but those that do are 
rightly the subject of discussion in donor and United Nations forums on aid 
and aid effectiveness (see chapter on ODA). Other issues of coherence are also 
addressed in multiple forums and ad hoc processes. For example, aided by an 
expert group, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development recently 
released a set of “Draft Principles on Promoting Responsible Sovereign Lending 
and Borrowing” which aim to boost international discussion of the concept of 
“responsibility”, including the coherence of a loan with national and international 
development principles.21

But many coherence concerns go well beyond development cooperation 
policy per se. Besides the fear of “green protectionism” mentioned above, macro- 
economic policies in developed countries can undermine macroeconomic and 
exchange-rate management in developing countries—for example, by having to 
respond to the global liquidity increase from the “quantitative easing” monetary 
policy in 2010-2011.22 In this context, the decision of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly to consider strengthening the role of the United Nations in global 
economic governance could be important.23

This initiative follows earlier efforts towards strengthening the contribution 
of international debate to more coherent global policy, including the creation of 
the Commission on Sustainable Development at the United Nations Confer-
ence on Environment and Development (the Earth Summit) in 1992 to address 
comprehensively the three pillars of sustainability: social, economic and environ-
mental. A subsequent effort to create a fully inclusive forum for coherence at the 
United Nations, albeit one with a financial focus, was in the follow-up (“Staying 

 19 See United Nations, “Co-Chairs’ Summary”, Second Preparatory Committee Meeting, 
United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development, 7 and 8 March 2011, p. 2. 

 20 Information supplied by the International Monetary Fund on 6 May 2011.
 21 See http://www.unctad.org/en/docs//gdsddf2011misc1_en.pdf.
 22 World Economic Situation and Prospects 2011 (United Nations publication, Sales  

No. E.11.II.C.2), pp. 28-30.
 23 General Assembly resolution 65/94 of 8 December 2010; for a discussion of related 

policy coherence issues, see World Economic and Social Survey 2010: Retooling Global 
Development, op. cit. 
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Engaged”) process to the Monterrey International Conference on Financing for 
Development. The initiative, reflected in the General Assembly debate on global 
economic governance, can build on the successes and disappointments of these 
previous initiatives, as the world requires more strenuous efforts to forge global 
social, economic, financial and environmental coherence for development.

Time to deliver
The recent global financial and economic crisis was an important setback in the 
progress made towards the MDGs, but many countries are (or are once again) 
on track to attaining at least some of the goals by 2015. The vast majority of 
low-income countries are lagging on all of the MDGs, in part because they are 
further removed from the goals.24 Prospects hinge upon important but uncertain 
sustained, rapid, employment-generating economic growth. In addition, owing 
to the setbacks, many developing countries need to devote additional resources 
to MDG programmes to reach the goals, which in some cases could amount 
to as much as an additional 1.5 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP) per 
year.25 Mobilizing additional domestic resources of that magnitude in such a 
short period is beyond the capacity of most countries.

It therefore follows that stepped-up international support from the global 
partnership for development is essential. This means that donor countries con-
templating fiscal tightening need to exempt their ODA allocations from budget 
cuts, and, indeed, increase them, as some donors are already doing (for further 
discussion, see chapter on ODA below). It also means that the efforts of devel-
oping countries to increase their earnings need to be supported through the 
accommodating trade policies promised by donor countries, even in the face of 
opposition from politically powerful constituencies and broader domestic con-
cerns about employment levels. There are many ways to create jobs that do not 
come at the expense of the poorest people of the world. Trade, investment and 
ODA policies must similarly support the necessary flows of essential medicines 
to developing countries on an affordable basis. Strong but sustainable levels of 
official and private investment, on the one hand, and domestic and foreign, on 
the other, are also needed, not just to expand the stock of fixed capital and human 
resources but also to promote the new technologies embedded in new enterprises 
and activities. In addition, Governments need to manage their monetary, fis-
cal and sovereign debt policies carefully so as to maintain sustainability and an 
enabling economic environment, while the international community needs to 
monitor closely global progress towards the target year of 2015 and ensure that 
the contribution of the global partnership for development is adequate, timely 
and reaches all relevant communities.

 24 For details of the outlook, see World Bank and International Monetary Fund, Global 
Monitoring Report 2011: Improving the Odds of Achieving the MDGs (Washington, D.C., 
2011), chap. 2.

 25 See the assessment for six countries in World Economic Situation and Prospects 2011,  
op. cit., pp. 14-16.
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Official development assistance

The fulfilment of all official development assistance commitments is crucial

United Nations, General Assembly resolution 65/1

During the September 2010 United Nations summit on accelerating progress 
towards the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), donor nations reaffirmed 
their commitments to increase official development assistance (ODA), many of 
them aiming to reach the target of 0.7 per cent of gross national income (GNI) 
and to extend 0.15-0.20 per cent of GNI as ODA to the least developed countries 
(LDCs).1 The European Union (EU) pledged to reach the 0.7 target by 2015. 
Countries that had set interim ODA volume goals for 2010 also pledged to try 
to meet them by year’s end.

The ODA commitments made at the summit were not new, nor were most 
of the pledges made to attain them. Thus, in addressing one of the concerns 
described in the introduction to the present report, namely, that the commit-
ments in the partnership for development should be more specific and properly 
monitored, the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), the principal inter-
national donors’ forum, based at the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD), adopted a Recommendation on Good Pledging 
Practice in April 2011. In their future pledging activities, DAC members will 
strive to ensure clarity, by specifying all parameters relevant to the assessment of 
the pledges; comparability, so that different donor pledges may be aggregated; 
realism, in the light of each donor’s budgetary and economic circumstances; 
measurability, on the basis of accessible or supplied indicators; and accountability 
vis-à-vis the needs of recipients and transparency for monitoring by beneficiaries.2

In addition, the international development community has sought ways to 
improve aid effectiveness. The Fourth High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, 
to be held in Busan, Republic of Korea, from 29 November to 1 December 2011, 
will bring a number of aid stakeholders together with the donor community to 
take stock of recent efforts to improve the impact of aid. United Nations Mem-
ber States meeting at the high-level segment of the United Nations Economic 
and Social Council in July 2012 will further deepen the implementation of the 
mandates of the United Nations Development Cooperation Forum (DCF), will 
make recommendations for sustained strengthening of the effectiveness and 
coherence of all development efforts, will address issues relating to the quantity 
and quality of aid, and may hold each other accountable for delivery of their com-
mitments on development cooperation for realizing the MDGs. Both meetings 
provide opportunities to strengthen the coherence of national and institutional 

 1 See General Assembly resolution 65/1 of 22 September 2010, para. 78 (f).
 2 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “DAC recommendation on 

good pledging practice”, presented at the DAC Senior Level Meeting on 6 April 2011 
(DCD/DAC (2011)12/REV1).

Donors have agreed to 
take steps to monitor their 
commitments better
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aid efforts, which include a burgeoning number of actual and potential additional 
sources of aid, so as best to align them all with national development strategies.

ODA delivery in 2010 and its near-term prospects
ODA from DAC donors reached a record high of almost $129 billion in 2010, 
according to preliminary data. ODA reached 0.32 per cent of DAC member 
countries’ GNI in 2010, up from 0.31 per cent in 2009. Excluding debt relief 
(which does not entail new resource transfers) and humanitarian assistance 
(which is driven by emergency needs rather than planned assistance), the value 
of ODA, as measured in 2009 dollars, has increased steadily since 2004, except 
for a small dip in 2006 (see figure 1).

Despite reaching record highs, the volume of ODA continues to fall well 
short of the United Nations target of 0.7 per cent of donor country GNI. Had all 
DAC donors provided aid at that level, ODA would have reached $282 billion, 
more than double the present level (table 1). Only five countries—Denmark, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden—met the United Nations 
target in 2010 (figure 2). The two largest donors in absolute terms, the United 
States of America and Japan, increased aid in 2010, but, when measured as a share 
of GNI, they still remain among the smallest donors.

In recent years, ODA has received a boost from specific pledges made at 
international forums, such as the Gleneagles Summit of the Group of Eight (G-8) 
in 2005. Yet, delivery on those pledges has also fallen short. Had those commit-
ments been met, ODA would have reached $149 billion in 2010. Measured in 
2004 dollars (the base year for the original commitments), donors committed 
to increasing ODA to $127 billion by 2010, but actual delivery amounted to 
$109 billion in 2010. Although this implies an increase of $30 billion over the 
2004 level of $79 billion, it fell $18 billion short of the pledged amount (table 1 
and figure 3).

Aid reached a record high 
in 2010 …

… but still fell short of the 
United Nations target
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Table 1
Delivery gaps towards aid commitments by DAC donors

Percentage 
of GNI

Billions of 
2010 dollars

Billions of 
2004 dollars

Total ODA Overall United Nations target 0.7 282.2 -

Delivery in 2010 0.32 128.7 -

Gap in 2010 0.38 153.4 -

ODA to LDCs Target 0.15-0.20 58.2-77.6 -

Delivery in 2009 0.10 37.6 -

Gap in 2009 0.05-0.10 20.6-40.0 -

Gleneagles commitments for 2010a

Total ODA Commitmentb 0.38 148.5 126.9

Delivery 0.32 127.6 109.0

Gap 0.05 21.0 17.9

ODA to Africa Commitment - 64.0 54.5

Deliveryc - 46.0 40.0

Gapc - 18.0 14.5

Source: OECD/DAC data.

Figure 2
ODA of DAC members in 2000 and 2010 (percentage of GNI)
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As part of the Gleneagles initiative, 15 EU members of DAC pledged to 
reach or maintain an aid level of at least 0.51 per cent of GNI in 2010. As can 
be seen in figure 2, eight of those countries met that goal, while France missed it 
by only 0.01 per cent of GNI. The United States had pledged to double its aid to 
sub-Saharan Africa between 2004 and 2010. It surpassed that goal in 2009, one 
year ahead of schedule. Canada kept its promise to double international assistance 
from 2001 levels. Australia achieved its aim to increase its aid budget to $A 4 bil-
lion. Norway surpassed its commitment to maintain ODA at 1 per cent of GNI, 
while Switzerland met its commitment to an ODA/GNI ratio of 0.41 per cent. 
Also, in 2005, Japan had promised to provide $10 billion more over the period 
2004-2009, but it fell short of this commitment by $3.6 billion. However, Japan’s 
aid budget rose significantly again in 2010. New Zealand appears to be on track 
to achieve its planned ODA level of NZ$ 600 million by 2012-2013.

In addition to the envelope of individual and collective ODA pledges made 
at the September 2010 MDG summit (as noted in the previous chapter) and 
at Gleneagles, Governments also coordinate their commitments to multilateral 
ODA, which are determined in periodic multi-year replenishment negotiations. 
The largest recent exercise was the sixteenth replenishment of the International 
Development Association (IDA) at the World Bank, completed in December 
2010, which will provide $49 billion for disbursement from July 2011 to June 
2014, an 18 per cent increase over disbursements during the previous three-year 
cycle.3 Similarly, countries donating to the African Development Fund of the 

 3 The replenishment exercise mobilized over $26 billion in new commitments from 
developed and developing country donors, which is to be combined with outstanding 
funding commitments to cover International Development Association (IDA) debt 
forgiveness, repayment of IDA loans (including accelerated repayments by some IDA 
graduates) and transfers from earnings elsewhere in the World Bank (see World Bank, 

… although some donors 
did meet their individual 

pledges

Figure 3
ODA delivery gap with respect to Gleneagles commitments, 2004-2010a 
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African Development Bank raised their commitments by almost 11 per cent, 
which, when combined with internally generated funds, will provide approxi-
mately $9.5 billion in highly concessional resources for Africa during the period 
2011-2013.4 Among other examples, the Global Environment Facility was replen-
ished in May 2010 and received a 34 per cent increase in funding (over $4 billion) 
for projects to be implemented between July 2010 and June 2014.5 Total contribu-
tions to the operational activities for development of the United Nations system 
amounted to $22 billion in 2009, the same level in real terms as the year before. 
Non-core funding now represents 73 per cent of United Nations funding, and 
there is little coordination of this funding among donors.6

The near-term prospects for ODA are uncertain. If history is any guide, 
there are reasons for concern about the prospects for aid. Donor Governments 
have typically curtailed aid budgets for several years in the aftermath of a 
financial crisis—a dozen years on average, according to one study.7 However, 
history is not preordained to repeat itself. In today’s context, many countries 
remain committed to aid targets. This embodies the potential for substantial 
increases in aid, despite present political pressures to reduce fiscal spending in 
the face of mounting public indebtedness in most donor countries. However, a 
number of donor Governments consider ODA to be non-essential, discretion-
ary spending and thus a budget item that could well suffer as part of fiscal 
consolidation efforts.

In any case, future trends in ODA will remain sensitive to political prior-
ity setting. In this regard, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland has sent a positive signal. Although the new coalition Government made 
substantial reductions in overall budget outlays, it has protected ODA. It has 
also reiterated the previous Government’s pledge to reach the United Nations 
target of 0.7 per cent of GNI by 2013. Indeed, the Government announced 
that it intended to present legislation to Parliament that would enshrine the 
0.7 per cent target in law. All major political parties have reached consensus 
on this issue.8

Overall, however, the 2011 OECD survey of donor spending plans finds 
that “country programmable aid” (ODA planned for programmes and projects 
in developing countries) is expected to grow by about 2 per cent per year (at con-
stant prices and exchange rates) between 2011 and 2013. This could be taken as a 
positive sign in the light of the shift towards fiscal austerity among donors, but it 
would nonetheless put the trend well below the annual growth rate of 8 per cent 

“Chairperson’s summary”, IDA16 Fourth Replenishment Meeting, Brussels, 14-15 
December 2010, para. 4).

 4 See African Development Fund, “ADF-12 Report: Delivering results and sustaining 
growth”, ADF-12 Replenishment, Tunis, September 2010.

 5 On this and other multilateral refunding exercises, see “2010 General Capital Increases 
and replenishments”, in Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 
2010 DAC Report on Multilateral Aid (Paris, September 2010), annex 4, pp. 140-143.

 6 For complete details, see United Nations, “Analysis of funding for operational activi-
ties for development of the United Nations system for 2009”, Report of the Secretary-
General (A/66/79-E/2011/107).

 7 See World Bank and International Monetary Fund, Global Monitoring Report 2011: 
Improving the Odds of Achieving the MDGs (Washington, D.C., 2011), p. 128.

 8 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “The United Kingdom: 
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Peer Review” (Paris, 2010), p. 48.

Aid will slow down over the 
next few years
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achieved during 2008-2010. Moreover, most of the projected increase is expected 
to come from the outlays of multilateral agencies. Bilateral ODA of DAC member 
countries is expected to grow by only 1.3 per cent annually.9

In this uncertain ODA environment, the ability of ODA-receiving coun-
tries to plan their development programmes realistically would improve if donors 
were willing to commit to supporting those programmes on the basis of multi-
year plans for ODA outlays. While donor Governments do not have concrete 
multi-year ODA budgets, they usually do have indicative plans. DAC members 
currently provide such information on a confidential basis to the DAC Secretariat 
for use in its aid intentions survey. In addition, cooperative actions, such as the 
International Aid Transparency Initiative, also commit a number of donors to 
providing developing countries with their forward expenditure and implementa-
tion plans, and with indicative resource allocations that developing countries 
can integrate into their planning. The central aim should be to facilitate the 
cooperative development of a package of support for the aid-recipient’s national 
development strategy. As it is, donors do not fully coordinate their aid allocation 
decisions with each other, let alone with the recipient country. The multilateral 
institutions and certain bilateral donors have a formal allocation system,10 as a 
result of which, while donors’ individual allocation decisions may be rational, 
their collective consequence may mean that some countries are “under-aided”. 
This coordination issue could become a problematic aspect of ODA in the next 
few years as a number of donors are inclined to target aid to fewer countries.

Aid allocations by country
DAC donors have pledged to give priority in allocating aid to certain groups 
of countries most in need, in particular the LDCs. ODA from DAC donors to 
LDCs has increased substantially, to about $37 billion in 2009 (the latest year 
for which detailed data are available), up from $21 billion in 2000, as measured 
at 2009 prices and exchange rates.11 This reflects an increase in the DAC aid 
effort in favour of LDCs from 0.06 per cent of donor GNI in 2000 to 0.10 per 
cent in 2009. Yet, only 9 of the 23 DAC member countries met the United 
Nations lower bound target of providing aid of 0.15 per cent of GNI to LDCs 
(figure 4). If all DAC members had met the 0.15 target, ODA for LDCs would 
have been $21 billion higher (table 1). Moreover, the 0.15 per cent target was 
meant as the lower bound on a range from 0.15 per cent to 0.20 per cent of GNI. 
Only seven donor countries reached 0.20 per cent. Had the 0.20 per cent target 
been reached by all DAC donors, aid extended to these countries would have 
been $40 billion higher.

 9 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2011 OECD Report on 
Aid Predictability: Survey on Donors’ Forward Spending Plans, 2011-2013 (Paris, forth-
coming). 

 10 See background studies for the 2008 Development Cooperation Forum held in New 
York from 30 June to 1 July 2008, in particular, Edward Anderson, “Practices and 
implications of aid allocation”, pp. 21-27, and Patrick Guillaumont, “Adopting aid 
allocation criteria to development goals”, available from http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/
newfunct/2008dcfbckgrd.shtml. 

 11 These data differ slightly from those shown in figure 5, which reports aid received from 
all sources.

Efforts should be made 
towards a more predictable 
and coordinated flow of aid

Aid to LDCs has increased 
but remains far below 

United Nations targets
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At the Fourth United Nations Conference on the Least Developed Coun-
tries, held in Istanbul in May 2011, development partners set a target for enabling 
half of the LDCs to meet the criteria for graduation from LDC status by 2020.12 
The ODA target for LDCs was not adjusted, but pressure to meet it was increased. 
Country programmable aid (CPA) for LDCs is expected to increase by $2.3 bil-
lion between 2009 and 2012, but almost all of it will be delivered in 2010 and 
2011. Moreover, CPA for 13 of the 48 LDCs is projected to decrease by $847 
million in the next few years, with 90 per cent of the reduction concentrated in 
Ethiopia and Afghanistan, which had been the largest ODA recipients in 2009 
(see below).13

In addition, Governments that made aid pledges at Gleneagles also pledged 
to deliver an additional $25 billion in ODA to African countries by 2010. As 
shown in table 1, had this commitment been met, aid to Africa would have 
reached almost $64 billion, instead of the $46 billion estimated by the OECD. 
Measured in 2004 dollars, the base year, in which the commitments were made, 
the target for 2010 was about $55 billion; delivery in 2004 prices was $40 billion, 
implying a shortfall of about $15 billion.

 12 United Nations, “Programme of Action for the Least Developed Countries for the 
Decade 2011-2020” (A/CONF.219/3/Rev.1), para. 28.

 13 See United Nations, “Trends in international financial cooperation for LDCs”, draft 
background study for the 2012 Development Cooperation Forum, 29 April 2011, 
available from http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/newfunct/pdf/ldc_study-executive_sum-
mary_en.pdf.
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Governments at the United Nations have also called upon donors to focus 
attention on assistance to small island developing States (SIDS) and landlocked 
developing countries (LLDCs). Donors as a whole provided over $4 billion in aid 
to SIDS and $25 billion to LLDCs in 2009.14 ODA for SIDS increased by 16 per 
cent in real terms in 2009, marking the sixth year of increases since 2003 (fig-
ure 5). The aid volume (at 2009 prices and exchange rates) for LLDCs increased 
by 13 per cent in 2009, continuing the decade-long upward trend.

Growth of ODA flows to LLDCs over the past decade has been absorbed 
mainly by the two largest ODA recipients in the group, Afghanistan and Ethio-
pia. In 2007 and 2008, Iraq was the largest aid recipient among all developing 
countries, absorbing about $10 billion in ODA each year, but this was mainly on 
account of the inclusion of debt relief in ODA statistics. In 2009, however, ODA 
to Iraq fell by over 70 per cent (table 2), making Afghanistan the largest aid recipi-
ent by far. The top aid recipients listed in table 2 include both conflict-affected 
and peaceful States, slow- and fast-growing countries, large economies and very 
small ones. In 2009, the 10 largest ODA recipients received 25 per cent of ODA. 
Those countries absorbed 13 per cent of the total in 2000. The top 10 recipients 
of aid in 2000 also absorbed about 25 per cent of total ODA at that time. Simi-
larly, the share of the 20 largest recipients was 38 per cent of total ODA receipts 
in both 2009 and 2000. This suggests that while favoured aid recipients change 
over time, the overall country concentration has remained relatively constant at 
the top end of the spectrum.

 14 The aid inflow amounted to an estimated 3.8 per cent of recipient country GNI for 
SIDS and 6.4 per cent of recipient GNI for LLDCs (MDG 8 indicators 8.4 and 8.5 
uniquely specify ODA in relation to recipient, as opposed to donor, GNI). 
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Table 2
Top ODA recipients in 2009 (millions of 2009 dollars and percentage share)

2000 
receipts

2009 
receipts

Change from 
2008 to 2009

Afghanistan 220 6,235 31.0

Ethiopia 1,037 3,820 18.3

Viet Nam 2,151 3,744 47.7

Occupied Palestinian Territory 961 3,026 21.8

United Republic of Tanzania 1,547 2,934 31.4

Iraq 164 2,791 -71.7

Pakistan 917 2,781 88.3

India 1,837 2,502 20.9

Côte d’Ivoire 574 2,366 287.2

Democratic Republic of the Congo 288 2,354 38.0

Sudan 345 2,289 -1.3

Mozambique 1,429 2,013 5.6

Uganda 1,296 1,786 12.2

Kenya 723 1,778 34.3

Nigeria 244 1,659 31.1

Ghana 843 1,583 25.6

Turkey 503 1,362 21.7

Zambia 1,209 1,269 17.7

Bangladesh 1,676 1,227 -38.0

China 2,271 1,132 -18.9

Sub-total, top 10 recipients in 2009 9,696 32,554

Share in total ODA 13.4 25.5

Share in country-allocable total ODA 17.7 36.0

Sub-total, top 20 recipients in 2009 20,236 48,651

Share in total ODA 27.9 38.2

Share in country-allocable total ODA 37.0 53.8

Sub-total, top 10 recipients in 2000 18,174

Share in total ODA 25.1

Share in country-allocable total ODA 33.3

Sub-total, top 20 recipients in 2000 27,488

Share in total ODA 37.9

Share in country-allocable total ODA 50.3 Source: UN/DESA, based on 
OECD/DAC data.
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Terms and uses of aid
The DAC has developed various criteria to define a resource transfer as ODA. 
It must be either a grant (financial support or technical assistance) or a loan 
to a developing country on highly concessional terms, and must be used for 
development purposes. By 2009, only 11 per cent of ODA from DAC was in the 
form of loans, with the Republic of Korea and Japan having the largest shares 
(54 per cent and 48 per cent, respectively). Most donors provide ODA largely 
in the form of grants. Over time, grants and the grant element of concessional 
loans have increased, especially in aid for LDCs, for which the grants plus 
grant element as a ratio to total ODA reached 99.3 per cent in 2008-2009. The 
comparable figure for ODA to all recipients was 96.1 per cent, up from 94.3 
per cent in 1998-1999.15

The value of an aid transfer to the recipient increases not only when 
its financial terms are more like a grant, but also when fewer restrictions are 
placed on how the money is to be used. The DAC has thus sought agreement 
from its members that they not require aid funds to be spent on suppliers from 
the donor country. In 2009, 84 per cent of bilateral DAC aid was classified as 
untied in this sense. However, according to information provided by OECD, 
while a number of donors have increased their share of untied aid since the mid-
dle of the decade, others have reduced it. By 2009, Austria, Italy, the Nether-
lands and Spain saw their share of untied aid fall below 85 per cent from higher, 
mid-decade levels. As may be seen in figure 6, less than half of the aid extended 
by Greece and Portugal was untied in 2009, as was the case with the Republic 
of Korea, which plans to untie 75 per cent of its aid by 2015. It should be noted 
that the estimates of untied aid by DAC donors exclude technical cooperation 
and food aid. With the inclusion of these items, the share of untied aid drops 
to about 70 per cent on average.16

In addition, mindful of the MDGs, the international community has 
placed emphasis on the social sectors in aid allocation. Bilateral aid directed to 
basic social services has grown over the past decade to reach almost $17 billion 
in 2009, equivalent to 21 per cent of total bilateral aid—the highest level since 
2000 (see figure 1). Furthermore, almost 60 per cent of sector-allocable ODA 
from DAC donors was devoted to social infrastructure and services in 2009, 
while 20 per cent was directed towards economic infrastructure and services. 
The comparable shares in 2000 were 50 per cent and 26 per cent, respectively. 
“Aid for Trade” is another priority in aid allocation, accounting for about 33 
per cent of sector-allocable ODA in 2009. ODA statistics include economic 
infrastructure, trade and regulatory policy development, building productive 
capacity and trade-related adjustment assistance under Aid for Trade (see chap-
ter on market access for further details).

The agricultural sector received just 5.3 per cent of sector-allocable aid in 
2009. This share is likely to increase in the coming years if the pledges made 
at the September 2010 United Nations summit on the MDGs to promote “a 
strong enabling environment for enhancing agricultural production, productiv-

 15 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Statistics on resource 
flows to developing countries”, tables 20 and 22, update as at 23 December 2010, 
available from http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/dcrannex.

 16 United Nations, “Trends in international financial cooperation”, op. cit., p. 36.
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ity and sustainability in developing countries” are fulfilled.17 Furthermore, the 
international community has pledged to support LDC priorities in strength-
ening productive capacity in a number of sectors.18 If, as projected by OECD 
and noted above, the future growth of ODA becomes quite constrained, it will 
be difficult to boost ODA allocations to investment in productive capacity 
without challenging the present preference for social sector allocation. While 
aid is not the only source of funding productive investment—indeed, domestic 
and foreign private flows generally carry most of the burden—the contribu-
tion of aid-financed, productivity-enhancing public investment in developing 
countries is essential. The foregoing underlines the difficulties that donors face 
in meeting multiple priorities in an environment of weakening growth in their 
aid volumes, a situation which, in turn, poses the threat of continued shortfalls 
in meeting internationally agreed targets.

Increasing aid effectiveness
Concerns about how to increase the degree to which ODA accelerates develop-
ment are as old as ODA itself. In fact, the global commitment to make aid more 
effective gathered momentum after endorsement in the “Monterrey Consensus” 

 17 General Assembly resolution 65/1, op. cit., para. 70 (o).
 18 United Nations, “Programme of Action for the Least Developed Countries”, op. cit., 

para. 43.
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Figure 6
Share of untied bilateral ODAa of DAC members, 2009 (percentage)
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in March 2002.19 Subsequently, the DAC led a special effort to strengthen 
aid effectiveness through informal international dialogue between donors and 
recipients, first in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005 and then 
in the Accra Agenda for Action in 2008. A large number of countries commit-
ted to taking action to implement the principles of these documents, particu-
larly by promoting recipient ownership of aid-assisted programmes and projects, 
alignment of donor efforts behind national strategies, harmonization of donor 
in-country efforts to streamline administrative processes; and, more generally, 
by managing for results and recognizing the mutual accountability of donors and 
recipients for ODA outcomes. The specific commitments undertaken by the 
participants in those meetings were to be implemented by 2010, and the Fourth 
High-level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan will both assess implementa-
tion and help to define a new framework for aid quality.

Meanwhile, it is being recognized more and more that improving the 
quality and impact of development cooperation requires the active engage-
ment of a network larger than the traditional bilateral and multilateral pro-
viders of ODA and their recipients. On the one hand, increasingly significant 
development cooperation is being provided in the context of South-South and 
triangular cooperation,20 in recognition of which the DAC Working Party 
on Aid Effectiveness hosted a Task Team on South-South Cooperation com-
prising Governments from the North, some Governments from the South, 
regional organizations and institutions, and the “Better Aid” network of civil 
society organizations (CSOs). Similarly, a coalition of CSOs created the Open 
Forum for CSO Development Effectiveness which, at its first global assembly 
in Istanbul from 28 to 30 September 2010, adopted a set of eight CSO devel-
opment effectiveness principles (the “Istanbul Principles”) on issues including 
human rights, gender equality, democratic ownership and environmental sus-
tainability.21

Parallel to these ad hoc processes, since its creation in 2007, the United 
Nations Development Cooperation Forum (DCF) has developed into the 
principal opportunity for global policy dialogue on the quantity and qual-
ity of development cooperation and ODA policy coherence. The debate and 
activities among the broad range of development cooperation actors under the 
DCF complement those under the Paris and Accra initiatives. For example, 
DCF discussions have pointed to some areas of concern for developing coun-
tries and other development cooperation actors that need to be addressed in 
greater detail in the aid effectiveness agenda (such as flexibility, conditionality 
and concessionality).22 DCF activities include the second survey on mutual 
accountability between donors and programme countries and aid transparency 
at the country level, which was undertaken in cooperation with the United 

 19 See Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development, Monterrey, 
Mexico, 18-22 March 2002 (A/CONF.198/11, chap. 1, resolution 1, annex), para. 43.

 20 United Nations, “Development cooperation for the MDGs: maximizing results”, Inter-
national Development Cooperation Report prepared by the Department of Economic 
and Social Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat (ST/ESA/326), chap. 3. 

 21 See “Istanbul CSO Development Effectiveness Principles”, available from http://www.cso-
effectiveness.org/IMG/pdf/final_istanbul_cso_development_effectiveness_principles_ 
footnote.pdf. 

 22 See United Nations, “Development cooperation for the MDGs”, op. cit., p. 23.
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Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and complements the Survey on 
Monitoring the Paris Declaration Monitoring. The results of both surveys are 
to be released after the present report goes to press. The DCF also explores ways 
in which to strengthen developing-country policy space and capacity in order to 
define, monitor and better “manage” for results. Indeed, this was a focus of the 
first preparatory symposium for the 2012 DCF, which took place in Bamako, 
Mali, on 5 and 6 May 2011.

Since 2010 was the agreed expiry year for the Paris commitments, inter-
national political discussion of aid effectiveness will be needed after the High-
level Forum in Busan, which will be the last of a planned series of ad hoc politi-
cal meetings. The conclusions of the Busan forum should be brought to the 
United Nations, just as the initial Paris meeting grew out of commitments at 
the United Nations International Conference on Financing for Development. 
Ensuing discussions, such as those that will take place at the 2012 DCF, could 
lead to a global consensus at the United Nations on objectives and approaches 
for a sustained strengthening of the quality and effectiveness of development 
assistance—which the DCF might be charged with reviewing, drawing upon 
the expertise and current reporting functions of the DAC, the UNDP, the 
World Bank and other official and civil society partners in the international 
community.

Multiple modalities of development cooperation
Increasingly, ODA is being complemented by other programmes of assistance, 
including those provided by developing countries and economies in transition. 
Some of these countries inform the OECD of their assistance efforts, which 
were equivalent to $7 billion in 2009—although this is believed to understate 
grossly the total level of South-South cooperation. A study for the World Bank 
estimated that non-DAC official assistance was $12 billion to $15 billion in 
2008.23 A study undertaken for the DCF estimated South-South cooperation 
flows at $15 billion in 2008, an increase of 78 per cent in two years.24 In addi-
tion to South-South Government-to-Government support, there is also a grow-
ing, albeit not systematically monitored, philanthropic movement in develop-
ing countries that mobilizes large and small volumes of funds for application 
in domestic and regional cooperation programmes.

Private philanthropy based in developed countries is an increasingly sig-
nificant source of funding for development cooperation, in terms of both direct 
transfers to service providers in developing countries and funding of certain 
multi-donor institutions, such as the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria. Based on survey data of the main types of providers in 14 DAC 
countries and incomplete data on private assistance that Governments reported 
to DAC, it is estimated that non-State assistance from DAC member countries 
amounted to $53 billion in 2009.25 The United States was the largest national 

 23 Penny Davies, “A review of the roles and activities of new development partners”, CFP 
Working Paper series, No. 4 (Washington, D.C.: Concessional Finance and Global 
Partnerships, World Bank), January 2010.

 24 United Nations, “Development cooperation for the MDGs”, op. cit., p. 72.
 25 Center for Global Prosperity, The Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances, 2011 

(Washington, D.C.: Hudson Institute, 2011), pp. 12-14. 
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source, providing $37.5 billion; this included private and voluntary organiza-
tions ($12 billion), corporations ($9 billion), religious organizations ($7 bil-
lion), foundations (almost $5 billion), volunteerism ($3 billion) and universities 
and colleges ($2 billion).26

Given the global growth and concentration of private wealth of recent 
decades, even greater efforts are possible. Thus, major philanthropists are 
encouraging other wealthy individuals to join them in increased giving for 
development—illustrated most famously by the visits of Bill Gates and War-
ren Buffet to India in 2011 and to China in 2010.27 Indeed, it has been esti-
mated that 1,210 individuals in the world have at least $1 billion in wealth.28 
Together, these individuals hold $4.5 trillion in wealth, a small portion of 
which they might devote annually to development and poverty eradication 
without impairing their standard of living or the prospects of continued growth 
of their wealth.

Even with these growing private voluntary efforts, the scope of additional 
expenditure needs by authorities accountable to citizens in donor and recipient 
countries far exceeds the amount that domestic public revenues and interna-
tional official assistance has thus far mobilized, especially when account is 
taken of essential environmental mitigation and adaptation expenditures that 
are above and beyond the usual focus of official development cooperation. Ways 
to mobilize additional public funds to supplement the traditional mechanisms 
of domestic taxation and ODA are being considered internationally under the 
rubric of “innovative mechanisms”. Some have already been implemented, such 
as the air ticket levy and the International Finance Facility for Immunisation.29 
The United Nations General Assembly has taken note of the potential of inno-
vative mechanisms to add substantial resources on a stable, predictable and 
voluntary basis and will hold a special meeting in this regard in late 2011.30

One innovative mechanism that has been attracting particular interest 
of late is the financial transaction tax (FTT). This would be paid by actors 
making any of a range of financial transactions in countries that participated 
in the mechanism. The tax could be a very small charge that would, given the 
very large daily volume of financial transactions, raise quite substantial sums 
for development and have a minimal impact on prices for financial services and 
a very low administrative cost.31 A simple argument against the fairness of the 
tax is the following: the wealthy engage in far more financial transactions than 

 26 Ibid., p. 9.
 27 Heather Timmons and Vikas Bajaj, “Buffett and Gates prod India’s wealthy to be more 

philanthropic”, The New York Times, 25 March 2011.
 28 Luisa Kroll, “The world’s billionaires 2011: inside the list”, Bounty Hunter blog, Forbes 

Magazine, 9 March 2011.
 29 For a detailed mapping of initiatives, see Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development, “Mapping of some important innovative financing for development 
mechanisms”, DAC Working Party on Statistics (DCD/DAC/STAT/RD(2011)1/RD1), 
7 February 2011.

 30 General Assembly resolution 65/146 of 20 December 2010.
 31 See the FTT options recommended for consideration in the study for the Leading 

Group on Innovative Financing for Development: “Globalizing solidarity: the case for 
financial levies”, Report of the Committee of Experts to the Taskforce on International 
Financial Transactions and Development (Paris: Ministry of Foreign and European 
Affairs of France, June 2010).
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the poor, especially non-cash transactions; the tax would therefore fall mainly 
on wealthy people, who will undoubtedly strongly oppose it. Perhaps with some 
such political struggle in view, the proposal is called the Robin Hood tax in 
the United Kingdom.32

While additional conceptual and practical work is needed to develop 
the mechanisms and decision processes for allocating the funds that would be 
collected, a number of Governments have expressed interest in advancing the 
FTT proposal, including Austria, Belgium, Benin, France, Germany, Japan, 
Norway and Spain; all members of the Leading Group on Innovative Financing 
for Development have expressed support.33 Indeed, in March 2011, the Euro-
pean Parliament adopted two resolutions calling upon member States of the 
EU to introduce a low-rate financial transactions tax which could generate an 
estimated 200 billion euro per year for European Governments. In the absence 
of global support for imposing such a tax worldwide, the resolution calls upon 
the EU to introduce it at the European level as a first step.

The EU resolutions also call for more measures to reduce tax evasion and 
tax fraud, and for more tax-related development assistance from EU member 
States to boost revenue and efficiency in developing countries. This stems from 
recent studies suggesting that as much as 800 billion euros are lost annually 
from developing countries owing to tax havens and illicit financial flows.34 
Indeed, having people pay their taxes would be, in many cases, a major source 
of financing for development and an important innovation.

Policy recommendations

Drawing on the previous discussion, the following recommendations are made 
as ways in which to strengthen concessional financial support for development:

 y Governments must, as an immediate priority, eliminate the gap between their 
commitments and the delivery of ODA, in order to keep the promise of the 
Millennium Declaration to developing countries, especially the least developed 
among them

 y All donors should provide detailed, multi-year intentions for country program-
mable assistance so as to enable ODA-recipient countries to strengthen the 
forward planning of their national development strategies and predictability 
in their development interventions

 y Donors and individual programme countries need to make additional joint 
efforts to improve the coherence of cooperation among one another and 
with respect to international development goals and principles, with a view to 
strengthening mutual accountability and transparency

 32 See http://robinhoodtax.org.
 33 Leading Group on Innovative Financing for Development, “Several countries officially 

sign in New York a statement supporting the set up of a tax on financial transac-
tions”, press release, 21 September 2010, available from http://www.leadinggroup.org/
article844.html; and “Progress on the proposed tax on financial transactions”, press 
release, 3 March 2011, available from http://www.leadinggroup.org/article836.html.

 34 See European Parliament press release, “MEPs call for the introduction of a tax on 
financial transactions”, 8 March 2011, available from http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
en/pressroom/content/20110308IPR15028.
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Policy recommendations (continued)

 y The United Nations Development Cooperation Forum should discuss the issues 
addressed at the forthcoming Fourth High-level Forum on Aid Effectiveness 
in Busan, Republic of Korea, with a view to developing a global consensus on 
ways in which to improve the quality, effectiveness and coherence of all inter-
national development cooperation efforts

 y While welcoming and further encouraging deepening South-South coopera-
tion and growing domestic and international philanthropy for development, 
along with private investment inflows, all stakeholders must ensure that such 
flows are fully aligned into receiving countries’ development plans within 
mutual accountability frameworks

 y The international community should make efforts to accelerate further the 
growing momentum of recent years to create, implement and govern innova-
tive sources of financing for development, including through consideration in 
the United Nations General Assembly—as planned for in late 2011—as well as 
in regional and other forums
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Market access (trade)

We commit ourselves to … fully supporting and further developing
a universal, rules-based, open, non-discriminatory, equitable

and transparent multilateral trading system

United Nations, General Assembly resolution 65/1

At the High-Level Plenary Meeting of the General Assembly on the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) in September 2010, world leaders reiterated the 
important role of trade as an engine of growth and development, and acknow- 
ledged the contribution of trade to the attainment of the MDGs.1 In November 
2010, the Group of Twenty (G-20) major world economies, meeting in Seoul, 
Republic of Korea, reiterated the commitment made at the September MDG 
summit, towards fighting protectionism. They also recognized “a critical window 
of opportunity”2 in 2011 for bringing the Doha Round of multilateral trade nego-
tiations towards an ambitious, comprehensive and balanced conclusion.

In spite of political statements in support of concluding the Doha Round, 
significant divergences on key issues remain among members of the World Trade 
Organization (WTO). These have put the Round’s successful conclusion “at 
serious risk”,3 thereby raising concerns about the implications of a Doha failure 
for the future of the multilateral trading system embodied in the WTO. The 
Doha impasse also stands in the way of making progress in the market access 
targets of MDG 8. Meanwhile, although Aid for Trade has been embraced 
as a major component of official development assistance (ODA), trade policy 
measures by development partners continue to portray a mixed picture in terms 
of supporting development. Meanwhile, the fragile global economic recovery 
and volatile international commodity prices present challenges for developing 
country policy-makers.

The fragile global recovery and its impact on trade
Trade is essential for the accelerated economic growth required by developing 
countries to increase incomes and reduce poverty. The global crisis caused the vol-
ume of developing-country exports to drop by 9 per cent in 2009, but it bounced 
back in 2010, increasing 13 per cent on the strength of a robust recovery in East-
ern and Southern Asia. The developing-country export volume is forecast to grow 
by about 8 per cent a year in 2011 and 2012, which does not compare favourably 
with the annual average of 10.6 per cent during the three years before the onset of 

 1 General Assembly resolution 65/1 of 22 September 2010.
 2 See “The G-20 Seoul Summit Leaders’ Declaration, 11-12 November 2010”, available 

from http://www.g20.org/Documents2010/11/seoulsummit_declaration.pdf. 
 3 World Trade Organization, “Cover note by TNC chair”, Trade Negotiations Commit-

tee (TN/C/13), 21 April 2011.
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the crisis in 2008.4 Worldwide, the crisis led to an increase of almost 28 million 
unemployed between 2007 and 2010, with little hope of this figure reverting to 
pre-crisis levels in the near term.5 Most job losses in developing countries were in 
export sectors, forcing more workers into vulnerable jobs with lower pay, albeit 
temporarily for many, as employment has been recovering faster in developing 
than in developed countries. In addition, international commodity prices have 
been highly volatile, delivering terms-of-trade gains to exporters of fuels, miner-
als (both of about 5 per cent) and agricultural commodities (1 per cent) in 2010. 
However, exporters of manufactures experienced a small terms-of-trade loss (1 per 
cent), as did net food importers that do not export oil or mining products.6 Given 
the volatility in commodity prices, these gains and losses can easily be reversed.

Many developing countries are highly vulnerable to the gyrations in interna-
tional commodity prices as they are heavily reliant on a few commodities for their 
export earnings. The least developed countries (LDCs) show a particularly high 
concentration of exports in a few commodities, and their dependence on them has 
increased during the last decade. The average export concentration index for LDCs 
increased from 0.23 in 1995 to 0.54 in 20087—well above that of other groups of 
developing countries. LDCs are thus particularly vulnerable to external shocks.

LDCs fell further behind in world trade as their share of world exports fell 
to less than 1 per cent in 2009. However, LDCs did increase trade with other 
developing countries, especially with dynamic economies in Eastern Asia. The 
share of LDC exports to developing countries increased to 49 per cent in 2009, 
up from 45 per cent in 2006.

Trade finance
Following the outbreak of the financial crisis and the tightening of credit markets, 
trade finance dried up, thereby impacting developing-country trade. In response, 
at its 2009 Summit in London, the G-20 committed itself to mobilizing $250 
billion for trade financing within two years.8 In the first year after the initiative, 
additional trade financing of $170 billion was mobilized, mainly through export 
credit agencies.9 Expert discussions convened by the WTO have revealed that 
the trade finance market has improved considerably since the second quarter of 
2009. Yet, low-income countries in particular, especially those in sub-Saharan 
Africa, continue to face difficulties in accessing trade finance at an affordable cost. 

 4 United Nations, “World economic situation and prospects as of mid-2011” (E/2011/113).
 5 International Labour Organization, Global Employment Trends 2011: The Challenge of 

a Jobs Recovery (Geneva: UNCTAD, 2011).
 6 World Economic Situation and Prospects 2011 (United Nations publication, Sales No. 

E.11.II.C.2), pp. 49-51.
 7 The measure of export concentration reported here is the Herfindahl-Hirshmann Index 

of export product concentration defined on a scale from 0 to 1. A value of 1 represents 
complete concentration in just one product, while a value approaching 0 would mean 
complete diversification across products (see United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD), The Least Developed Country Report 2010: Towards a New 
International Development Architecture for the LDCs (Geneva, 2010)). 

 8 See “G-20 London Summit Leaders’ Statement”, available from http://www.g20.org/
documents/final-communique.pdf.

 9 Marc Auboin, “The G20 mandate on fixing trade finance for low-income nations”, VOX, 
25 November 2010, available from http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/5844. 
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Only one third of the 60 poorest countries in the world benefit regularly from 
the services offered under trade finance programmes. Without international risk 
mitigation programmes for these countries, local importers face very high fees 
and collateral requirements.10 Priority should thus be given to strengthening and 
extending trade finance facilitation programmes.

Trade-restrictive measures
The fear that widespread protectionism might result from the crisis has not mate-
rialized. Nevertheless, some countries did take measures that restricted trade. The 
trade coverage of such measures increased only slightly, from 1.0 per cent of total 
world imports in 2009 to 1.2 per cent in 2010.11 Moreover, the number of trade 
restrictive measures adopted by the G-20 economies increased at a faster pace 
over the six months ending in April 2011 than they had done in previous periods, 
thereby increasing the pressure on their commitment to resist protectionism.12

The majority of new measures included increases in tariffs, other import-
related taxes and non-tariff measures, as well as the initiation of trade remedy 
investigations13 that may lead to the imposition of additional tariffs on imports. 
Further trade distortions emanated from particular measures contained in the 
economic stimulus packages undertaken by a number of Governments, which led 
to concerns about their potential impact on open and fair competition. Develop-
ing countries, including LDCs, have been adversely affected by such measures.14

According to analysis by the Global Trade Alert,15 141 measures adopted 
by countries worldwide have affected the commercial interests of LDCs, 70 per 
cent of which have been taken by G-20 members since November 2008. Tariff 
increases, export taxes or restrictions, and export subsidies were commonly used. 
These measures—which affected the key export sectors of LDCs, such as textiles 
and clothing, leather, sugar and cereal grains—have had a direct impact on trade 
flows by LDCs; however, an estimate of the value of trade lost by these countries 
is not available.

The trade restrictive measures have had an adverse effect on the market 
access benefits for LDCs gained from trade preferences. To address this, greater 
policy coherence is required and restrictive measures that negatively affect LDCs 
and other developing countries should be removed.

 10 World Trade Organization “Expert group meeting on trade finance—22 October 2010”,  
informal report by the WTO Secretariat (WT/WGTDF/W/49), 26 October 2010.

 11 World Trade Organization, “Overview of developments in the international trad-
ing environment”, Annual report by the Director-General (WT/TPRO/OV/13),  
24 November 2010.

 12 World Trade Organization, “Report on G20 trade measures (mid-October 2010 to 
April 2011)”, available from http://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news11_e/g20_wto_
report_may11_e.doc.

 13 Trade remedy investigations refer to procedures per WTO agreements, to determine 
whether anti-dumping, countervailing or safeguard measures may be justified.

 14 UNCTAD, “Assessing the evolution of the international trading system and enhanc-
ing its contribution to development and economic recovery”, Note by the UNCTAD 
secretariat (TD/B/C.I/15), 28 March 2011.

 15 For details of the methodology, see Simon J. Evenett, “The harm done to the com-
mercial interests of the LDCs: what role of the G20?, in Tensions Contained … For 
Now: The 8th GTA Report, Simon J. Evenett, ed. (London: Centre for Economic Policy 
Research, 2010).
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Tighter restrictions on labour mobility
Facilitating the movement of people to work across borders is an important 
component of a fair multilateral trading system. Recent trends give rise to some 
concern in this regard. The severe, crisis-related rise in unemployment has exac-
erbated already sensitive public attitudes towards migration in many countries. 
A number of destination countries have taken steps to limit inflows of migrant 
workers. Policies vary across countries, but in general, policymakers have tried 
to regulate migrant inflows through such measures as adjusting numerical limits 
on immigrants (quotas, targets, caps), tightening labour market tests to assess the 
need for foreign labour, limiting the ability of migrants to change their status or 
to renew permits, applying supplementary conditions to discourage inflows (such 
as by limiting family unification and humanitarian flows), and providing incen-
tives for return migration. Furthermore, a number of countries have intensified 
their efforts to curb irregular migration.16 Actions have mainly taken the form 
of adaptation and tighter application of existing rules.17 Meanwhile, Govern-
ments of some countries of origin have adopted a number of measures to protect 
the rights of migrant workers, such as by lending support for the reinsertion of 
returnees into their labour markets and helping prospective migrants explore 
other destinations less adversely affected by the crisis.18

On balance, migrants have wired less money back home as many saw their 
wages drop or lost their job during the economic downturn. Total remittances 
to developing countries fell in 2009, but subsequently recovered to $326 billion 
in 2010. For LDCs as a group, remittances increased to above pre-crisis levels: 
from $17.4 billion in 2007 to $26 billion in 2010.19 This is explained by the fact 
that the main migration corridors for the largest LDC recipients of remittances 
involve countries less affected by the crisis, such as Bangladeshi workers in India 
and Saudi Arabia.

The Doha Round at risk of failure
After almost 10 years of negotiations, serious gaps in position stand in the way 
of concluding the Doha Round. Faced with the possibility of failure, and in an 
attempt to restore confidence in the process and allow negotiations on the most 
intractable issues to continue beyond the end of the year, WTO members have 
shifted their focus towards finding a set of deliverables—an “early harvest”—at 
the Eighth Ministerial Conference of the WTO, to be held in Geneva, Switzer-
land, from 15 to 17 December 2011. But finding consensus on the nature and 
scope of a “deliverables” package is by no means certain. Nor is it likely that the 
Round will be concluded in the foreseeable future.

 16 International Labour Organization, “Protecting migrant workers beyond the crisis”, 
Global Jobs Pact Policy Briefs series, No. 17 (Geneva: ILO), available from http://
www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---integration/documents/publica-
tion/wcms_146814.pdf.

 17 C. Kuptsch, “The economic crisis and labour migration policy in European countries”, 
paper presented at the Research Conference on Key Lessons from the Crisis and the 
Way Forward, held in Geneva on 16 and 17 February 2011.

 18 International Labour Organization, “Protecting migrant workers”, op. cit.
 19 World Bank, Migration and Remittances Factbook 2011 (Washington, D. C., 2010).

Several countries have 
taken steps to regulate 

inflows of migrant workers

The focus of the Doha 
Round has shifted towards 

an “early harvest”



29Market access (trade)

Differences among WTO members regarding tariff reductions in industrial 
products—classified as non-agricultural market access (NAMA)—are the most 
immediate cause of the impasse. The insistence by some WTO members to bring 
down the tariffs of emerging countries to the level of developed countries in a 
number of sectors of export interest to the latter contradicts the mandate of the 
Doha negotiations. That mandate asked only for reduction or, as appropriate, 
elimination of tariffs, in particular on products of export interest to developing 
countries.

Furthermore, only limited progress has been made in the negotiations on 
agriculture. One concern is the scope of allowed “flexibilities” in meeting obliga-
tions to reduce trade barriers on sensitive products identified by the developed 
countries. Another is the need to ensure a significant reduction of domestic sub-
sidies in developed countries, thereby eliminating space to continue high levels 
of support to agriculture; this would include cotton, an important sector in many 
developing countries.

Negotiations on trade in services, which continue through bilateral and 
plurilateral “request and offer” discussions, have also been slow. Important gaps 
remain between the requests put forward and the responses received both in 
terms of sector coverage and access. For instance, offers on “mode 4” of the Gen-
eral Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) (cross-border movement of “natural 
persons” to supply a service) do not cover many sectors of interest to developing 
countries and are subject to residency and nationality requirements, numerical 
ceilings and economic needs tests, among other restrictions that limit the value 
of the offer. However, a proposed waiver to allow WTO members to extend more 
favourable conditions of market access to LDC service exports was a positive sign. 
Nevertheless, as noted above, the economic crisis led countries to tighten condi-
tions for cross-border labour mobility.

The WTO, through means including its surveillance and judiciary 
functions,20 helped prevent a downward spiral of protectionism during the finan-
cial crisis and has supported trade liberalization more generally. A failure of the 
Doha Round might question the degree of international commitment to the 
multilateral, rule-based system itself. The proliferation of bilateral and regional 
trade agreements are not a substitute for the multilateral framework. Outstanding 
issues of interest to developing countries, such as the reduction of agricultural 
subsidies, are unlikely to be achieved outside this framework. Market access—
whether for agriculture, industrial goods or services—for developing countries 
and, in particular, for LDCs may not improve either, or may do so only at the cost 
of significant reciprocal concessions. Thus, if an early harvest in the Doha Round 
could be achieved in December 2011, it would, insofar as it reflects the original 
Doha commitments, send a positive signal to the world. It should have a strong 
development component and should produce deliverables in areas of particular 
interest to the LDCs, such as duty-free, quota-free (DFQF) market access, with 
simple, transparent and predictable rules of origin, an LDC waiver in services, 
and elimination of export subsidies and trade-distorting domestic support to 
cotton production in developed countries.

 20 J. Bhagwati and Peter Sutherland, “The Doha Round: setting a deadline, defining a 
final deal”, High level trade experts group interim report, January 2011, available from 
http://www.bundesregierung.de/nsc_true/Content/DE/__Anlagen/2011/01/2011-01-
28-davos,property=publicationFile.pdf/2011-01-28-davos.

A failure of the Round 
might call into question the 
international commitment 
to the multilateral system
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Market access indicators
A significant share of the value of exports from developing countries is now 
imported free of customs duties in developed markets. Progress in increasing the 
duty-free share has been much slower for LDCs than for other developing coun-
tries. For LDCs, this share, which was initially above average but which has seen 
little improvement since 2004, has converged towards the average for all develop-
ing countries, at about 80 per cent of exports, excluding arms and oil (figure 1). 
With 20 per cent of exports still facing tariff barriers, significant impediments to 
developing-country export growth remain.

Tariff barriers and tariff preferences
Tariffs imposed on developing-country exports have continued on a decelerat-
ing downward trend (figure 2). The recent progress has been the result of several 
initiatives, such as the full incorporation by the European Union (EU) of rice 
and sugar under the Everything But Arms initiative.

Sub-Saharan African countries benefit from low average tariffs for their 
exports. In 2009, these stood at 4.5 per cent for agriculture, 1.6 per cent for 
clothing and 2.9 per cent for textiles. In contrast, higher tariffs were paid on 
imports from Eastern Asia than on those from other regions. The average tariff 
on imports from Eastern Asia was 11 per cent for both agricultural products 
and clothing and 6 per cent for other textiles. The average tariff on agricultural 
products imported from LDCs was 1 per cent in 2009; it was slightly above  
6 per cent on clothing and was 3 per cent on textiles. The average tariffs levied on 
LDC exports of clothing and textiles have not changed since 2005, thus showing 
no overall improvement in this market access indicator.

Significant impediments 
to market access for LDC 

products persist

Tariffs on LDC exports have 
changed little since 2005

Figure 1
Proportion of developed-country imports from developing countries admitted 
free of duty, by value, 2000-2009 (percentage)
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To a significant degree, these trends reflect the overall liberalization of 
world trade as more and more products are now routinely imported duty-free 
under most favoured nation (MFN) treatment. Under the Information Technol-
ogy Agreement (ITA), MFN duty-free treatment includes not only raw products, 
but also manufactures such as electronic equipment. Indeed, in 2009, no duties 
were paid on 78 per cent of developing-country exports to industrial countries 
(excluding oil and arms); of these, 59 per cent were the result of MFN treatment 
and 19 per cent were as a consequence of “true” preferential treatment in 2009. 21

In the case of the LDCs, no duties were paid on 80 per cent of their exports 
to industrial countries, 27 per cent of which fell under MFN treatment and 53 
per cent under true preferential access (a level unchanged since 2006). Not only 
are tariff preferences differentiated by country group but product coverage of 
tariff preferences is also uneven. For example, only 11 per cent of Eastern Asian 
exports receive true preferential treatment. This is mainly due to the exclusion of 
textiles and clothing from some preferential schemes, particularly for exports to 
the United States of America. However, the low share is also the result of bilateral 
and regional trade agreements from which they are excluded.22 Owing to exclu-
sion and different tariff rates on different products, average tariffs differ by export 
categories. Figure 3 shows such differences for LDC exports.

Because of the special preferences granted to low-income countries, their 
margin of preference, measured as the difference between the lowest tariff they 
have to pay and MFN treatment, is larger than that of other developing countries. 

 21 True preferences refer to the proportion of imports that benefit from duty-free access 
other than products benefiting from duty-free treatment under the most favoured 
nation (MFN) regime. 

 22 See United Nations, “Survey on the International Support Measures related to WTO 
Provisions and Preferential Market Access for LDCs: responses by least developed coun-
tries—summary and analysis”, available from www.un.org/ldcportal. 

Figure 2
Average tariffs imposed by developed countries on key products from 
developing and least developed countries, 2000-2009 (percentage ad valorem)

Source: ITC, UNCTAD and 
WTO, based on the Common 
Analytical Market Access 
Database (CAMAD).
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In 2009, this preferential margin was 5.9 percentage points for clothing, 4.7 for 
agriculture and 3.1 for textiles. This margin has remained stable over time, except 
for agriculture, where it increased because developed countries are giving deeper 
preferences on generally lower MFN tariffs.

Moreover, available market access preferences are not always fully utilized 
by exporters. The average rate of utilization of LDC preferential schemes in 
selected developed countries (Australia, Canada, the EU and the United States) 
was 87 per cent in 2008. It is lower in the EU (81 per cent) and higher in the 
United States (93 per cent), but applies to a smaller range of products.23 Apart 
from the exclusion of certain key export products and low preferential margins, it 
appears that low utilization results from uncertainty regarding the predictability 
of the preferences, capacity constraints related to products for which preferences 
have been granted, non-tariff barriers and complicated rules of origin.24 On the 
other hand, while research by the International Monetary Fund (IMF)25 suggests 
that extending DFQF treatment to all products from all LDCs by developed and 
emerging economies could boost exports from LDCs by $10 billion per year, such 
an increase in exports would represent only 0.02 per cent of developed countries’ 
total imports and would likely have no significant impact on their economies. 
In the case of emerging economies, the aggregate domestic impact, although not 
very significant either, would require setting a pace and timeline consistent with 
these countries’ economic development needs.

To ensure that tariff preferences are given to only qualifying exporters, 
importing countries apply “rules of origin” in order to exclude non-qualifying 

 23 World Trade Organization, “Market access for products and services of export interest 
to least developed countries”, Note by the Secretariat (WT/COMTD/LDC/W/48/
Rev.1), 9 March 2011.

 24 Ibid.
 25 Katrin Elborgh-Woytek, Rob Gregory and Brad McDonald. “Reaching the MDGs: 

an action plan for trade”, IMF Staff Position Note, No. SPN/10/14 (Washington, 
D.C.: IMF), 16 September 2010, available from http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/
spn/2010/spn1014.pdf. 
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Figure 3
Average tariffs of developed countries on imports of key products from LDCs, 
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goods. The way in which these requirements have been defined and applied has 
determined the degree of ease with which LDCs have been able to benefit from 
preferential schemes, particularly in the case of certain manufactured goods such 
as apparel. Certain rules, such as those that require LDCs to manufacture apparel 
products for export using yarns rather than fabric (the “double-transformation” 
rule), have been particularly constraining for the LDCs concerned. In this regard, 
some improvements in rules of origin have been made in some preference-granting  
countries. For instance, the EU introduced new rules of origin for its Generalized 
System of Preferences in January 2011, including LDC-specific rules on manu-
factured goods. A large number of apparel products are now subject to “single 
transformation” origin requirements which allow the use of imported fabric to 
make apparel. This has made it easier for LDC exporters of textiles and clothing 
to qualify for preferential treatment. On the other hand, the introduction of new 
administrative procedures proposed for implementation in 2017, which shift the 
commercial and financial burden of verifying origin to exporters and importers, 
may have implications for the effective utilization of preferences by LDCs.

Tariff peaks and escalation
Concerns relate not only to the average tariffs imposed on imports, but also to 
the structure of rates in tariff schedules. The application of different rates on dif-
ferent imported products causes differential trade distortions. One such concern 
is tariff “peaks”, which refer to situations where tariffs on some products are at 
levels considerably above the usual rate. In table 1, tariff peaks are defined as 
individual tariffs of more than 15 per cent. The table shows very little change in 
the application of tariff peaks in high-income countries of the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), which have affected on aver-
age 9 per cent of tariff lines over the past decade. The majority of tariff peaks can 
be attributed to agricultural products, where they remain high, at 35 per cent of 
product lines. The Tariff Trade Restrictiveness Index (TTRI), developed by the 
World Bank,26 confirms that high-income countries applied the highest tariffs 
on agricultural products in 2008. Upper-middle-income countries had the lowest 
tariffs on these products.

Tariff “escalation” is another concern. It refers to a tariff scheme in which 
higher rates are charged on finished and intermediate products than on primary 
inputs. Overall, the degree of tariff escalation did not change in the second 
half of the 2000s, although the tariffs applied to finished agricultural products 
continued to be much higher than for raw agricultural products. Tariff escala-
tion encourages the domestic processing of imported primary products, turning 
them into intermediate or final goods that have higher protection. In so doing, 
it discourages primary product exporters from moving into higher value-added 
exports, typically leaving them with high primary product export concentration 
and hence highly vulnerable to commodity price volatility.

 26 The TTRI summarizes the trade policy stance of a country by calculating the uniform 
tariff that will keep its overall imports at the current level when the country has, in fact, 
different tariffs for different goods. Unlike trade-weighted average tariffs, the TTRI 
takes into account the importance of each good in total imports, as well as the respon-
siveness of the import of each good with respect to tariffs.

Agricultural tariff peaks and 
tariff escalation remain high
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Agriculture subsidies in OECD countries
Governments tend to support domestic producers through tariffs and sub-

sidies. Subsidies are not necessarily provided with the intention of trade protec-
tion, but in practice they have the same effect as they give a competitive edge to 
domestic producers. Agricultural support measures by OECD countries are a 
prime example of such implicit trade protectionism.

Support to producers in the agriculture sectors of the OECD countries 
increased as a percentage of farm receipts in 2009, but fell back below 2008 lev-
els in 2010 (table 2). The increase in 2009 constituted a break in the modest but 
steady downward trend seen since 1986.27 The OECD Secretariat reports that 
“the most distorting forms of support … still dominate in the majority of OECD 
countries”.28 Such support has a strong adverse impact on the production and 
trade of developing countries, including the LDCs. The support measures coun-
teract the potential welfare gains brought about by enhanced ODA from OECD 
donor countries and are inconsistent with efforts to enhance the trade capacities 
of developing countries in agriculture, including through Aid for Trade.

Other non-tariff measures
With lower tariff barriers, non-tariff measures (NTMs) have become more impor-
tant as forms of protectionism affecting developing-country exports. Customs 
and administrative procedures, technical measures, domestic regulations, rules 
of origin, and export subsidies (whether or not WTO-compatible) limit market 
access for developing countries, especially LDCs.

Non-tariff measures also affect trade in services, although such barriers are 
complex and difficult to quantify. They relate to investment and complex behind-
the-border regulations that tend to differ by sector. While trade liberalization in 

 27 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), Agricultural Poli-
cies in OECD Countries and Emerging Economies, 2011 (Paris, forthcoming).

 28 OECD, Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries: At a Glance, 2010 (Paris), p. 5.

Agricultural subsidies in 
developed countries have 

a strong adverse impact on 
developing-country trade

Non-tariff measures and 
domestic constraints 

limit market access, 
especially for LDCs

Table 1
Tariff peaks and escalation in high-income OECD countries, 1996, 2000 and  
2005-2010a (percentage)

1996 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Tariff peaksb

All goods 10.4 9.2 9.5 9.5 9.3 9.0 8.9 8.8

Agricultural 35.4 33.4 37.6 37.6 37.4 37.5 36.5 34.6

Non-agricultural 4.0 3.1 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2

Tariff escalationc

All goods 1.1 1.0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Agricultural 13.4 12.6 10.7 10.7 11.2 11.8 11.2 9.8

Non-agricultural 2.4 2.1 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.2

Source: International Trade 
Centre.

a Aggregated values over 
countries are the weighted 

average by share in world 
imports.

b Proportion of total tariff 
lines in a country’s MFN tariff 

schedule with tariffs above  
15 per cent.

c Percentage-point difference 
between the applied tariffs for 

finished (or fully processed) 
goods and the applied tariffs 

for raw materials. Prior to 
aggregation over countries, 

the country average is a simple 
average of Harmonized System 

six-digit duty averages.
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services may generate economic efficiency gains, it may not be realized without 
coordinated regulatory reforms and additional policies.29

The results of a survey conducted among developing-country exporting 
companies by the International Trade Centre (ITC) indicate that “technical 
measures” are perceived to be the most challenging impediments, possibly owing 
to the complexity of the measures and their lack of transparency.30 Such technical 
requirements on products may be set by Governments or private entities.

Standards are necessary, but they also need to be properly applied. For 
example, environmental standards can be effective in accelerating technological 
transformation for sustainable development both in developed countries and, 
coupled with appropriate cooperation schemes, in developing countries.31 The 
combination of standards and patent protection has implications for the adequate 
diffusion of environmental technologies, however. It reinforces the need for an 
enabling environment for the development, adaptation and transfer of environ-
mental technology by developing countries. This would include the adjustment 
of international trade disciplines.32

Lack of participation of developing countries in international standard-
setting bodies explains, in part, the lack of familiarity with international meas-

 29 P. Brenton and others, “Africa’s trade in services and the opportunities and risks of 
economic partnership agreements”, Africa Trade Policy Notes, No. 6 (Washington, 
D.C.: World Bank, 2010).

 30 The survey covers only trade in goods. For details of the survey methodology, country 
coverage, and so forth, see International Trade Centre, Market Access, Transparency and 
Fairness in Global Trade: Export Impact for Good, 2010 (United Nations publication, 
Sales No. E.11.III.T.1).

 31 World Economic and Social Survey 2011: The Great Green Technological Transformation 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.11.II.C.1).

 32 Ibid., p. 43.

Table 2
Estimated agricultural support by OECD countries, 1990, 2000 and 2005-2010a

1990 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010b

Total agricultural support in OECD countriesc

Billions of United States dollars 324 321 370 359 355 377 378 366

Billions of euros 255 349 298 286 260 258 272 277

As a percentage of OECD countries’ GDP 1.81 1.22 1.03 0.95 0.86 0.86 0.92 0.85

Support to agricultural producers in OECD countriesd

Billions of United States dollars 251 245 270 258 252 261 251 227

Billions of euros 197 266 217 206 184 179 180 172

As a percentage of gross farm receipts 31.7 32.2 27.8 25.8 21.4 20.2 21.9 18.3

Source: OECD, Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries and Emerging Economies, OECD, Paris, 2011.
a From 2010, the OECD aggregate includes Chile and Israel.
b Preliminary data.
c The Total Support Estimate (TSE) comprises support to agricultural producers, both at the individual and collective levels, and subsidies to 
consumers.
d The Producer Support Estimate (PSE) measures support provided directly to agricultural producers.
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ures and creates the risk that developing countries’ technological capacity and 
demand structures might not be taken into account when setting international 
standards.33 Transparency, and effective participation of developing countries in 
standard-setting, as well as adequate technical and financial support to adopt and 
meet technical measures, including environmental standards, remain critical.

The ITC survey results further highlight the importance of inadequate 
administrative procedures and weak export facilitation as obstacles to developing-
country trade. For instance, a study shows that “in Burkina Faso, more than  
50 per cent of the 74 companies interviewed experienced trade barriers linked to 
domestic challenges. Similar preliminary results were found among other sur-
veyed countries. Other obstacles not directly linked to NTMs related to trans-
portation, the business environment and security”.34

Indeed, LDC exporters face higher domestic costs of logistics and of han-
dling transactions. Delays in processing paper work and high administrative fees 
affect export competitiveness. An international comparison of transaction costs 
confirms that LDC exporters are at a clear disadvantage. They face a much higher 
waiting time in complying with export procedures.35 The unit container cost is 
almost $1,800, which is 63 per cent more than that for exporters in developed 
countries and 95 per cent more than for exporters in East Asia and the Pacific. 
Such differences in transaction costs greatly diminish any competitive edge the 
LDCs might have obtained through preferential trade schemes. Reducing trans-
port costs by improving trade facilitation and transport logistics are critical in 
helping developing countries better exploit market access opportunities. This 
need is recognized in the Doha trade facilitation negotiations and in the Aid for 
Trade initiative.

Aid for Trade
With growth of trade envisaged to play a major role in development strategies, 
donor countries and institutions have given special focus to providing assistance 
in strengthening developing-country productive and export capacities through 
initiatives such as Aid for Trade and the Enhanced Integrated Framework (EIF) 
for trade-related assistance for LDCs. ODA categorized as Aid for Trade increased 
to a total of $40.1 billion in 2009, the latest year for which data are available (fig-
ure 4). This figure represents a 60 per cent increase over the 2002-2005 baseline 
period. However, the annual rate of increase of Aid for Trade in 2009 slowed 
sharply to 2 per cent compared to the period since its launch by WTO members 
in 2005. Economic infrastructure remains the most important component, fol-
lowed by support to build productive capacities. Sub-Saharan Africa and Asia 
receive the bulk of the funding allocated to Aid for Trade (figure 5). Aid for Trade 
to the former increased by $3.5 billion, to a record $12.5 billion, in 2009. In Asia, 
India and Iraq saw a decline in ODA destined to Aid for Trade. Aid-for-Trade 

 33 World Trade Organization, World Trade Report 2005: Exploring the Links Between 
Trade, Standards and the WTO (Geneva).

 34 Carolin Averbeck and Olga Skorobogatova, “Non-tariff measures and technical regu-
lations: the challenges of compliance for exporters”, International Trade Forum, Issue 
3/2010, available from http://www.tradeforum.org/news/fullstory.php/aid/1592. 

 35 See “Trading across borders methodology”, World Bank Doing Business project, avail-
able from www.doingbusiness.org/MethodologySurveys/TradingAcrossBorders.aspx.

Aid for Trade has been 
experiencing a slowdown
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commitments to LDCs and other low-income countries represented 49 per cent of 
total Aid for Trade in 2009. Viet Nam was the largest recipient, followed by India.

The OECD and WTO are leading a review of country experiences in utiliz-
ing Aid for Trade, which is to be discussed at the Third Global Review, to be held 
on 18 and 19 July 2011 in Geneva. National development strategies are pivotal in 
defining priority needs for building trade capacities. Results of the Global Review 
in Geneva should feed into the broader review at the Fourth High-level Forum 
on Aid Effectiveness, to be held in Busan, Republic of Korea, from 29 November 
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Figure 5
Allocation of Aid for Trade commitments by region, 2002-2005 average, 2008 
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to 1 December 2011, and subsequently, into discussions in the United Nations 
Development Cooperation Forum in 2012 (see chapter on ODA). The G-20 has 
pledged to sustain support for Aid for Trade beyond 2011 at a level equal to at 
least $32.5 billion per year, the average provided during 2006-2008.36 The effec-
tive use of this support depends heavily on the broader policy framework (which 
includes recipient country national development strategies) for strengthening pro-
ductive capacity and fostering economic diversification, including through trade. 

Policy recommendations

Actions at the national and international levels required to ensure improvement 
in the market access of developing countries include the following:

 y Intensifying efforts to conclude a balanced, comprehensive, ambitious and 
development-oriented Doha Round of trade negotiations

 y Increasing support for the development of trade capacities in developing 
countries, especially for LDCs, through Aid for Trade and the Enhanced Inte-
grated Framework, while ensuring that this support is aligned with national 
development strategies

 y Putting in place and strengthening, where appropriate, trade finance and trade 
facilitation programmes to ensure LDC and other low-income country access 
to trade finance at affordable costs; providing support to improve border man-
agement and logistics

 y Removing trade-restrictive measures adopted in response to the crisis and 
refraining from introducing new ones, in particular those that have negative 
effects on the commercial interests of developing countries, especially those 
of LDCs

 y Ensuring, through the multilateral trade framework and by no later than the 
end of 2011, concrete measures in favour of LDCs, including:

 � Full implementation, by developed countries and developing countries in 
a position to do so, of the DFQF on a lasting basis for all products and for all 
LDCs, with simple, transparent and predictable rules of origin

 � An ambitious, expeditious and specific agreement to overcome impedi-
ments in cotton trade, in particular through the elimination of export 
subsidies and trade-distorting domestic support to cotton production in 
developed countries

 � Preferential market access for LDCs in service sectors and modes of export 
interest under a WTO waiver

 y Accelerating delivery of the commitment to eliminate all forms of agricultural 
export subsidies by 2013 and agricultural production subsidies in developed 
countries within a credible medium-term time frame

 36 Calculations based on the OECD/DAC Credit Reporting System online database 
(OECD-CRS). 
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Debt sustainability

We commit ourselves to … assisting developing countries in ensuring 
long-term debt sustainability through coordinated policies aimed 

at fostering debt financing, debt relief and debt restructuring, 
as appropriate

United Nations, General Assembly resolution 65/1

External borrowing plays a crucial role in supplementing domestic savings to 
finance desirable development investments (including essential infrastructure), 
accelerating economic growth and smoothing macroeconomic cycles. Yet, for 
many reasons, both external and domestic, and which also include economic 
and natural disasters, many developing countries have at one time or another 
accumulated mounting debt burdens and onerous debt-servicing obligations. 
Prudent macroeconomic policies and public debt management are necessary 
conditions for maintaining sustainable debt burdens, but despite such efforts, 
debt sustainability can be derailed by global economic and financial instability 
and unexpected shocks.

When sovereign debt distress turns into a crisis, the central policy matter 
becomes how speedily and effectively the workout can return the country to a 
sustainable debt configuration and how the burden of the workout can be shared 
between creditors and the debtor, avoiding any undue sacrifice by the population 
or delay in the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). For 
these reasons, the outcome document of the High-level Plenary Meeting of the 
General Assembly on the MDGs (the “MDG summit”)1 underlines the impor-
tance of ensuring long-term debt sustainability and reiterates the need for appro-
priate debt workouts when sovereign debts become unsustainable. Indeed, one 
concern of policymakers is the uneven treatment of different developing countries 
in their debt workouts and the uncertainty regarding how future debt crises in poor 
and middle-income countries will be handled. Despite recognition of the need 
for enhanced approaches to debt restructuring, no actions have been undertaken 
to create a comprehensive and efficient international debt restructuring mecha-
nism since the unsuccessful outcome of the discussions on this issue in 2003.

The debt situation and financial flows 
to developing countries
Although developing countries are leading the global recovery and debt ratios 
have declined in the aggregate, some countries have found it more difficult to 
emerge from the recession or are still coping with large deficits and reduced fiscal 
space, especially given the additional shocks of higher food and energy prices.

 1 General Assembly resolution 65/1, adopted on 22 September 2010.

Debt ratios have declined, 
but fiscal pressures remain
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Outstanding external debt of emerging and other developing economies 
increased 8 per cent in 2010.2 Despite this increase, the global economic recovery 
has helped reduce the average ratio of external debt to gross domestic product 
(GDP) from 24 to 22 per cent. Multilateral lending continued its countercyclical 
surge in 2010. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) has made loan com-
mitments totalling more than $250 billion since mid-2008. In fiscal 2010, the 
World Bank committed to lending $44 billion in non-concessional resources, up 
from the previous record high of $33 billion in 2009. Concessional flows from 
the Bank’s International Development Association (IDA) in fiscal 2010 reached 
$14.5 billion, a 3.5 per cent increase over 2009. Concessional funds from multi-
lateral development banks such as IDA are constrained by the fixed envelope of 
resources at their disposal. To accelerate their response to the crisis, however, they 
have boosted flows to the poorest countries by frontloading available resources.3

In part as a result of the surge in borrowing from multilateral lenders, 
along with increased lending by private sector and emerging market creditors, 
as well as owing to earlier debt reduction operations for a number of low- and 
middle-income countries, the share of credits from members of the Paris Club in 
total debt has become rather small. For low- and lower-middle-income countries, 
respectively, Paris Club lenders accounted for 20 per cent and 13 per cent of total 
debt in 2009. The share was only 2 per cent for upper-middle-income countries.4 
The reduced importance of official creditors united in the Paris Club increases 
the need for setting up new arrangements for debt restructuring, as discussed 
further below.

In addition, faced with limited access to concessional finance and press-
ing development needs, some low-income countries have sought, for some time 
now, to broaden their access to international lending, and have begun to issue 
more bonds in international capital markets. The countries involved tend to be 
those with low debt and debt-service levels; nevertheless, they generally have low 
credit ratings (that is, grades in the B-/B+ range) and hence face relatively high 
borrowing costs. That having been said, the risk premium they face varies widely 
among these countries.

Quite a number of other low-income countries have not been able to over-
come their debt difficulties, however, and still have outstanding arrears. The 
stock of arrears of low-income countries averaged 18 per cent of exports in 2008-
2009—although this is down from 31 per cent in 2005. Only six countries 
account for most of the outstanding arrears.5

 2 International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Economic Outlook: Tensions from the Two-
Speed Recovery—Unemployment, Commodities, and Capital Flows (Washington, D.C., 
April 2011), table B22.

 3 World Bank and IMF, Global Monitoring Report 2011: Improving the Odds of Achieving 
the MDGs (Washington, D.C., 2011), p. 154.

 4 Calculations based on data from the Paris Club website and IMF World Economic 
Outlook April 2011 database.

 5 Cambodia, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Myanmar, Somalia, the United 
Republic of Tanzania and Zimbabwe each had arrears of more than $1 billion in 2009, 
accounting for 77 per cent of the total arrears of low-income countries. Estimates 
are based on arrears data reported by the World Bank Global Development Finance 
Databank, available from http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/global-development-
finance, and on export data published in the IMF World Economic Outlook April 2011 
database. 
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The key indicator of debt sustainability monitored as part of the MDG 8 
targets is the ratio of external debt service to exports of goods and services. The 
latest available estimates, as shown in figure 1, show that the ratio declined to pre-
crisis levels for all income groups in 2010. The decline can be explained largely 
by the generalized recovery of exports.

The dollar value of debt-servicing payments increased in low- and lower-
middle-income countries in 2010. However, in about 43 per cent of the countries, 
debt servicing fell in 2010, while the debt service-to-exports ratio fell in about two 
thirds of all countries. Indebted countries in the Caribbean and Southern Asia 
showed no improvement in the ratio in 2010 owing to sluggish export recovery 
(figure 2). In Oceania, the increase in debt outpaced the increase in exports, 
resulting in a slight increase in the debt-servicing ratio.
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Figure 2
External debt servicing-to-exports of goods and services ratio, by region, 2000, 
2007 and 2009-2010 (percentage)

2010

2009

2007

2000

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Developing regions’ total

Latin America

Western Asia

Southern Asia

Eastern Asia

South-Eastern Asia

Caucasus and Central Asia

Caribbean

Sub-Saharan Africa

Northern Africa

Oceania Source: IMF World Economic 
Outlook April 2011 database.



42 The Global Partnership for Development: Time to Deliver

The current account of the balance of payments is an indicator of exter-
nal financing needs, as it must be covered by some combination of net foreign 
borrowing, net direct and equity investment inflows, and use of reserves. In 
2010, the current-account deficit of low-income countries averaged 9 per cent 
of GDP, much higher than that of lower- and upper-middle-income countries, 
which recorded deficits of 2.2 per cent and 5.6 per cent of GDP, respectively.6 
Thirteen low-income countries face potential liquidity constraints as their level 
of international reserves has dropped below the bare minimum value of three 
months’ worth of imports.

At the other end of the spectrum, a number of emerging economies have 
seen massive inflows of private portfolio capital, putting upward pressure on 
their exchange rates and adding to the stock of international reserves. In several 
instances, the capital inflows are inflating domestic asset price bubbles and add-
ing to inflationary pressures.7 This, in turn, has increased fears of sudden reversals 
in capital flows, and an increasing number of emerging economies have adopted 
capital controls to stem short-term portfolio inflows.8

Progress in the implementation of debt relief 
initiatives
In 1996, the international community adopted a specific mechanism for a com-
prehensive workout from the debt crises of the heavily indebted poor countries 
(HIPCs), which was later supplemented by the Multilateral Debt Relief Initia-
tive (MDRI). Since June 2010, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberia and Togo have reached their completion points in the HIPC 
process and are eligible for irrevocable debt relief under the HIPC Initiative and 
the MDRI. The Comoros, in the meantime, reached its decision point, which is 
the interim step in receiving debt relief. As at end-March 2011, 32 out of 40 coun-
tries are regarded as being post-completion-point countries and 4 are in between 
their decision and completion points.9 The four remaining (pre-decision-point) 
countries are Eritrea, Kyrgyzstan, Somalia and the Sudan. To become eligible for 
full debt relief, these eight countries will “require continued efforts to strengthen 
policies and institutions, and support from the international community”.10

The HIPC-MDRI process had reduced the debt of 36 post-decision-point 
HIPCs by over 80 per cent as at end-2010.11 The debt-relief initiative for the 
HIPCs has been using targets for reducing debt levels to what is deemed a “sus-
tainable” debt service of no more than 15-20 per cent of exports. In practice, debt 
relief brought the debt-service ratios faced by most HIPCs significantly below 

 6 The data reflects the simple average by group.
 7 IMF, Global Financial Stability Report: Durable Financial Stability—Getting There 

from Here, (Washington, D.C., April 2011), p. xi, available from http://www.imf.org/
external/pubs/ft/gfsr/2011/01/pdf/text.pdf.

 8 See, for example, United Nations, “World economic situation and prospects as of mid-
2011” (E/2011/113).

 9 World Bank, “HIPC At-A-Glance Guide”, Spring 2011, available from http://
siteresources.worldbank.org/INTDEBTDEPT/Resources/468980-1240603491481/
HIPC_Spring2011_ENG.pdf.

 10 IMF, “Factsheet: Debt Relief under HIPC Initiative”, March 2011.
 11 World Bank, “HIPC At-A-Glance Guide”, op. cit.

Four new countries are now 
eligible for debt relief
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this threshold. Between 1999 and 2010, the debt service-to-export ratio of the 
36 post-decision-point countries as a group fell from 18 per cent to 3 per cent, 
while the present value of external debt relative to GDP declined from 114 per 
cent to 19 per cent.12 The reduced debt burden has, in part, allowed increased 
spending for poverty reduction. Related expenditures increased, on average, from 
44 per cent of revenue (or 6 per cent of GDP) in 2001 to 57 per cent of revenue 
(or almost 10 per cent of GDP) in 2010.13

Not all creditors comply with agreements to provide debt relief to HIPCs. 
What is more, a number of holders of claims have tried to recover the face value 
of the loans in court. The number of outstanding litigation cases reached 17 in 
2009, of which 1 was a new case (against Kyrgyzstan).14

Outside the HIPC Initiative and the MDRI, the Paris Club offered tempo-
rary debt relief to Antigua and Barbuda through an agreement that is to reduce 
debt service by 86 per cent over the three-year period of the IMF support pro-
gramme agreed upon in September 2010.15 Jamaica and Seychelles undertook 
significant debt exchanges in 2010. Jamaica’s debt exchange, covering 47 per 
cent of public debt, was restricted to domestic debt instruments and domestic 
resident bondholders. Seychelles’ commercial creditors (which held about 60 per 
cent of Seychelles’ debt) agreed to a restructuring offer made by the Government 
in January 2010 to cut the amount owed by 50 per cent. Under the agreement, 
remaining repayments will be spread over the period 2016-2026. In addition, the 
Solomon Islands normalized its debt obligations with its creditors, cooperating 
under the Honiara Club Agreement in September 2010.

Vulnerable countries and countries in debt distress
Based on the most recent joint IMF-World Bank Debt Sustainability Framework 
(DSF) assessments,16 the IMF classified 19 countries as being at high risk or in 
debt distress from the list of countries eligible to draw from its Poverty Reduc-
tion and Growth Trust (PRGT).17 The distribution of countries by degree of risk 
of debt distress and according to World Bank income groupings is presented in 
figure 3. Thirteen of them are classified by the World Bank as being in fragile 
situations18 and eight of them are post-completion-point HIPC countries. Among 

 12 Ibid.
 13 International Development Association (IDA) and IMF, “Heavily Indebted Poor 

Countries (HIPC) Initiative and Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI)–Status 
of Implementation”, 14 September 2010.

 14 Ibid.
 15 See “The Paris Club reschedules US$ 117 million of Antigua and Barbuda’s debt”, Paris 

Club press release, 16 September 2010.
 16 Based on “List of LIC DSAs for PRGT-Eligible Countries, as of May 15, 2011”, available 

from http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/dsa/dsalist.pdf, accessed on 7 June 2011. 
 17 Since its April 2010 assessment (see IMF and World Bank, “Preserving debt- 

sustainability in low-income countries in the wake of the global crisis”, 1 April 2010, 
available from http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2010/040110.pdf), the level of 
risk of Maldives, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and Togo changed 
to moderate; Liberia went from “in debt distress” to low-risk and there was no new 
assessment for Eritrea, Myanmar and Somalia, which were previously in debt distress.

 18 See “Harmonized list of fragile situations, FY 11”, available from http://siteresources.
worldbank.org/EXTLICUS/Resources/511777-1269623894864/Fragile_Situations_
List_FY11_(Oct_19_2010).pdf.

A significant number of 
countries are at high risk or 
in debt distress …
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the four interim HIPCs, two (the Comoros and Guinea) are classified as being in 
debt distress and one (Côte d’Ivoire) is at high risk. While the rating of two of the 
four pre-decision-point HIPCs is unavailable, one of them (the Sudan) is rated as 
being in debt distress. Zimbabwe, which is not a HIPC, is also in debt distress. 
Six other non-HIPCs are classified as being at high risk of debt distress: Djibouti, 
Grenada, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Tajikistan, Tonga and Yemen.

The ratio of public debt to GDP is another indicator of debt vulnerability. 
Although there is no consensus regarding critical levels of this ratio to bench-
mark loss of sustainability,19 some researchers have suggested a threshold of 40 
per cent for low-income countries.20 In order to assess the potential risk of a debt 
crisis properly, this vulnerability indicator needs to be put in context and assessed 
in conjunction with other influencing factors, such as the composition and the 
maturity structure of debt, the level of interest rates, inflation, growth prospects 
and the external economic environment.

In 2009, 11 low-income countries had ratios above the 150 per cent of pre-
sent value of debt-to-exports threshold for debt write-offs in the HIPC Initiative, 
suggesting their debt situations are highly vulnerable and that they are facing 
debt-servicing problems, or will face them in the near future. As figure 4 shows, 
nine of these countries also had public debt-to-GDP ratios of more than 40 per 
cent in 2010.21 Twenty-two lower-middle-income countries also had a ratio of 
public debt to GDP in 2010 above the critical level of 40 per cent.

 19 Carmen M. Reinhart, Kenneth S. Rogoff and Miguel A. Savastano, “Debt intoler-
ance”, NBER Working Paper, No. 9908 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: National Bureau 
of Economic Research), August 2003, p. 17. 

 20 The IMF-World Bank Debt Sustainability Framework (DSF) for low-income countries 
sets a 40 per cent threshold for countries classified as having “medium” policy perfor-
mance (see IMF and IDA, “Staff guidance note on the application of the joint Bank-
Fund debt sustainability framework for low-income countries”, 22 January 2010, p. 9).

 21 Eritrea and Guinea are pre-completion-point HIPCs, meaning their debt has been 
slated for reduction.
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Several countries in the Caribbean also exhibit high public debt-to-GDP 
ratios.22 As they also face other external vulnerabilities, their situations give reason 
for concern. On average, across small States as a whole, the recent financial crisis 
reversed the downward trend in debt burden indicators seen over the previous 
decade.23 Public debt has also increased in some emerging economies (for example, 
in Central and Eastern Europe) and countries in Central Asia, especially the net 
energy importers among them. Public debt ratios are also high in some middle-
income Latin American countries. As much of this debt is denominated in foreign 
currency, debt sustainability is also highly sensitive to exchange-rate movements.

Albeit with the individual exceptions noted above, the data suggest that 
there is no imminent systemic crisis looming in the developing world. Much of 
the increase in fiscal deficits in 2009 was on account of the crisis. As figure 5 
shows, fiscal deficits decreased in 2010 in the developing world, as recoveries took 
hold, but they still remain substantial as a share of GDP, especially in low- and 
lower-middle-income countries. In some countries where recovery has been weak, 
and where other pressures like energy and food prices have added to vulnerability, 
the situation is challenging.

Just as global prospects remain uncertain given the weakness of the recov-
ery in the developed countries and volatility in the markets for food, energy and 
foreign currencies, so, too, does the outlook for debt sustainability, and there is 
still considerable risk that conditions could worsen for many countries. The situ-
ation thus requires continued careful monitoring.

 22 Four of them have a ratio of public debt to GDP over 100 per cent.
 23 Dorte Dömeland, Tihomir Stučka and William O’Boyle, Small States Before and After 

the Financial Crisis (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, forthcoming). 

Fiscal deficits remain 
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Debt sustainability assessments
Low-income countries
The analysis of the debt sustainability of low-income countries is carried out by 
the Bretton Woods institutions using their joint DSF.24 Initially, the framework 
established recommended limits to borrowing in order to maintain debt sustain-
ability. These were addressed particularly to donors who might be able to provide 
assistance in the form of grants instead of loans. In the aftermath of the global 
financial crisis, the limits were adjusted to introduce more flexibility. A further 
review is under way, aimed at improving the analytics of the framework while 
maintaining its simplicity.25

The DSF analysis examines individual country indicators against indica-
tive thresholds that depend, in part, on assessments of the strength of the poli-
cies and institutions in the country concerned. The empirical evidence shows 
that it is actually very difficult in practice to determine the critical threshold 
beyond which sovereign debt would become unsustainable. Economic situations 
differ too much from country to country to establish such a threshold unambigu-
ously. In part to reflect such different circumstances, the DSF makes distinctions 
among low-income countries based on the World Bank’s Country Policy and 
Institutional Assessment (CPIA), an indicator meant to assess the “quality” of 

 24 The DSF was introduced in 2005 and has been reviewed twice since then.
 25 See “Communiqué of the twenty-third meeting of the International Monetary and 

Financial Committee of the Board of Governors of the International Monetary Fund”, 
16 April 2011, available from http://www.imf.org/external/np/cm/2011/041611.htm. 
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borrower countries’ policies and institutions. It is a quantitative indicator based 
on qualitative Bank staff assessments of a range of economic, institutional and 
social factors that were originally created for purposes other than assessing debt 
sustainability. To focus on the factors that directly affect debt sustainability, the 
IMF and the Bank could replace the CPIA in the DSF with indices that relate to 
debt and macroeconomic management, which would better assess the capacity 
of the authorities to manage public resources.

The DSF includes “stress tests”, which aim to analyse what may happen 
should there be a major change in a key economic variable, such as a large devalu-
ation of the currency.26 However, additional stress tests could be conceived; for 
example exposure to extreme weather events or a disruption in the expected 
inflow of aid.

The DSF should also contemplate nationwide—or at least financial sec-
tor—asset liability assessments. This balance-sheet approach would consider the 
Government’s portfolio of assets and liabilities, maturity structure and currency 
composition. It would facilitate a better understanding of the linkages between 
internal and external debt and between Government, quasi-public and private 
obligations that can become Government responsibilities in a crisis. For instance, 
it would prompt analysts to take explicit account of contingent liabilities, espe-
cially in the financial sector. It is crucial that the total liability structure of public 
and private debt be taken into account when gauging sovereign debt sustainability.

Middle-income countries
The debt sustainability of middle-income countries is currently monitored using 
the IMF framework for Debt Sustainability Analysis (DSA) for market access 
countries (MACs). The framework considers that if the debt-to-GDP ratio is 
either stable or declining, the solvency condition has been met. However, if it 
stabilizes at a high rate, problems might still arise.27 In contrast to the DSF for 
low-income countries, this framework does not use any debt ratio thresholds. 
One of the reasons for not doing so is that such benchmarking could directly 
influence the risk premium middle-income countries would have to pay on inter-
national loans, whether or not this was warranted by actual country conditions.

Other considerations are also important when analysing MAC debt sus-
tainability. While the measure of external debt in the MAC framework includes 
private as well as Government obligations (relative to exports), the domestic 
debt indicator refers only to public debt. A build-up of bubbles in the domestic 
financial sector would therefore not be tracked, nor would inadequately financed 
insurance or investor guarantees. As has been observed during the aftermath of 
the financial crisis, fragile debt positions in the private sector can subsequently 

 26 The current approach is to shock one variable, keeping the rest constant, and observe 
the effects on the ratios. Alternative options are to incorporate interactions among the 
different variables, calibrated based on country-specific data, and create a baseline sce-
nario with confidence intervals. Alternative scenarios, in case certain risks materialize, 
could then be conducted.

 27 Morris Goldstein, “Debt sustainability, Brazil and the IMF”, IIE Working Paper,  
No. 03-1 (Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics), p. 14; and IMF, 
“Staff guidance note on debt sustainability analysis for market access countries”,  
3 July 2008, p. 5.
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become public sector liabilities.28 Contingent liabilities, including the banking 
system, should thus be taken into account, although they are difficult to quantify.

Another important issue is the sustainability framework’s focus on sol-
vency alone, while lack of consideration is given to liquidity risks. Although the 
framework includes estimates of gross financing needs (that is, borrowing to cover 
maturing debt and net new borrowing), it focuses extensively on ratios involving 
the stock of debt, de-emphasizing relevant liquidity indicators29 which would 
identify currency and maturity mismatches between debt obligations and fiscal 
resources. While liquidity concerns are a focus in parts of IMF surveillance other 
than the DSA, this framework could also take account of these factors, along with 
more disaggregated—and higher frequency—data on the debt stock,30 including 
short-term and domestic debt.

In addition, by looking merely at debt-creating flows, analysts could over-
look the build-up of asset bubbles generated by non-debt creating capital inflows, 
which could affect debt sustainability through their impact on macroeconomic 
variables both during upswings or when those bubbles burst. Further, the mere 
focus on Government debt could overlook the build-up of fragile debt positions 
in the private sector. If such positions become critical and lead to bailouts, public 
sector liabilities are bound to rise as a result.31 The framework should also include 
present values of debt. Similarly, both total domestic and external public debt 
should be covered in the analysis so as to identify unsustainable patterns outside 
or within the public sector. Contingent liabilities, although difficult to quantify, 
should also be considered to provide an accurate image of potential debt obliga-
tions. Finally, spillover effects in debt, currency and banking problems should 
also be taken into account to avoid systemic risk.

An inter-agency technical working group should be formed to study these 
issues and suggest options to improve the frameworks for debt sustainability 
analysis. This would contribute to helping countries attain, and then ensure, long-
term debt sustainability, as called for at the 2010 MDG summit.32

Policy coherence issues in debt sustainability
The responsibility of low-income countries for the fiscal and financial manage-
ment of their development is sometimes complicated by insufficient coordina-
tion between international institutions and multiple bilateral donors who want 
to support Government programmes and projects but can offer loans only. One 
objective of the DSF for low-income countries is to signal when grants should 
be extended in lieu of loans, but the option of switching the funding mode is 
not always available to donors. Meanwhile, Governments adopt national devel-
opment strategies and donors pledge their help towards realizing them. When 
promises regarding projects are made to citizens but pledged aid is not delivered, 
Governments are put under pressure to mobilize alternative funding sources, 
including non-concessional credits. There is thus a disconnect between advising 

 28 Morris Goldstein, ibid., p. 9.
 29 This would include three months’ worth of imports plus liabilities due in the short and 

medium term. 
 30 IMF, “Staff guidance note on debt sustainability”, op. cit.
 31 Morris Goldstein, op. cit.
 32 General Assembly resolution 65/1, op. cit., para. 78(q).
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countries that they should not borrow on non-concessional terms and failing to 
ensure sufficient aid resources to support national investment plans, such as those 
in MDG-related programmes.

Enhancing institutional arrangements 
for debt restructuring
Whenever a default occurs, the creditor groups typically negotiate the best deals, 
and the solutions are often excessively creditor-friendly and thus costly for devel-
oping countries.33 The final outcome depends on the political strengths of the 
debtor and its different classes of creditors. Resolution usually takes a long time,34 
especially given the time already elapsed between the onset of debt distress and 
actual default. The end result is that even after the crisis is resolved, many coun-
tries are not in a position to embark on a sustainable growth path.

The outcome document of the 2010 MDG summit called for the considera-
tion of an enhanced approach to debt restructuring, but no action has been taken 
so far. The current, informal official debt restructuring machinery, which includes 
the Paris Club,35 faces many challenges. When the Paris Club was created, there 
was very little international private lending and little international lending other 
than by developed-country Governments and international institutions. It thus 
had a central role to play in sovereign debt restructuring. Today, this role is much 
less clear. An emerging issue is the absence of a mechanism for new providers of 
development finance (mainly emerging economies that are playing an increas-
ingly important role in financing other developing countries). The Stiglitz com-
mission report36 suggested the creation of an international debt restructuring 
court as the way forward.

In addition, the growing importance of private debt in total external debt 
poses new challenges for the Paris Club, which requires its debtors to seek com-
parable treatment from other creditors, including private creditors. Apart from 
moral suasion and relationship-based outcomes, the fundamentals for private and 
official non-Paris Club creditors to provide treatment comparable to that of the 
Paris Club are weak and the agreements non-binding. There is also a potential 
conflict of interest as regards the advisory role of the IMF in Paris Club debt 

 33 See Barry Herman, José Antonio Ocampo and Shari Spiegel, eds., Overcoming Develop-
ing Country Debt Crises (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2010).

 34 In the Paris Club, the entire process is reported to take from six months to two and a 
half years, with some creditors reaching agreement faster than others. After agreement 
is reached in the meeting of the Club, time is spent in bilateral negotiations to agree 
upon interest rates and define the list of debts covered. The negotiated interest rate 
can vary from one bilateral agreement to another. In the 1980s, countries came up for 
rescheduling, even while the last agreement had not yet been completed in the bilateral 
negotiations. Bond restructuring can be arranged quickly or, as in the case of Argentina, 
can take several years.

 35 The Paris Club has functioned since 1956. Its membership comprises 19 Government 
creditors, with the IMF playing a significant advisory role in the debt restructuring 
process. Other creditor countries have been invited to participate in negotiations with 
individual countries where they have sizeable exposures.

 36 United Nations, “Report of the Commission of Experts of the President of the United 
Nations General Assembly on Reforms of the International Monetary and Financial 
System”, 21 September 2009, p. 124.
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restructuring, since the IMF is a preferred creditor, on the one hand, and a broker 
between debtors and creditors, on the other.

Private debt restructuring is conventionally undertaken through ad hoc 
groups, such as the London Club, for commercial bank debt, or sometimes by 
bondholder committees, formed for bond debt at the time of insolvency. In bond 
restructuring, a workout is typically accomplished when the debtor makes an 
offer to exchange defaulted bonds for new ones on reduced terms and the offer is 
accepted by the requisite supermajority of holders.

A permanent debt restructuring machinery which would invite all creditors 
to deal simultaneously and comprehensively with a debtor country’s difficulties, 
as needed, could resolve many shortcomings in the existing system. It should be 
guided by principles that can be drawn upon in making assessments of a debtor’s 
ability to pay, such as past payment records, future revenue streams, the ability to 
withstand shocks and, above all, social imperatives, not least the achievement of 
the MDGs. An international mechanism could be empowered to adjudicate dis-
putes if informal negotiations fail. Other difficulties that it could address pertain 
to the delay and attendant high costs in finding a resolution, as well as the lack 
of comprehensiveness in dealing with all liabilities. The system needs to be fairer 
and more timely and effective in working out debt problems.

Policy recommendations

To enhance global financial stability and mitigate the impact of high debt bur-
dens on the poor in developing countries, the international community should 
continue efforts to prevent and manage debt crises. Several policy options to 
strengthen these efforts should be considered; these include:

 � Instituting an inter-agency technical working group on debt sustainability, 
which would aim at enhancing the analysis and effectiveness of the ex ante 
frameworks currently in place

 � Ensuring debt sustainability by substantially increasing the share of aid 
delivery to low-income countries that takes the form of grants

 � Considering the extension of the HIPC Initiative to all low-income countries 
in debt distress

 � Impeding litigation by those creditors not participating in internationally 
arranged debt workouts

 � Reflecting upon improved effectiveness of debt restructuring and relief 
modalities, including criteria for the possible use of debt standstills, with 
a view to developing an enhanced framework for orderly sovereign debt 
workouts for any country potentially in need

 � Convoking, in addition to the technical group on debt sustainability, an 
inter-agency working group to address pressing debt distress situations 
until a comprehensive international framework has been elaborated

 � Strengthening the capacity for debt management through additional 
efforts in technical cooperation, especially in countries with weak opera-
tional debt management
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Access to affordable essential 
medicines

We commit ourselves to … improving access to 
medicines … [and] the production of affordable, 

safe, effective and good quality medicines

–United Nations General Assembly resolution 65/1

Essential medicines are a crucial ingredient for fighting disease; thus, having 
access to them on affordable terms, though an insufficient requirement in itself, 
is essential for achieving the health-related Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs) and attending to other health needs of developing countries. The analy-
sis in this chapter stresses the critical importance of providing access to essen-
tial medicines for both chronic and communicable diseases. Medicines must be 
accessible to the population in acceptable quantities, dosages and quality, and at 
affordable prices. Unfortunately, this is not the case in most developing countries, 
and only modest progress has been made in this regard over the past decade.

Availability and prices of essential medicines
People who are ill must be able to purchase or otherwise obtain essential medi-
cines as needed. This is not typically the case for people in developing countries 
who rely on public sector dispensing facilities. During the period 2001-2009, 
essential medicines were, on average, available in only 42 per cent of public sec-
tor facilities, while they were available in 64 per cent of private sector facilities 
(figure 1).1 Median prices were, on average, 2.7 times higher than international 
reference prices in the public sector and 6.1 times higher in the private sector.

Limited availability of essential medicines in the public sector is often 
caused by a lack of resources, under-budgeting, inaccurate demand forecasting 
or inefficient procurement and distribution. This forces patients to buy (generic) 
medicines from private providers, which often charge two to three times more.2 
The private sector’s preference for originator brand products further increases the 
price and makes treatment even more unaffordable. Prices in the private sector 
tend to be higher because of higher manufacturers’ prices, taxes and tariffs, and 
high mark-ups in the supply chain.

 1 Availability is reported as the percentage of facilities where a product was found on the 
day of data collection.

 2 World Health Organization (WHO), The World Health Report—Health Systems Financ-
ing: The Path to Universal Coverage (Geneva, 2010). 

Limited availability and 
high prices of essential 
medicines persist
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Medicines for the treatment of chronic diseases
While the availability of generic essential medicines is limited in general, espe-
cially in the public sector, the situation with regard to medicines for treating 
chronic conditions is particularly poor. This is very worrisome given the fact that 
chronic diseases are the cause of no less than 40 per cent of all deaths in low-
income countries.3 Indeed, a recent study shows that generic medicines used for 
chronic conditions were available in only 36 per cent of the facilities in the public 
sector and 55 per cent of those in the private sector.4 Moreover, only 27 per cent 
of respondents from poor households in low-income countries who needed treat-
ment for a chronic condition reported having received it.5

While donor funding for essential medicines for non-communicable dis-
eases in developing countries has grown rapidly over the past decade, it still 
represents less than 3 per cent of total global development assistance for health 

 3 MDG Gap Task Force Report 2010: The Global Partnership for Development at a Critical 
Juncture (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.10.I.12). 

 4 Based on a comparison of the availability of 30 commonly used medicines for acute and 
chronic conditions in 40 developing countries. Alexandra Cameron and others, “Dif-
ferences in the availability of medicines for chronic and acute conditions in the public 
and private sectors of developing countries”, Bulletin of the World Health Organization, 
vol. 89, No. 6 (June), pp. 412-421.

 5 Anita K. Wagner and others, “Access to care and medicines, burden of health care ex-
penditures, and risk protection: results from the World Health Survey”, Health Policy, 
vol. 100, Issue 2 (May 2011), pp. 151-158.

Medicines to treat chronic 
diseases are particularly 

limited

Figure 1
Median availability of selected generic medicines in public and private health 
facilities during the period 2001-2009 (percentage)
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in 2008.6 Multilateral organizations remain the largest donors, but the greatest 
increase in recent years has come from private, non-profit donors. Aid for health 
is crucial, especially in low-income countries where about 15 per cent of health 
expenditures come from external sources.

In quite a number of developing countries, limited access to medicines used 
for chronic conditions also results from policy decisions that impede widespread 
provisioning throughout the public sector (as such conditions may be perceived to 
be less critical), as well as from technical and resource-related barriers to adapting 
the health system to the changing epidemiological profile of their populations. 
The quality of the medicines is often also a problem. For example, a recent survey 
in Rwanda showed that 20 per cent of hypertension medicines purchased in the 
market were substandard, while 80 per cent were of insufficient stability.7 The 
number of cases of the sale of counterfeit medicines for chronic diseases is also 
increasing through, for example, unregulated Internet sales.

Finally, challenges remain with regard to the development of evidence-
based clinical guidelines for non-communicable diseases, including diagnostic 
standards and international agreement on criteria for when medicinal treatment 
should begin. Potential conflicts of interest between the industry, patient organi-
zations, professional associations, health insurances and public sector organiza-
tions must be carefully identified and managed when developing such guidelines.

Paediatric medicines
Access to medicines for children is another area of concern. A study of key paedi-
atric medicines in 14 African countries found their availability at primary health 
care clinics to be poor (ranging from 28 to 48 per cent).8 Availability at retail or 
private pharmacies tended to be better (between 38 and 63 per cent), but still 
insufficient.

Barriers to the availability of medicines for children arise from factors on 
both the supply and demand sides. On the supply side, there are disincentives for 
manufacturers to produce paediatric formulations. Clinical research of children’s 
medicine is often difficult and costly, and paediatric medicine markets are often 
small and fragmented owing to the need for weight-specific strengths. Demand-
side issues are less well understood, but it has been suggested that barriers to 
the uptake of paediatric formulations at the country level include the lack of 
awareness of their existence by facility staff, regulatory barriers and reluctance to 
use new dosage forms such as dispersible tablets, as well as inadequate standard 
treatment guidelines and retraining of health-care staff and caregivers.9

 6 Rachel Nugent and Andrea B. Feigl, “Where have all the donors gone? Scarce donor 
funding for non-communicable diseases”, Center for Global Development Working 
Paper, No. 228 (Washington, D.C.: Center for Global Development, November 2010).

 7 Marc Twagirumukiza and others, “Influence of tropical climate conditions on the 
quality of antihypertensive drugs from Rwandan pharmacies”, The American Journal of 
Tropical Medicine and Hygiene, vol. 81, No. 5 (November), pp. 776-781.

 8 Jane Robertson and others, “What essential medicines for children are on the shelf?”, 
Bulletin of the World Health Organization, vol. 87, No. 3 (March), pp. 231-237.

 9 Brenda Waning and others, “The global pediatric antiretroviral market: analyses of 
product availability and utilization reveal challenges for development of pediatric for-
mulations and HIV/AIDS treatment in children”, BMC Pediatrics, vol. 10, No. 74 
(October).
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Affordability of essential medicines
The majority of medicine purchases are made out of pocket in low- and middle-
income countries, making affordability of medicines a key determinant of access. 
The affordability of individual medicines can be assessed by comparing their 
costs with internationally established poverty lines. In the estimates presented 
below, the assessment is expressed, hypothetically, in terms of what share of the 
population would fall below the income poverty lines of $1.25 and $2 per day 
(in purchasing power parity (PPP) dollars) after purchasing necessary medicines.

A recent study making such an assessment found that substantial por-
tions of the populations across 16 low- and middle-income countries would be 
“pushed” below the poverty line as a result of the purchase of medicines, particu-
larly if originator brand products were used (table 1).10 For example, it was found 
that in the Philippines, purchasing originator brand treatment for hypertension 
(Atenolol) would “push” an additional 22 per cent of the population below the 
$1.25 per day poverty line, compared to 7 per cent if the lowest-priced generic 
equivalent were available for purchase.11

Another way of assessing affordability is to look at the proportion of a 
household’s resources needed to purchase medicines and its capacity to spend 
that amount. In the literature, total health-care expenditures are sometimes con-
sidered “catastrophic” if they exceed 40 per cent of non-food expenditures. It is 
assumed that at this threshold, the household may be forced to sacrifice purchas-
ing other basic necessities, sell assets, incur debt or be pushed into poverty.12 An 
analysis of household survey data found that more than one in five households 
in 22 low-income countries incurred a “potentially catastrophic” level of health-
care costs and over 40 per cent had to rely on additional resources to cover the 
expenses.13

Promoting the use of generic medicines
Originator brand medicines generally cost substantially more than their generic 
equivalents. Patients purchasing medicines in the private sector in developing 
countries pay, on average, 2.6 times more for originator brands than for their 
lowest-priced generic equivalent.14 Generic medicines therefore offer the poten-
tial to achieve equivalent health outcomes at lower cost, provided their quality is 
assured. A study has found that, on average, 60 per cent of the cost could be saved 

 10 Laurens M. Niëns and others, “Quantifying the impoverishing effects of purchasing 
medicines: a cross-country comparison of the affordability of medicines in the develop-
ing world”, PLoS Medicine, vol. 7, Issue 8 (August), pp. 1-8.

 11 Owen O’Donnell and others, Analyzing Health Equity Using Household Survey Data: 
A Guide to Techniques and Their Implementation (Washington, D.C.: World Bank, 
2008).

 12 The study uses estimates of prevalence and assumes prevalence to be evenly distributed 
throughout the income distribution. In addition, it assumed that the burden to pay for 
the medicine is additional to the basic household necessities as reflected in the poverty 
lines.

 13 Anita K. Wagner and others, op. cit.
 14 Alexandra Cameron and others, “Medicine prices, availability, and affordability in 36 

developing and middle-income countries: a secondary analysis”, The Lancet, vol. 373, 
Issue 9659 (January), pp. 240-249.

The purchase of essential 
medicines can increase the 
proportion of poor people

Switching from originator 
brands to generic 

equivalents can save  
60 per cent of costs
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if private providers were to switch from originator brands to the lowest-priced 
generic equivalents.15 Similar gains are also possible among public health provid-
ers. In China, for example, over $86 million could have been saved by switching 
to generics in the case of only four types of medicine provided by public hospitals 
in 2008. It would have saved patients an average of 65 per cent of the actual cost.

However, evidence points to a suboptimal uptake of generic medicines. In 
pharmaceutical markets where patent protection does not exist, physicians and 
pharmacists lack incentives to prescribe or to dispense generics.16 Patients and 
health professionals also tend to distrust the quality of generic medicines. The effi-
ciency gains from an increased uptake of generic medicines warrant investments in 
promoting the availability and use of generic medicines and ensuring their quality.

Public health systems
The poorest sections of the population may not be able to afford even the lowest-
priced generic products. Ensuring the availability of medicines at little or no cost 
through the public health system is thus critical to ensuring access for all. An 
adequately functioning public health system is found to be associated with greater 
access to necessary medicines and a reduced need to recur to the use of savings or 

 15 Alexandra Cameron and Richard Laing, “Cost savings of switching private sector 
consumption from originator brand medicines to generic equivalents”, World Health 
Report Background Paper, No. 35 (Geneva: World Health Organization, 2010).

 16 Panos Kanavos, Joan Costa-Font and Elizabeth Seeley, “Competition in off-patent drug 
markets: issues, regulation and evidence”, Economic Policy, vol. 23, No. 7, pp. 499-544.

Table 1
Average proportion of the population “pushed” below international poverty 
lines if households were to purchase necessary medicines

Health 
condition Treatment

Additional percentage 
of population under the 

$1.25 per day poverty line

Additional percentage 
of population under the 
$2 per day poverty line

Originator 
brand 

medicine

Lowest-priced 
generic 

equivalent

Originator 
brand 

medicine

Lowest-priced 
generic 

equivalent

Asthma Salbutamol 
100 mcg inhaler 
(30-day supply) 10 2 13 4

Diabetes Glibenclamide 
5 mg tablet 
(2 per day 
for 30 days) 11 6 20 6

Hypertension Atenolol 
50 mg tablet 
(1 per day 
for 30 days) 12 3 23 9

Adult 
respiratory 
infection

Amoxicillin 
250 mg tablet 
(3 per day 
for 7 days) 17 7 25 13

Source: Laurens M. Niëns 
and others, “Quantifying 
the impoverishing effects 
of purchasing medicines: a 
cross-country comparison of 
the affordability of medicines 
in the developing world”, 
PLoS Medicine, vol. 7, Issue 8 
(August), pp. 1-8.
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borrowing or to selling assets to pay for health care. Furthermore, ensuring that 
health insurance systems provide widespread coverage of essential medicines may 
help mitigate the impoverishing effects of medicine purchases.17 Public coverage 
may also discourage inappropriate self-medication through, for example, the use 
of dated or substandard medicines or partial doses.18

Global initiatives to improve access to essential 
medicines
In addition to the above-mentioned broad strategic measures, a number of 
steps have been taken to reduce the costs and increase the availability of essen-
tial medicines. Further steps may be proposed in September 2011, when the 
United Nations General Assembly holds its first high-level meeting on non- 
communicable diseases (NCDs). The summit will bring together Heads of State 
and Government and public health experts to address the threat that NCDs 
(chronic diseases) pose to large populations in low- and middle-income countries. 
While many aspects of measurement, prevention and health promotion will be 
discussed, a critical element of the summit will be how to improve curative care 
for which medicines are a key element. The summit should also bring about a 
better balance between the policy attention given to communicable diseases and 
that given to chronic diseases.

Improving access to paediatric medicines
An example of international efforts to improve access to paediatric medicines has 
been the UNITAID activities in the area of paediatric antiretrovirals (ARVs). 
Specifically, UNITAID is fostering the expansion of paediatric AIDS treatment 
and is working to decrease prices. In cooperation with the Clinton HIV/AIDS 
Initiative (CHAI), UNITAID has provided predictable funding for large-scale 
purchases of paediatric ARVs. By thus ensuring minimum order volumes from 
a reliable funding source, incentives have been created for producers to enter the 
niche market of paediatric ARVs.19 The results have been most impressive: the 
average number of suppliers per paediatric product has doubled,20 the coverage of 
treatment of children in need increased from 10 per cent in 2005 to 38 per cent 
in 200821 and the price of quality AIDS medicines for children has dropped by 
60 per cent since 2006.22

 17 Anita K. Wagner and others, op. cit.
 18 Lucy Gilson and Di McIntyre, “Removing user fees for primary care in Africa: the need 

for careful action.” BMJ, vol. 331, No. 7519, pp. 762-765.
 19 Brenda Waning and others, op. cit. 
 20 See “UNITAID and the Clinton HIV/AIDS Initiative announce new price reduc-

tions for key drugs”, available from http://www.unitaid.eu/en/resources/news/198.html 
(accessed 23 June 2011).

 21 WHO, Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS), United Nations 
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), Towards Universal Access: Scaling-up Priority HIV/AIDS 
Interventions in the Health Sector—Progress Report 2009 (Geneva: WHO, 2009).

 22 See “Paediatric HIV/AIDS procurement project”, available from http://unitaid.eu/en/
paedriatics.html (accessed 23 June 2011).



57Access to affordable essential medicines

Greater involvement of the pharmaceutical industry
As it is the large pharmaceutical corporations that produce most medicines, one 
strategy to increase access of the poor to essential medicines has been to get 
these corporations directly involved. The Access to Medicine Index (AMI) pro-
ject is a multistakeholder initiative that was established in 2005 to identify gaps 
in access to medicines and the role pharmaceutical companies should play in 
addressing them.23 Based on survey results, companies are ranked according to 
performance scores (summarized in the AMI) in seven strategic areas: access to 
medicine management, public policy, research, equitable pricing, patents, prod-
uct development, and donations and philanthropy. First published in 2008, this 
biennial analysis facilitates the identification and sharing of leading and lagging 
practices, promotes cooperation and dialogue among all stakeholders, serves as 
a learning tool for the pharmaceutical industry and assesses progress made since 
the previous survey.

The 20 largest research-based “originator” and 7 largest “generic” phar-
maceutical companies were ranked based on their efforts to provide access to 
medicines in the 88 countries deemed most in need. Company initiatives in 
medicine, vaccine and diagnostic product portfolios were analysed for the 33 
priority diseases that had caused the largest health burden over a two-year period.

The AMI for 2010 reveals that some companies are increasingly granting 
external research organizations access to their potentially valuable “early stage” 
drug compounds, thereby increasing the chances of the successful development 
of new products for neglected diseases. A prime example is GlaxoSmithKline’s 
“open lab”, which provides 60 external researchers with the opportunity to access 
the firm’s expertise, knowledge and infrastructure.24 Additionally, companies 
are increasingly embracing collaboration—often with a public partner—for the 
development of products for diseases that disproportionately affect people living 
in developing countries.

The index also showed that a growing number of companies are develop-
ing innovative approaches. One example of a private-public partnership at the 
product-supply level is “SMS for Life”. This is a pilot project aimed at reducing or 
eliminating the incidence of stockouts and improving access to malaria medicine 
at remote health facilities using short message services (SMS), Internet and map-
ping technologies.25 SMS for Life was undertaken during 2009-2010 in three 
rural districts of the Republic of Tanzania and involved 129 health facilities. 
The Tanzanian Ministry of Health and Social Welfare, the Roll Back Malaria 
Partnership, Novartis Pharma AG, Vodafone Global Enterprise and IBM took 
part in the pilot project.

Some originator companies are also facilitating generic competition for 
their products through “non-exclusive voluntary licensing” arrangements. This 
maintains incentives for both originator and generic companies while at the same 
time expanding access. However, current examples are largely limited to a few 
products and countries.

 23 Access to Medicine Index available from http://www.accesstomedicineindex.org/.
 24 For more information, see http://www.gsk.com/collaborations/tres-cantos.htm.
 25 Jim Barrington and others, “SMS for Life: a pilot project to improve anti-malarial drug 

supply management in rural Tanzania using standard technology”, Malaria Journal, 
vol. 9, No. 298.
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The index also measures the efforts of companies to build local capabilities. 
One example is that of Novo Nordisk, which is working with local ministries of 
health to reduce supply chain mark-ups that frequently have a significant impact 
on the ultimate price paid by consumers.26 Another example is Sanofi-aventis, 
which is working closely with local regulatory agencies in clinical development 
and product registration.

The index has also identified some areas for improvement. Although most 
companies price their products with some consideration for the varying economic 
situations among countries, relatively few currently attempt to tailor pricing to 
reflect purchasing power disparities within countries. In addition, when com-
panies engage in more equitable pricing practices, the impact on customers or 
the firm remains unknown or undisclosed. In addition, stakeholders feel there 
is currently insufficient disclosure of information in key areas such as market-
ing and promotional activities, lobbying policies and practices, and intellectual 
property and competition policies, all of which could have an impact on access 
to and rational use of medicines.

Innovation and intellectual property
Intellectual property rights can serve as an important incentive for the develop-
ment of new health-care products, as the exclusive rights granted by patents may 
allow the patent holders to recover their investment in research and development. 
However, this incentive alone may not be sufficient to foster the development of 
new products to fight diseases where the potential market is small or uncertain, 
as in the case of neglected diseases. Moreover, legislation, policies and measures 
related to intellectual property protection can either facilitate or hinder access to 
more affordable generic essential medicines.

Although the majority of medicines on the World Health Organization 
(WHO) Model List of Essential Medicines27 are off-patent, that is, not pro-
tected by patents,28 medicines that are patented can be extremely expensive in 
the absence of generic competition, as is the case with second-line antiretroviral 
medicine. 29 In addition, up-to-date domestic patent information (which includes 
information on the filing of an application, the granting of a patent and its legal 
status) is difficult to obtain in many developing countries. This information is 
needed for procurement agencies, companies and individuals in order to deter-
mine how to procure or manufacture the products or the extent to which they 
might have to negotiate licences.30

 26 For more details, see http://changingdiabetesaccess.com/Differential_Pricing.aspx. 
 27 WHO, “WHO model list of essential medicines”, 17th ed., March 2011, available from 

http://whqlibdoc.who.int/hq/2011/a95053_eng.pdf.
 28 For analysis, see Amir Attaran, “How do patents and economic policies affect access 

to essential medicines in developing countries?”, Health Affairs, vol. 23, No. 3 (May),  
pp. 155-166, based on the thirteenth WHO model list of essential medicines. 

 29 Médecins Sans Frontières, Untangling the Web of Antiretroviral Price Reductions,  
13th ed. (Geneva, 2010), available from http://utw.msfaccess.org/downloads.

 30 To facilitate access to patent information, the WHO has published a step-by-step guide 
on how to conduct patent searches for medicines. See WHO, How to Conduct Patent 
Searches for Medicines: A Step-by-Step Guide (New Delhi: WHO Regional Office for 
South-East Asia; Manila: WHO Regional Office for the Western Pacific, 2010), avail-
able from http://www.wpro.who.int/publications/PUB_9789290223757.htm.
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The World Trade Organization (WTO) Agreement on Trade-Related 
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) was adopted in 1994. It requires 
WTO member States to make patents available for new and inventive pharma-
ceutical products and processes and to provide a patent term of at least 20 years. 
However, least developed countries currently enjoy an extended transition period, 
exempting them from the obligation to protect and enforce rights related to 
patents and undisclosed information until 1 January 2016.31 The TRIPS Agree-
ment also specifies that protection and enforcement of intellectual property rights 
should promote technological innovation, as well as the transfer and dissemina-
tion of technology, to the mutual advantage of producers and users of such tech-
nology and in a manner conducive to social and economic welfare.32

The Agreement contains provisions which enable Governments to take 
measures to promote public health and access to medicines. These are commonly 
referred to as “TRIPS flexibilities”. Some key flexibilities have been reaffirmed 
by the Doha Declaration on the TRIPS Agreement and Public Health, which 
proclaims that the Agreement “can and should be interpreted and implemented 
in a manner supportive of WTO Members’ right to protect public health and, 
in particular, to promote access to medicines for all”.33 Utilization of the TRIPS 
public health flexibilities has also been supported by the United Nations General 
Assembly through the Political Declaration on HIV/AIDS,34 the WHO global 
strategy and plan of action on public health, innovation and intellectual prop-
erty and many other international agencies and national Governments. This type 
of coherence between international trade and public health policies should be 
strengthened in order to improve access to essential medicines, but it will entail 
solving the above-mentioned supply- and demand-side problems.

Compulsory licences and Government-use orders to manufacture, import 
or otherwise deal with patent-protected medicines are among the key TRIPS 
public health flexibilities. They enable Governments to use a patented invention, 
or permit its use by a third party, without the consent of the patent holder. They 
have already been used for domestic production or importation of medicines by 
many developing-country Governments to reduce the cost of medicines. The pro-
duction of generic medicines under compulsory licence specifically for export to 
countries with insufficient or no production capacity in the pharmaceutical sec-
tor is also allowed under a special waiver of the WTO.35 The TRIPS Agreement 

 31 World Trade Organization (WTO), Decision of the Council for TRIPS of 27 June 2002 
(IP/C/25).

 32 WTO, TRIPS Agreement, Part I, Article 7, available from http://www.wto.org/english/
docs_e/legal_e/27-trips_01_e.htm.

 33 WTO, Declaration on the TRIPS Agreement and Public Health adopted on 14 Novem-
ber 2001 (WT/MIN/(01)/DEC/2), para. 4, available from www.wto.org/english/
thewto_e/minist_e/min01_e/mindecl_trips_e.htm.

 34 General assembly resolution 60/262 of 2 June 2006, paras. 20 and 43. See also, Joint 
United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS), Getting to Zero: 2011-2015 
Strategy (Geneva, 2010), pp. 7, 17, 41 and 46; and United Nations Development Pro-
gramme, Good Practice Guide: Improving Access to Treatment by Utilizing Public Health 
Flexibilities in the WTO TRIPS Agreement (New York, 2010).

 35 The Mechanism has been used only once so far, for the export of antiretroviral (ARV) 
medicines from Canada to Rwanda. See also “Implementation of paragraph 6 of the 
Doha Declaration on the TRIPS Agreement and public health”, Decision of the Gen-
eral Council of 30 August 2003, available from www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/trips_e/
implem_para6_e.htm.

Compulsory licences 
can increase access to 
more affordable essential 
medicines



60 The Global Partnership for Development: Time to Deliver

requires prior negotiations with the patent holder before recourse to compulsory 
licensing, but in the case of public, non-commercial use and in situations where 
there is anti-competitive behaviour or where there is a national emergency or 
other extreme urgency, States can waive this requirement.36 The patent holder 
must be notified and must receive adequate remuneration based on the economic 
value of the licence. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and  
WHO have published guidelines on how this remuneration may be calculated.37 
Some recent examples of compulsory licensing and Government-use licences for 
essential medicines, including ARVs, are summarized in table 2 below.

The case of India illustrates how intellectual property policy can be used 
to increase access to affordable HIV medicines in developing countries. By tak-
ing advantage of the transition period, India was able to delay the introduc-
tion of patent protection for pharmaceutical products until 2005, allowing its 
generic manufacturers to provide ARVs at substantially lower costs than branded 
medicines. The Indian pharmaceutical industry is highly export oriented and, by 
utilizing the transition period, became a major supplier of generic medicine and 
low-cost ARVs to developing countries.38 However, a recent study of the impact 
of the TRIPS Agreement found that Indian pharmaceutical exports will decrease 
as India has been prevented from producing new generic versions of ARVs and 
other new patented medicines, thus depriving developing countries of their major 
source of affordable generic medicines.39

The Medicines Patent Pool
The Medicines Patent Pool, established with the support of UNITAID in July 
2010, aims to improve the health of people living with HIV/AIDS in developing 
countries by increasing access to more appropriate and affordable HIV treat-
ments.40 It does so by negotiating voluntary licences from patent holders of HIV 
medicines so as to increase generic competition that would drive prices down. In 
September 2010, the United States National Institutes of Health gave the pool 
its first licence; currently, the pool negotiates with additional patent holders for 
key antiretroviral drugs.41 If successful, the pool could contribute to increased 
generic competition, reduced prices and simplified treatment regiments, as well 

 36 See WTO, TRIPS Agreement, Part II, sect. 5, Article 31.
 37 WHO, “Remuneration guidelines for non-voluntary use of a patent on medical tech-

nologies”, Health Economics and Drugs TCM Series, No. 18 (Geneva: WHO Techni-
cal Cooperation for Essential Drugs and Traditional Medicine, 2005).

 38 For ARV medicines, see Brenda Waning, Ellen Diedrichsen and Suerie Moon, “A life-
line to treatment: the role of Indian generic manufacturers in supplying antiretroviral 
medicines to developing countries”, Journal of the International AIDS Society, vol. 13, 
No. 35 (September).

 39 Sudip Chaudhuri, Chan Park and K. M. Gopakumar, “Five years into the product pat-
ent regime: India’s response” (New York: UNDP, December 2010), available from http://
content.undp.org/go/cms-service/download/publication/?version=live&id=3089934.

 40 See “Final phase of AIDS medicines patent pool accomplished”, Joint United Nations 
Programme on HIV/AIDS press release of 10 June 2010, available from http://www.
unitaid.eu/en/resources/news/263.html.

 41 See “U.S. National Institutes of Health (NIH) first to share patents with medicines 
patent pool as it opens for business”, 30 September 2010, available from http://www.
medicinespatentpool.org/content/download/310/2027.
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as new treatment formulations—for children, for example. The Medicines Patent 
Pool relies on the goodwill of pharmaceutical companies to license their patents 
to the pool voluntarily.

Pooled procurement
Group purchasing or pooled procurement by a number of individual developing 
countries may help pharmaceutical companies to justify bringing products to 
market commercially. Recent examples of efforts to seed regional pooled procure-
ments are the Rockefeller Foundation’s Charting a Fairer Course for Intellectual 
Property Rights programme in sub-Saharan Africa; UNDP and WHO assist- 
ance to the East African Community (EAC); and the Southern African Devel-
opment Community’s (SADC) adoption of a Pharmaceutical Business Plan,42 
which will harmonize a range of drug regulatory issues ranging from treatment 
regimens, treatment protocols, medicines regulation and intellectual property 
policy and legislation among the SADC member States. Also, the International 
Union Against Tuberculosis and Lung Disease created the Asthma Drug Facil-
ity (ADF) to provide access to quality assured essential asthma medicines for 
low- and middle-income countries. The ADF is a procurement mechanism that 
obtains reduced prices for quality assured products. These low prices mean sub-
stantial savings for patients and public health systems.43

 42 See “SADC Pharmaceutical Business Plan, 2007-2013”, Southern African Develop-
ment Community Pharmaceutical Programme, available from http://www.unido.org/
fileadmin/user_media/Services/PSD/BEP/SADC%20PHARMACEUTICAL%20
BUSINESS%20PLAN%20-APPROVED%20PLAN.pdf.

 43 See Asthma Drug Facility, available from http://www.globaladf.org/.

Table 2
Recent examples of the use of compulsory licensing for essential medicines

Country Type of licensing Medicine Period Remuneration

Brazil Government-use 
licence to import

Efavirenz (ARV) From May 2007 
for 5 years

1.5 per cent of 
the price of the 
generic medicine

Ecuador Compulsory 
licence for a local 
generic producer

Lopinavir/r tonavir 
(ARV)

April 2010– 
November 2014

$0.02 per capsule 

Ghana Compulsory 
licence to import

Generic ARVs October 2005 
until the end of 
the emergency

Not included

Indonesia Government-
use licence to 
manufacture

Lamivudine 
Nevirapine (ARV)

October 2004 
for 7 to 8 years 

0.5 per cent 
of the net selling 
value

Thailand Government-use 
licence to import 
from India and for 
local production

Efavirenz (ARV) November 2006– 
31 December 2011

0.5 per cent of 
total sale value 
(locally produced 
and imported)

Thailand Government-use 
licence

Erlotinib, Letrozole, 
Docetaxel (cancer 
treatment)

January 2008 
until end of the 
patent term

3 to 5 per cent

Source: United Nations 
Development Programme 
(UNDP), Good Practice 
Guide: Improving Access to 
Treatment by Utilizing Public 
Health Flexibilities in the 
WTO TRIPS Agreement (New 
York, 2010) and information 
provided by UNDP.
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African Network for Drugs and Diagnostics Innovation
The African Network for Drugs and Diagnostics Innovation (ANDI) was initi-
ated by the WHO Special Programme for Research and Training in Tropical 
Diseases (TDR) in 200844 and formally launched in October 2010 in Nairobi, 
Kenya.45 ANDI seeks to create a sustainable platform for health-related inno-
vation in Africa46 by increasing collaboration among African institutions and 
fostering public-private partnerships within Africa.

Local production of essential medicines
There are some indications that safe and effective medicines can be produced in 
low- and middle-income countries. The political will to develop local produc-
tion in Africa seems to exist and the first enterprises that have met WHO pre-
qualification criteria have emerged. The Global Strategy and Plan of Action on 
Public Health, Innovation and Intellectual Property (GSPOA) calls for increased 
investment in research and development, as well as in the production of essen-
tial medicines. This strategy is to be coordinated by the beneficiary countries.47 
This marks a political consensus that low- and middle-income countries now 
have to translate into national policies, strategies and activities.48 Developing 
local production capacity has been prioritized in several regional and subregional 
programmes in Africa, such as the African Union’s (AU) Pharmaceutical Man-
ufacturing Plan for Africa,49 the 2007-2013 Pharmaceutical Business Plan of 
SADC,50 and the draft regional pharmaceutical manufacturing plan of action 
of the East African Community (EAC), which is currently being finalized.51 

 44 See “African Network for Drugs and Diagnostics Innovation (ANDI): new network 
launched in Abuja, Nigeria”, TDRNews, November 2008, available from http://apps.
who.int/tdr/svc/publications/tdrnews/issue-81/african-network.

 45 See “New African-led health R&D network launched to increase innovation and 
access to medicines”, United Nations Economic Commission for Africa press release 
No. 69/2010, 11 October 2010, available from http://www.uneca.org/eca_resources/
Press_Releases/2010_pressreleases/pressrelease6910.html.

 46 Solomon Nwaka and others, “Developing ANDI: a novel approach to health product 
R&D in Africa”, PLoS Medicine, vol. 7, Issue 6 (June).

 47 See, the sixty-first World Health Assembly, agenda item 11.6, “Global strategy and 
plan of action on public health, innovation and intellectual property” (WHA61.21), 
24 May 2008, available from http://apps.who.int/gb/ebwha/pdf_files/A61/A61_R21-en.
pdf , accessed on 24 June 2011.

 48 M. Berger and others, Strengthening Pharmaceutical Innovation in Africa: Design-
ing Strategies for National Pharmaceutical Innovation—Choices for Decision Makers 
and Countries (Geneva: Council on Health Research for Development (COHRED) 
and Johannesburg: New Partnership for Africa’s Development(NEPAD)), avail-
able  from www.policycures.org/downloads/COHRED-NEPAD_Strengthening_
Pharmaceutical_Innovation_AfricaREPORT.pdf. 

 49 See “Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Plan for Africa”, third session of the African Union 
Conference of Ministers of Health, Ministers’ Meeting, 10-13 April 2007 (CAMH/
MIN/8(III)).

 50 See “SADC Pharmaceutical Business Plan, 2007-2013”, op. cit.
 51 See “East African Community Regional Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Plan of Action 

(EAC-RPMPoA) 2011-2016”, annex VI of the document www.eacgermany.org/index.
php/documents-and-studies/doc_download/80-1st-eac-regional-stakeholder-meeting-
on-trips-and-pharmaceutical-sector-promotion-feb-2010.
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The importance of developing local production of pharmaceuticals has also been 
recognized as a priority at the national level by, for instance, Botswana, Ghana, 
Kenya and the United Republic of Tanzania.52 Among the 37 African countries 
that have some pharmaceutical manufacturing capacity, the largest share of local 
production belongs to South Africa, followed by Nigeria.53

With the exception of South Africa, local production in sub-Saharan Africa 
is currently limited to manufacturing final formulations, which include analge-
sics, simple antibiotics and vitamins. Only a few local producers have managed to 
satisfy WHO pre-qualification requirements that allow them to compete under 
procurement schemes of medicines funded by international donors to fight AIDS, 
tuberculosis and malaria. However, Kenyan producers have managed to achieve 
certification under the Pharmaceutical Inspection Co-operation Scheme (PICS).54

Cooperation in local production seems to have been taking place from the 
earliest stages. The Southern African Generic Medicines Association (SAGMA)55 
was established in 2009 and the East African Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 
Association was launched in late 2010. A bioequivalence study centre opened in 
Addis Ababa, and advanced industrial pharmacy training courses are taking place 
in the United Republic of Tanzania.56

Developing countries that invested early on in national pharmaceutical 
production capacity, such as Brazil, China and India, have already developed 
the capacity for research and development of drugs and vaccines, and have the 
necessary infrastructure and personnel in place. Bangladesh is another example 
of a low-income country with a growing local pharmaceutical industry.57 

Policy recommendations

Making affordable essential medicines more accessible will require stronger 
measures at the local, national, regional and international levels, as well as 
greater collaboration between the public and private sectors. This is the only 
way of adequately addressing the multitude of financial, legal, technological, 
human resources, supply and distribution challenges. Actions recommended at 
the national and international levels in order to increase accessibility and afford-
ability of essential medicines include:

 y Encouraging national Governments, with the assistance of the international 
community, to promote the use of quality-assured, low-cost generic medicines 
over originator brands in low- and middle-income countries, through means 
such as enhancing confidence in and ensuring their quality, establishing ade-
quately resourced and staffed national regulatory authorities with legal powers 
to inspect production facilities and medicines, and enforcing quality standards

 52 See “UNIDO support in fostering local pharmaceutical industry in developing coun-
tries, with special regard to essential health products”, Report by the Director-General 
(IDB.38/15), p. 3.

 53 Ibid., p. 7.
 54 Ibid., p. 9.
 55 See Southern African Generic Medicines Association (SAGMA), available from http://

www.sagma.net/, accessed 24 June 2011.
 56 Supported by the St. Luke Foundation in the United Republic of Tanzania, Howard 

University, Purdue University, UNIDO and others.
 57 A. K. Azad, “Bangladesh pharmaceutical sector: present and potential”, BAPA Journal, 

vol. 15.
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Policy recommendations (continued)

 y Providing essential medicines through the public health system at little or no 
cost to the poor, while containing any budgetary impact through a variety of 
measures, such as improved public procurement, social marketing through the 
private sector, mobilization of foundation support, control of wholesale and 
retail mark-ups, exemption of essential medicines from taxes, establishment 
of clinical guidelines that recommend generic products when available, reim-
bursement measures, differential pricing, local production, and increased use 
of flexibilities contained in international trade agreements such as the TRIPS 
Agreement

 y Introducing dedicated programmes that focus on essential medicines for non-
communicable diseases as part of national medicine policies

 y Increasing donor funding for the treatment and prevention of non- 
communicable diseases in line with the rapidly growing burden of these dis-
eases in poor developing countries

 y Encouraging, within the developing countries, regional cooperation in explor-
ing innovation through mechanisms such as the Medicines Patent Pool

 y Improving the availability of patent information in developing countries
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Access to new technologies

We commit ourselves to … promoting the strategic role 
of science and technology, including information technology 

and innovation in areas relevant for the achievement of the MDGs

United Nations, General Assembly resolution 65/1

Countries can raise income levels by increasing labour productivity; one way of 
achieving this is through the use of more advanced technologies. The develop-
ment of relevant technology in developing countries and the transfer of advanced 
technology on appropriate terms from developed economies are thus at the heart 
of long-run development. Accordingly, target 8.F of the Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) calls upon the international community, in cooperation with the 
private sector, to make the benefits of new technologies available to developing 
countries.

While the full range of technologies is important to development, the 
present report discusses three areas in which significant global technological 
advances have been made and where sharing those technologies with and among 
developing countries has been on the international policy agenda: information 
and communication technologies (ICT), addressing climate change and coping 
with the potential impact of the rising incidence of disasters.

Access to ICT services
The ICT revolution continues and is spreading in developing countries. There 
were close to 5.3 billion mobile cellular subscriptions in the world as a whole by 
end-2010 (up from 4.6 billion in 2009) and the number of Internet users surpassed 
the 2 billion mark. By contrast, the number of fixed telephone lines decreased by 
about 1.5 per cent as more people are opting to use only mobile cellular networks 
or bundled Internet and voice services.1 In developing countries, where fixed-line 
telephone services have been undersupplied and of poor quality in many locations, 
the spread of mobile cellular service continues to be rapid, having grown by an 
estimated 17 per cent between 2009 and 2010. In 2000, developing countries 
accounted for only about 40 per cent of global subscriptions to mobile services, but 
by 2010 their share had increased to 73 per cent. Between 2008 and 2009, mobile 
cellular penetration in developing countries surpassed the 50 per cent mark, 
and by end-2010, it had reached an estimated 68 per 100 inhabitants (figure 1).

Although the number of subscriptions has increased, Oceania and sub-
Saharan Africa are still lagging behind other regions. At the end of 2009, both 
regions had mobile cellular penetration levels of less than 40 per cent (figure 2). 

 1 Data from the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), World Telecommunica-
tion/ICT Indicators database.

The global share of 
subscriptions to mobile 
services in developing 
countries has increased 
immensely …

… but Oceania and Sub-
Saharan Africa continue to 
lag behind



66 The Global Partnership for Development: Time to Deliver

20042003200220012000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

120

0

20

40

60

80

100

Mobile cellular
subscribers in

developed countries

Mobile cellular
subscribers in

developing countries

Internet users in
developed countries

Internet users in
developing countries

116.1

67.6

71.6

21.1

2010a

Figure 1
Penetration of mobile cellular subscriptions and Internet users in developed and 
developing countries, 2000-2010 (percentage of inhabitants)
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a Estimates.

Figure 2
Number of mobile cellular subscriptions per 100 inhabitants, 2000, 2008 and 2009
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Along with Southern Asia, these two regions are also lagging behind in terms 
of the number of fixed telephone lines (figure 3). In many parts of the world, 
mobile networks usually provide an additional communication network, either 
replacing or complementing the fixed-line network. In important parts of the 
least developed countries (LDCs), however, only mobile networks are available, 
particularly in rural areas. For example, in Bangladesh, Burkina Faso, the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Eritrea and the Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, over 90 per cent of all fixed telephone lines are in urban areas.2

Internet use has continued to grow in both developed and developing coun-
tries. Worldwide, Internet penetration rates have increased on average by about  
14 per cent per year between 2005 and 2010, but growth has been stronger in 
developing countries (22 per cent) than in developed (7 per cent). It should be 
noted that developing-country growth started from a lower base. By the end of 
2010, 72 per cent of the population in developed countries had Internet access, 
compared with 21 per cent in developing countries (figure 1). China alone 
accounted for over one third of all Internet users in the developing world.

Fixed broadband Internet services have continued to grow and subscrip-
tions are estimated to have reached 555 million by end-2010. Access remains 
limited in most developing countries, however. As a result, a deep divide in broad-

 2 ITU, “The role of ICT in advancing growth in least developed countries: trends, chal-
lenges and opportunities” (Geneva, 2011).

Fixed broadband services 
remain unaffordable in 
many parts of Africa

Figure 3
Number of fixed telephone lines per 100 inhabitants, 2000 and 2009
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band access remained at the end of 2010, with an estimated penetration rate of  
24.6 per cent in developed countries and only 4.4 per cent in developing coun-
tries (see figure 4 for regional data in 2009). Fixed broadband subscriptions in 
the developing world are heavily concentrated in a few countries, with China 
accounting for about half of the total. The number of fixed broadband sub-
scriptions is still negligible in the poorest regions of the world. Although by 
2010 almost all LDCs had deployed fixed broadband commercially, the service 
typically remains prohibitively expensive.3 This continues to be the case, despite 
the fact that prices for ICT services, particularly fixed broadband services, have 
continued to fall drastically. The average price for a fixed broadband service glob-
ally dropped 52 per cent between 2008 and 2010, while customers paid, on 
average, 22 per cent less for mobile cellular services in 2010.4 While ICT services 
are becoming more affordable, disparities still persist among regions. Prices for 
fixed broadband Internet services are particularly high in Africa. In a number of 
countries in the region, a monthly subscription for a fixed broadband connection 
costs more than the average citizen earns in a month (figure 5).

The global spread of mobile cellular networks and the shift from 2G to 
3G platforms has allowed mobile broadband services to become an alternative to 
fixed broadband Internet access. While data on the number of people who use 
only mobile broadband networks to access the Internet are currently not available, 
the number of potential users is increasing rapidly. Indeed, the number of mobile 
subscriptions with access to broadband networks overtook the number of fixed 
broadband subscriptions in 2008 and exceeded 1 billion by early 2011, accord-
ing to ITU estimates. While mobile broadband penetration levels in developing 
countries remain relatively low (at an estimated 5 per cent in 2010), high speed 
mobile technologies and networks will have a potentially big impact on Internet 
uptake, especially when services become more affordable (figure 6).

Enhancing the development impact of ICT
Discussions of ICT for development traditionally focus on upgrading technol-
ogy and spreading access to physical ICT infrastructure. Although access to a 
sufficient range of ICT networks and services is necessary, this condition alone 
does not provide adequate availability of services. Attention also needs to be given 
to how information is being provided to ensure that users will actually benefit 
from it. For example, in many contexts, it is critical that information be made 
available in local languages. Furthermore, an effective regulatory environment is 
important to facilitate access, uptake and use of newer technologies by Govern-
ment entities, the private sector and citizens alike. Traditional barriers to ICT, 
such as lack of technical skills to deploy new technologies and the high costs of 
the services, will also need to be addressed.

 3 See the ITU 2010 ICT Price Basket (IPB), available from http://www.itu.int/ITU-D/
ict/ipb/; and ITU, “ICT services getting more affordable worldwide”, press release, 
Geneva, 16 May 2011, available from http://www.itu.int/net/pressoffice/press_
releases/2011/15.aspx.

 4 Ibid.
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Figure 4
Number of fixed broadband subscriptions per 100 inhabitants, 2002, 2007  
and 2009

Figure 5
Monthly average prices of ICT services by region, 2010 (as a percentage of 
monthly GNI per capita)
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Privatization and liberalization of ICT
Transparent competition policies are critical. Most ICT services are currently 
provided through private enterprises. Privatization of State-owned providers has 
slowed in recent years, in part because of the global economic downturn, which 
has reduced the number of interested investors and the availability of investment 
funds. According to the information received in the responses to the most recent 
ITU annual telecommunication/ICT regulatory survey in 126 countries, State-
owned operators are now partly or fully in the hands of private sector owners, 
with only 34 per cent of those operators remaining fully State-owned. Additional 
players have entered the market through foreign investment. While more than 
three quarters of countries worldwide have limited or no restrictions on foreign 
investment in their national telecommunications/ICT markets, 10 per cent still 
restrict investment to a minority interest.

Considerable efforts have also been made to foster competition in ICT 
markets over the past decade. Establishing a separate ICT regulator was one of 
the main elements of the reform process. By the end of 2010, separate regulators 
had been established in more than 80 per cent of countries worldwide.5 In addi-
tion, more than 93 per cent of countries allow competition in the provision of 
Internet services, up from 86 per cent in 2000. Basic fixed telephone services are 
still lagging behind the other ICT markets in terms of degree of competition, 
although 70 per cent of countries have introduced competition in this sector over 
the past decade, up from 38 per cent in 2000. International gateway services, 
which are an important element in the provision of Internet services, are now 

 5 ITU, World Telecommunication/ICT Regulatory Database on the ICT Eye, available 
from www.itu.int/icteye.
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subject to competition in 81 per cent of countries worldwide. The vast majority 
of countries (95 per cent) are allowing competition in the market for 3G mobile 
broadband services.

National broadband strategies
Ensuring widespread deployment of broadband is complex and multifaceted. 
Many countries have adopted national broadband plans or policies to this end. 
In 2010, 70 countries had such a plan and another 35 were about to adopt one.6 
Most plans consider broadband to be an important factor in improving eco-
nomic, social and human development and in supporting environmental protec-
tion policies. Over 40 countries now include broadband in their universal service/
universal access definitions. Some countries have even made broadband access 
a legal right.

Mobile broadband coverage can, among other things, enable the provi-
sion of e-health services. An example is the use of low-cost video-conferencing 
solutions over a communications network. In Bangladesh, for example, this has 
allowed a health team operating on a floating hospital to seek medical second 
opinions via teleconsultation. Through the same communication means, local 
and international specialists were able to support surgical and medical treatment 
for people in rural communities. Other examples of e-health services include 
remote health monitoring and real-time telemedicine consultations, video relay 
services for the hearing impaired and delivery of time-sensitive medical services 
and content.

Many new ICT innovations build on the potential of mobile phones and 
communications to connect remote and underserved populations. Even though 
some of these mobile innovations use simple Short Message Service (SMS) tech-
nology, advanced backbone broadband infrastructures are needed for the delivery 
of such services. Innovative SMS applications have been used to identify coun-
terfeit drugs in Ghana by texting a serial number to verify whether a drug is 
genuine; to help farmers check market prices so as to enhance revenue by better 
timing their harvests; to collect clinical information through mobile phones for 
the purpose of detecting disease outbreaks in India; to increase literacy among 
adolescent girls in rural areas of Pakistan; and to access mobile financial services 
in Kenya, the Philippines and South Africa.

The role of technologies for e-government
The more intensive use of ICT in Government can also play a crucial role in 
advancing national and local development objectives and in supporting the 
achievement of the MDGs by improving the quality of public administration. 
In many countries, online and mobile applications have significantly enhanced 
transparency, efficiency and the reach of Government operations and services, 
health care and health information, education and training, employment, job 
creation, business, agriculture, transport, protection of the environment and 
management of natural resources, disaster prevention, cultural activities and the 
eradication of poverty and other agreed development goals.

 6 Ibid. 

ICT can improve public 
services and support 
achievement of the MDGs
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A review of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS)  
e-government targets shows that the majority of the United Nations Member 
States have embraced electronic service delivery since the second phase of WSIS 
in Tunis in November 2005. One survey indicates that 189 of the 192 United 
Nations Member States had established a central/national Government website 
by 2010.7 In addition, most countries have already published large amounts of 
information online, many going beyond basic websites to offer national portals 
that serve as a starting point for users to connect to Government services in differ-
ent ministries. At the same time, progress towards MDG targets could be accel-
erated through integrating administrative procedures, simplifying e-government 
development plans and increasing data availability on public sector ICT infra-
structure, human resource capacity and supply and demand of e-services. The 
expansion of transactional services, such as online registration and payments, also 
has potential for development. However, implementation remains relatively weak 
in developing countries, and only a few are able to offer many of these services 
owing to the lack of portals and the ability to secure transactions.8

Enhancing global measurement and monitoring
Among the issues of concern to WSIS is that of improving the quality and avail-
ability of global ICT statistics. One response to this lies in the work carried out 
by the Task Group on Measuring the WSIS Targets. This Task Group, launched 
in May 2010, is part of the Partnership on Measuring ICT for Development. 
One of the main objectives of the Task Group is to track progress towards the 
achievement of the 10 WSIS targets. These range from connecting villages, uni-
versities and schools to ensuring that more than half of the world’s population 
has access to ICT by 2015, to facilitating increased use of all world languages 
on the Internet.9

Other initiatives have also been established to track the progress of ICT. 
For example, the Broadband Commission for Digital Development was recently 
established by the ITU and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO). During the MDG summit in September 
2010, members of the Commission adopted “A 2010 Declaration on Broadband 
Inclusion for All”10 which urged national Governments to take measures to 
ensure universal broadband access. A number of concrete targets have been 
proposed in this context by the ITU, including the target that by 2015 at least 
half the world’s population should have access to broadband Internet.

Access to technology and funding to address 
climate change
Developing countries need to protect themselves from the adverse impacts of 
climate change and build their own sustainable future; they cannot do it entirely 

 7 See United Nations E-Government Survey 2010: Leveraging e-government at a time of 
financial and economic crisis (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.10.II.H.2), p. 77.

 8 Ibid., p. 59.
 9 ITU, “Measuring the WSIS Targets: a statistical framework” (Geneva, 2011). 
 10 See http://www.broadbandcommission.org/report1/report1.pdf.
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on their own, given both their financial and technological limitations. It was thus 
encouraging that, on 11 December 2010, at the sixteenth session of the Confer-
ence of Parties (COP) to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC) in Cancun, Mexico, Parties to the Convention took a key 
step towards forming a consensus on a global goal by agreeing on national actions 
and plans to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and assist developing countries in 
addressing climate change and on support mechanisms to achieve these goals.

In particular, a Technology Mechanism, under the guidance of and 
accountable to the COP, was established to facilitate enhanced action on tech-
nology development and transfer in support of mitigation and adaptation. The 
mechanism consists of two components: a Technology Executive Committee 
(TEC) and a Climate Technology Centre and Network (CTCN). The Technol-
ogy Mechanism is expected to be fully operational in 2012. The TEC will focus 
on policy and will promote the development and transfer of technology by way 
of the following functions: (i) providing an overview of technology needs and 
an analysis of policy and technical issues; (ii) considering and recommending 
actions that accelerate action on mitigation and adaptation; (iii) recommending 
guidance on policies and programme priorities; (iv) promoting and facilitating 
collaboration among Governments, the private sector, civil society and academic 
and research communities; (v) recommending actions to address the barriers to 
technology development and transfer in order to enable enhanced action on miti-
gation and adaptation; (vi) seeking cooperation with relevant initiatives, includ-
ing activities under and outside the Convention; and (vii) catalysing the develop-
ment and use of technology road maps at the international, regional and national 
levels through cooperation among relevant stakeholders.

The objective of the CTCN is to mobilize and enhance global clean tech-
nology capabilities, provide direct assistance to developing countries and facili-
tate prompt action on the deployment of existing technologies. Furthermore, 
the Centre will encourage collaboration with the private and public sectors, as 
well as with academic and research institutions, to develop and transfer emerg-
ing technologies. To this end, the CTCN will facilitate a system of national, 
regional, sectoral and international networks, organizations and initiatives and 
will directly respond to requests by States Parties.

In Cancun, Governments also found new points of agreement on several 
issues, including some related to fast-start finance and long-term finance. For fast-
start finance, developed-country Governments committed themselves to lending 
more transparency to the provision of the previously agreed $30 billion for the 
period 2010-2012 by regularly making information available on these funds. In 
the context of long-term finance, Governments confirmed their commitment to 
provide scaled-up, new, additional, predictable and adequate funding to devel-
oping countries, taking into account the urgent and immediate needs of those 
countries particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change. Govern-
ments also recognized the commitment of developed countries, made earlier in 
Copenhagen, to mobilize $100 billion per year by 2020 to address the needs of 
developing countries. Funds provided to developing countries may come from a 
wide variety of sources—public and private, bilateral and multilateral, as well as 
alternative sources.

Governments also agreed to establish the Green Climate Fund, to be 
designated as an operating entity of the financial mechanism of the Conven-

Commitments to short- and 
long-term funds to address 
climate change were 
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tion (which is under the guidance of and accountable to the COP), and put in 
place a design process to be completed in 2011. Furthermore, they established 
a Standing Committee under the COP, which will assist the COP in exercising 
its functions in terms of improving coherence and coordination in the deliv-
ery of climate change financing, rationalization of the financing mechanism, 
mobilization of financial resources and measurement, reporting and verification 
of support provided to developing countries. The specific roles and function of 
the Standing Committee are yet to be developed.

Funds at the Global Environment Facility (GEF) were replenished in 
2010, a portion of which ($1.4 billion) is to be allocated to climate change miti-
gation from 1 July 2010 to 30 June 2014.11 In addition, private sector resources, 
suitably guided by international and national public sectors, could make an 
important contribution to mitigating climate change in developing countries. 
The carbon market and private investment in clean energy have grown rapidly 
over the past few years, albeit in only some countries. Still, much needs to be 
done to strengthen further policy frameworks by providing incentives to attract 
private finance from domestic and international sources and to divert invest-
ments from conventional technologies to climate-relevant alternatives.12

Current and pledged levels of resources dedicated to adaptation include 
funds delivered through multilateral and bilateral channels. The Adaptation 
Fund, established by the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol of the UNFCCC, was 
set up to finance concrete adaptation projects and programmes in developing-
country Parties to the Protocol. The Adaptation Fund’s cumulative receipts 
(which have been generated through the collection of a 2 per cent levy on 
eligible Certified Emission Reductions issued through the Clean Development 
Mechanism, as well as other contributions) were about $240.6 million as at 
end-April 2011.13 The Special Climate Change Trust Fund was established 
to finance activities, programmes and measures relating to climate change 
that are complementary to those funded by resources allocated to the climate 
change focal area of the GEF and by bilateral and multilateral funding. As at 
end-August 2010, the total amount pledged was the equivalent of $169 mil-
lion, which includes $94 million for the Program for Adaptation.14 The Least 
Developed Countries Fund was established to support a work programme to 
assist least developed country Parties in carrying out, inter alia, the prepara-

 11 Global Environment Facility (GEF), “GEF-5 programming document”, prepared by the 
GEF secretariat for the Sixth Meeting for the Fifth Replenishment of the GEF Trust 
Fund, 12 May 2010, Paris (GEF/R.5/31/CRP.1). 

 12 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), “Investment 
and financial flows to address climate change: an update” (FCCC/TP/2008/7), Bonn, 
26 November 2008. See also World Economic and Social Survey 2011: The Great Green 
Technological Transformation (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.11.II.C.1) for 
an extensive discussion of the challenges and comprehensive policy frameworks needed 
to induce more accelerated progress in developing and diffusing green technologies 
worldwide.

 13 See, Financial status of the Adaptation Fund Trust Fund as at 30 April 2011, prepared 
by the World Bank as Trustee for the Adaptation Fund, available from http://www.
adaptation-fund.org/system/files/AFB.EFC_.5.8%20AF%20Trustee%20Report_0.pdf.

 14 UNFCCC, “Report of the Global Environment Facility to the Conference of the Par-
ties”, Note by the secretariat (FCCC/CP/2010/5), 20 September 2010. 
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tion and implementation of National Adaptation Programmes of Action. As at 
end-August 2010, the total amount pledged to that Fund was $290 million.15

It is well recognized that collaborative research and development (R&D), 
involving enterprises, universities, Governments and other entities in one or 
more countries, is an effective means of contributing to the promotion of the 
development and transfer of technologies for adaptation and mitigation, par-
ticularly for developing countries with limited technological capabilities. A 
recent review of existing collaborative research and development activities pro-
vides information on the key features of collaborative R&D.16 It also reveals 
possible gaps in current activities. The review confirms the conclusions of an 
earlier report,17 namely that the portfolio of existing R&D programmes focuses 
mainly on energy technologies, particularly on renewable energy. There are far 
fewer collaborative R&D activities in industry, transport and energy efficiency 
in buildings; forestry, agriculture and waste are covered only within more gen-
eral programmes.

Despite the focus already devoted to energy technologies, R&D funding 
to create new ones falls well short of what is needed. Various studies indicate 
that R&D spending on energy requires a manifold increase if it is to meet 
long-term climate targets.18 The reviews also reveal that there is weak coverage 
of the R&D portfolios for technologies related to climate change adaptation. 
The health and agriculture sectors are covered by R&D portfolios to a certain 
extent and are characterized by innovative new collaborative R&D approaches. 
Collaborative R&D initiatives that involve sharing costs among partners are 
largely absent. For both mitigation and adaptation, international collabora-
tive initiatives have tended to focus more on sharing knowledge and experi-
ences than on actually undertaking collaborative R&D. Another observation 
from the review is that very few initiatives involve collaboration with the least 
developed countries, particularly those in Africa. The developing countries that 
participate most actively in collaborative R&D are from Asia (China and India) 
and Latin America.

It is strongly recommended that three key goals be addressed to promote 
collaborative R&D for enhancing technology development and transfer to 
developing countries: (a) the adaptation or modification of existing technolo-
gies and products to local conditions and contexts; (b) the development of tech-
nologies and products, including endogenous technologies, for unaddressed 
needs specific to developing countries; and (c) the development of technologies 
for medium- to long-term needs.

 15 Ibid. 
 16 UNFCCC, “Report on options to facilitate collaborative technology research and devel-

opment”, Note by the Chair of the Expert Group on Technology Transfer (FCCC/
SBSTA/2010/INF.11), Cancun, 24 November 2010. 

 17 UNFCCC, “Recommendations on future financing options for enhancing the devel-
opment, deployment, diffusion and transfer of technologies under the Convention”, 
Report by the Chair of the Expert Group on Technology Transfer (FCCC/SB/2009/2), 
Bonn, 26 May 2009.

 18 For example, the International Energy Agency, World Energy Outlook 2010 (Paris, 2010) 
and World Economic and Social Survey 2011, op. cit.
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Access to new approaches to disaster risk 
reduction
Although there is no conclusive evidence that climate change increases the 
number of disasters, the impact of disasters due to natural hazards continues 
to increase, particularly in least developed countries.19 The incidence of natural 
disasters has increased fivefold since the 1970s. This increase can, with a fair 
degree of certainty, be attributed in part to climate change induced by human 
activity. The frequency and intensity of heatwaves, droughts, cyclones and hur-
ricanes have particularly increased.20

Thus, there is widespread recognition of the urgent need to reduce the risk 
of disasters caused by natural hazards. Considerable know-how for reducing the 
risk of disasters exists within every country, at different levels of government 
and community. This knowledge relates to nearly every type of hazard and is 
embedded in a broad range of forms, ranging from indigenous customs and 
practices to information about risks and practical measures to reduce adverse 
impacts through building types, to early-warning systems and agricultural 
practices.

Regular reviews of progress in disaster risk reduction know-how, car-
ried out in the context of the International Strategy for Disaster Reduction 
(ISDR), have highlighted advancements in the use of new technologies such 
as the probabilistic modelling of risk and disaster impacts. Some progress has 
also been achieved in the development and use of cost-benefit analyses of dis-
aster reduction strategies. Many innovations embrace existing local knowledge 
and experience. For example, systematic studies of building damages following 
earthquakes in Indonesia, in particular to non-engineered buildings such as 
certain masonry structures, has allowed the identification of simple engineer-
ing approaches adapted to local building culture to reinforce houses in high 
seismic-risk areas.

Advanced technology is being used to understand the risk of natural haz-
ards in Central American countries through the Central American Probabilistic 
Risk Assessment (CAPRA). CAPRA applies probabilistic techniques to the 
analysis of earthquakes, tsunamis, hurricanes, floods, landslides and volcanoes. 
Hazard information is combined with exposure and vulnerability data, allow-
ing the user to determine risk simultaneously on an interrelated, multi-hazard 
basis. One key innovation is the hybrid risk model that draws upon information 
on risks associated with low-probability hazards as well as recorded losses from 
more frequently occurring hazards. These models have been used by the private 
sector and are only now being used by Governments to assess their entire stock 
of disaster risk.

A second innovation is the integration of web applications that facilitate 
participatory exchanges of information and interoperability. Experience has 
shown that these technologies are at their most effective when integrated; for 
example, when indigenous early-warning systems are corroborated by scientific 

 19 United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR), Global Assess-
ment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction 2011: Revealing Risk, Redefining Development 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.11.III.M.1).

 20 World Economic and Social Survey 2011, op. cit, chap. IV.
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analysis—and vice versa—and when satellite-based early-warning systems are 
adapted to local conditions and practices.

The relevance of ICT for disaster preparedness and response was dem-
onstrated following the earthquake in Haiti in January 2010. Using SMS and 
Global Positioning System (GPS) technologies, volunteers were able to direct 
rescue teams to survivors trapped under fallen buildings. Similar approaches 
were used for rapid assessment of the damages, leading to accelerated recovery 
efforts. This effort was constrained by the fact that the system was set up during 
the crisis, but in recent months, new networks have been established in advance 
to make life-saving response efforts more effective.

Despite many gains in developing, codifying and sharing know-how for 
disaster risk reduction, significant gaps remain. For example, many countries 
have not collected reliable data on historic disaster losses, save for those con-
cerning major disasters. Owing to this data-collection gap, Governments can-
not effectively determine risk levels. Initiatives such as the global “Making 
Cities Resilient” campaign, launched by the ISDR in May 2010, need to be 
strengthened. They help bring disaster reduction knowledge to local govern-
ments—those most often responsible for managing disaster risks. However, 
given competing priorities, application of external know-how to the local con-
text can be hindered by the cost of adaptation and investment. Disaster reduc-
tion programmes must become part of national development strategies in order 
to ensure that they are accorded the proper attention.21

Continued assessment of knowledge and practices in disaster risk reduc-
tion, as well as modalities for ensuring effective exchange of experiences, are 
also needed. A good example is the forthcoming Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s special report, “Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and 
Disasters to Advance Climate Change Adaptation”, which will examine the 
most effective ways in which to link disaster risk reduction knowledge with 
climate change adaptation. The report will guide Governments’ action in scal-
ing up efforts to reduce climate-related disaster risks as part of adaptation and 
development planning.

Policy recommendations

To improve access to new technologies for development, the international com-
munity should take the following actions:

 y Promote research and development collaboration among private, non-profit 
and official actors across national boundaries in order to enhance technology 
development and transfer to developing countries

 y Strengthen global monitoring of ICT development and identify and track 
measurable targets, particularly as regards the evolving needs of developing 
countries, including through the WSIS and Broadband Commission processes.

 y Foster and facilitate the use of the new Technology Mechanism, when it 
becomes operational in 2012, so as to enhance technology development and 
transfer to mitigate and adapt to climate change

 21 Ibid.
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Policy recommendations (continued)

 y Ensure that the fast-start and long-term finance commitments for climate 
change mitigation and adaptation are delivered to developing countries on 
schedule

 y Support national Governments’ e-health and e-education initiatives and 
other public sector services in collaboration with the private sector through 
exchanges of experience and additional financial support

 y Strengthen national and local capacities to reduce natural hazard risks through 
the continued assessment of knowledge and practices, and support the 
UNISDR in its efforts to ensure an effective international exchange of experi-
ences, in particular among countries with similar levels of development.





http://www.un.org/esa/policy/mdggap/
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