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Human Security in  development: Deepening the MDGs?

Minister, excellencies, colleagues, friends,

I am delighted to share some thoughts on development strategies and the MDGs and human security. As you know, in 2003, a group of Latvian academics, together with UNDP, produced a study on human security and travelled with its findings around the country. The findings were “validated” in numerous discussions in Latvia at district community centres, with civil society, trade union representatives, with youth groups, among students and academics, and with government officials, as well as with the influential Parliamentary Committee on the Future.  It was also presented at international conferences. 

The Report’s findings as well as the discussions reflected at least three challenges:

· Firstly, the impact, during the 1990s, of the dismantling of social services and social transfers, after Latvia regained independence;

· Secondly, the new perceived “risk” and uncharted territory of joining a larger entity, the European Union, and

· Thirdly all this against the background of the persistent trauma left by  the human rights violations experienced during the Soviet era.

The Report showed that Latvians were seriously concerned – insecure -  about financing their health care if they fell ill, about employment and incomes and pensions, about environmental threats. The human security concept and its particular Latvian conceptual innovation – the notion of securitability – has had considerable traction in Latvia – and incidentally, in other regions and countries where citizens and residents are exposed to economic, social and political vulnerability. 

You in this audience know all this. So why are we here?

We are looking forwards towards 2015. As a key marker, Latvia will hold the Presidency of the European Union in 2015, the year when the current core development paradigm and agenda, the Millennium Development Goals, are meant to come to fruition. The Latvian Government has therefore taken on the role to lead the countries of the EU in formulating a human development oriented approach to development beyond 2015. 

This process necessitates as a first step to assess progress on the MDGs, and then examining whether the MDG agenda should be considered closed, or whether it should be carried forward and deepened. Ultimately, these three steps need to be addressed by the global South – have the MDGs served them, are they a useful way to focus the economic and social attention of the global community and national policy makers, what are the next steps? But, for the European context, Latvia can be a change agent, and for the international development community, it can be broker of innovative thought – building on its particular approach and experience with the human security concept.

I would like to do four things:

1) Review the MDGs, 

2) Offer a preliminary brief on the discussions underway with respect to the MDGs beyond 2015, 

3) Give a broad brush look at the emerging development architecture, and 

4) Stake a claim for launching a rights-based and sophisticated approach to human development, building on the human security concept. 

1) Reviewing the MDGs

First, a quick look to remind of the MDG performance to date. The Millennium Declaration and the MDG agenda have generated enormous momentum for international development. Their influence and impact are not to be underestimated or belittled. And precisely because of this, it is now time to look at them with a critical eye, and assess their performance. 

Depending on how the MDG targets and indicators are read – at the global, regional, in-country, or sub-national level, countries are “on track” or “off track” for various outcomes. But in sum:

· Overall, at the global level, the goal on education has been met;

·  Income poverty, measured at $1.25 per person per day, has decreased by half.

· However, hunger is again rising because of the food price increases, and is slowing down the progress on the income poverty and hunger targets. 

· The survival goals of maternal and child health are not on track in most countries. 

· Formal sector unemployment has risen, and the informal economy has not advanced at all from its exploitative, casualised work conditions.

· Moreover, when one uses data disaggregated by social identities – gender, language, ethnicity, caste, economic quintile, location within a country, ability/disability, status as a migrant or a a refugee or a minority, and others -  the MDG targets will not be met by 2015.  

Some of the decisive shortcomings of the MDGs include that they are very un-ambitious. Even if they are met, even after 2015, 1 billion people will remain in abject poverty, and each day, thousands of children under 5 will continue to die of malnutrition and preventable childhood infections, and thousands of women will continue to die annually during pregnancy and childbirth. And even the one unequivocally  positive outcome – rising school enrolment - says nothing on the intellectual or emotional quality of the education received and on the capacity of school leavers to find and hold decent jobs. 

All of this is unacceptable for a world which has become so affluent in terms of wealth and so potent in terms of productivity and innovation. 

Moreover,  even within their modest aspirations, the MDGs  are flawed – there is a blind-spot concerning economic infrastructure – transport, energy, institutions – which is needed for employment and for social services delivery. 

More crucially yet, there was a huge shortcoming in the fact that the Millennium Declaration and the MDG agenda did not look at equity outcomes and income inequalities – which have worsened over the past decade. It avoided policy discussions as to the optimal paths to achieve these goals, and did not even do the minimalist thing of committing to more policy space for countries to choose their own strategies and overrule constrictions coming from international rules regarding trade, investment, finance and debt.

So, we see a very mixed picture as we approach 2015.

2) Looking for international development strategies beyond “2015” – the year the MDGs are meant to be achieved 

MDG performance assessments and progress reviews are underway, starting with the UN General Assembly’s High-level panel on the MDGs held in September 2010. Since then, there is an increasing activity at different fora, exploring positions for 2015. They revolve around ideas such as an “MDGs plus”, incorporating  inequality, climate change and green growth, or according more attention to conflict. Other ideas transcend the MDGs, moving towards a multidimensional concept, as for instance in the recent, quite fundamental innovations to the notion of human development and multidimensional poverty.

Occasions and venues for these discussions are numerous. In the United Nations:

· The UN Secretary General received  a “mandate” at the 2010 MDG conference to look into post-2015. He is doing that through his High-level Panel on Global Sustainability Development, and he is also  conferring bi-laterally with member states. The Secretary General also, in 2010, appointed a Special Advisor on Human Security, which relates to the discussions on the international development agenda;
· The President of the UN General Assembly on 15 June convened a Development Dialogue at the General Assembly, specifically looking at the MDG agenda beyond 2015. The President and invited speakers from academe and civil society spoke of the MDGs as an “iconic brand” and refered to human rights and human security;
· The UN’s Development Policy Committee, chaired by Professor Frances Stewart, has begun looking at ideas for development policy in 2015 and beyond. It is launching a research initiative that  looks at emerging alternative development models which could contribute to an improvement in human wellbeing. To be compatible with the achievement of the MDGs  - and the international development strategy to be followed beyond 2015  - such new development paradigm(s) have to tackle the food, trade/financial, climate crises and the growing inequality which have been besetting the world economy during the last two decades;
· UN departments and agencies are exploring concepts, e.g. the UNDP Bureau of Development Policy is looking at "sustainable MDGs", adding climate change to the agenda; UNICEF has held regional consultations on MDG progress and airing ideas for the future of the MDGs; and the UN Department for Economic and Social Affairs is focusing inter alia on the gender and the health agendas in the MDGs.

At the bilateral and regional level, a number of initiatives are underway:
· The Chair of the G77 group of developing countries including China, presided this year by Argentina, is holding consultations.
· Regional development banks are beginning to explore the future development direction. For example, the ADB is convening a conference in September 2011, looking at the MDGs beyond 2015;

· Some “Southern” bilateral donors are looking into their role for the MDGs, e.g. India announced ODA of US$ 5 billion to support Africa in achieving the MDGs;

· Some Northern bilateral donors are discussing ideas. Japan is planning to convene a meeting on an MDG review combined with post-2015 discussions. Most Northern bilaterals, however, prefer to focus on tracking the current MDG performance, while keeping consultations on the future internal, so as not to distract from trying to accomplish the MDGs on time.
In the academic world, various development studies centres have begun working on the MDGs beyond 2015.

· The University of Oslo hosted a seminar on the development agenda after the Millennium Development Goals - Tackling poverty and injustice post-2015, asking the question of who should be leading the debate (April 2011); 
· The Canadian Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) and the International Red Cross and Red Crescent (IFRC) are convening a series of conferences on the post-2015 development paradigm (Geneva, February 2011; Bellagio, Italy, June 2011);

· The Society for International Development is looking at human security in some of its sessions at the annual meeting (Washington, July 2011); 

· The Ford Foundation and IDS are organising a meeting on human wellbeing (Bellagio, autumn 2011);
· The European Association Development Research and Training Institutes (EADI) and the British Development Studies Association (DSA) annual meeting in September 2011 has panels on post-2015 (York, UK);
 
· The Centre for Global Development, the Danish Institute for International Studies, and the IDS Sussex are looking into measurement and conceptual issues;

· There are probably many other fora that I am not aware of.

And this Conference here in Riga is another – important – venue for looking at the development agenda and international development strategies beyond 2015.

3) The changing development architecture

To assess the traction these various initiatives will have, we need to look at the emerging development architecture.  Since 2000/2002, when the Millennium Agenda and MDGs were adopted and operationalised, the international development architecture has changed significantly. 

· A major change was triggered by the massive financial and then economic crisis since  2008, which first of all has worsened the situation of those people already living in economic and social exclusion and vulnerability, and moreover catapulted to the fore the group G20, bringing together the leading economic powers. The G20 members  represent 80% of global GDP. They deliberate twice annually on global economic,  finance, debt and ODA matters, and have formulated their own stance on the development  agenda, the Seoul Consensus. 

· Among the so-called developing countries in the G20, several have become visible development aid providers. Their ODA is estimated at US$ 15 billion in 2010, comparing well to the US$ 110 billion of the 24 OECD Development Assistance Committee members.

· Another change is the proliferation of development foundations in the private philanthropic domain, such as the Gates Foundation, the GAVI and others. Their development financing is larger than that of many a UN agency – for example, the Gates Foundation’s annual budget by far exceeds that of the WHO.

This means that the discussions on development and the group of players with influence are shifting. The centres of discourse and of concrete policy innovations have moved to the South – and there is an important new direction: in several of the new economic powers, such as India, Brazil, Mexico, South Africa, for example, development policies are emerging that are anchored in the idea of citizens’ rights to education, health, water, and even to more complicated rights such as the right to food, employment, social security or social protection, and information. 

This is new, and these developments can hopefully be tapped to reorient development towards genuinely human development.

4) Towards a rights-based and sophisticated approach to human development

As mentioned, Latvia and other countries have been working with the concept of human security. I will quickly run through the core elements of the human security approach, as a taster for our discussions today and to see where it could inform the future of development thinking.

The notion of security-insecurity

· Captures all MDG realms – food and nutrition security, decent work,  incomes and poverty, education, child and maternal health, HIV-Aids and other challenges, gender equality, the environment; 

· Integrates human rights dimensions and good governance; 

· Includes impact of violence and conflict as well as of ecological destruction and climate change. 

· Goes beyond quantitative objectives and measurements; 

· It  includes  the impact of income inequalities  and social exclusion;

· Can address poverty and social exclusion in an integrated, multidimensional fashion, thereby responding to the more sophisticated discourse on poverty that has evolved over the past few years;

· Captures objective situations and subjective perceptions, both of which matter for human development, equity and well-being, social inclusion and social cohesion;

· Applies to all societies, regardless of (the obsolete) categories of developed, developing and transition countries and could thereby function as a global approach to human development.
It therefore constitutes a sort of  “MDGs plus” and can therefore 

· Deepen the agenda on MDGs – by integrating the concerns of the Millennium Declaration, the MDGs, and those of preceding and other international development summits, as well as the climate change conferences, Rio plus 20, and other humanitarian conferences and development consultations and conferences;

·  Keep the momentum of the MDGs and the “social conferences”, but improve and deepen the conceptual discussion;

· Overcome the North-South distinction since human security matters everywhere;

· Be used as an organising point of departure for the participatory, empowered development of holistic policy approaches because it covers the human security realms – food security, economic security, employment security (decent work and income), political security, environmental security; 
· Address human security in an expanded fashion, looking at how to create securitability or address vulnerability which requires action, strategies and policies at all levels of being: the individual, family and household, community, enterprise, national government, as well as the regional and international levels;

· Integrate individual empowerment and rights-based individual and societal participation into the policy domain;
· Ensure a rights-based approach. 
The human security  notion relates well to the idea of multidimensional human development (Alkire et al) or to the concept of 3-dimensional human wellbeing (McGregor and Sumner) which covers objective, subjective and relational dimensions of the human condition. It can also incorporate new policy orientations coming from the “South” – the rights based approaches to programmes in employment, incomes,  health, education, access to food and nutrition, and the right to information – which in turn is a precondition for genuinely empowered participation. I therefore see it as a constructive point of departure.
Outlook

In closing, the purpose of my intervention has been to suggest that Latvia – and Estonia and Lithuania - inspire the discussions for a way forward beyond 2015, promoting and building on the concept of human security in a global discourse, towards an understanding of and policies for human development that are sophisticated, rights-based and genuinely empowering and just.

***

Thank you so much for your attention, looking forward to a stellar conference with old friends and new.

� This is in follow up of the 2009 High level Policy Forum “After 2015: Promoting Pro-poor Policy after the MDGs, organised by EADI together with DFID, Actionaid, DSA and others, Brussels, 2009. 
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