Questions and Answers on the MDGs
Are MDG affordable?

Yes, they are financially affordable and technically feasible. Several countries, however, will require considerable more development assistance, improved policies and stronger institutions.

It would be unrealistic to expect that the poorest countries can meet the MDGs without extra international support. Progress in sub-Saharan Africa has fallen further behind; HIV/AIDS is undermining human

development.

Do MDGs make good economic sense?

Returns on investment in human development in low–income countries are very high. Many economies are caught in a poverty trap, due to ill health, poor nutrition, low education, limited access to safe water, and often rapid population growth. Many of the poorest countries are burdened by extreme geographical limitations — landlocked and small islands, far from world markets, tropical diseases, extreme environmental degradation and climate change.

These various conditions — some man–made, some physical — explain why private capital flows and foreign direct investment largely by–pass many low–income regions. Extra help will be needed to extricate countries from the poverty trap.

MDG investment will stimulate economic growth, create more jobs, enhance people's productivity and generate additional fiscal revenue — making macro–economic stability a more feasible goal. MDGs make excellent economic sense.

Can the resources gap be bridged?

Absolutely, an extra $50 billion in donor resources per year will go a long way towards reaching the MDGs at the global level.

Although this figure may appear large in absolute terms, it represents around one–fifth of one per cent of donor income.

Compared with the expected benefits, the MDGs offer an excellent investment opportunity.

Can ODA and debt relief make a difference?

Aid works, when directed at development needs. The record is clear on one kind of health project after another, exemplified by the disease control programmes supported by the Carter Center (e.g. trachoma, guinea worm, river blindness, schistosomiasis); the eradication of smallpox and polio; and the campaigns to extend immunization.

ODA and debt relief will be indispensable, especially for the least developed countries. 
Aid to developing countries has increased steadily since 1997 reaching $106 billion in 2005 (this is one third of 1% of donors’ combined national income). Unfortunately, total ODA still stands at slightly over one–third of the agreed target of 0.7 per cent of the combined GNI of developed countries. Only five countries: Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden, have met the UN aid target of 0.7 per cent of gross national income. The shortfall amounts to approximately $125 billion per year. 

Moreover, debt relief accounted for over half of the increase in aid to developing countries since 1997 and for three quarters of the increase in 2005. This relief, even though useful, will not necessarily release more funds for poverty alleviation. In the same way, emergency and disaster relief (included in aid increase calculations), although vital, do not provide for long-term development needs.

  For that reason, no support is too small, no development assistance is irrelevant. Following the good practice of the five European countries mentioned above, eleven EU member states have pledged to also meet the UN aid target by 2015. Romania has also formulated a National Strategy regarding the international cooperation for development, and has already disbursed a part of its first ODA budget of EUR 5m in December 2007, primarily as contributions to UN funds/programmes and other international organizations.
If all donors honour their commitments, aid is expected to reach $130 billion by 2010. 

Is trade not more important than aid?
Yes, but both are needed. Access to OECD markets — for agriculture, doming and textiles — would significantly accelerate growth and create jobs; thereby fostering human development and reducing poverty. But, by itself, more trade will not be enough to meet the MDGs. Greater financial resources will be necessary to address the critical areas of health, education and the environment. Without more money, the poorest countries will simply be unable to meet the needs for health and education services, sanitation and water, and other critical challenges.

While it is encouraging that the Doha WTO ministerial meeting agreed to place more emphasis on the development implications of future trade agreements; the reality remains that developed countries maintain high levels of protection. Their markets remain closed in areas of specific priority concern of the poorest countries: textiles and apparel, and processed agricultural commodities. 
Human and institutional capacities, as well as infrastructural networks, are complementary elements required to benefit from open trade. Poor countries often lack these elements, so that 'aid for trade' will remain important, even if private capital flows and foreign direct investment will continue to increase.
Are capacities strong enough to handle additional funds?

True, resources alone are unlikely to be sufficient; but donor resources can help to strengthen management. Human and institutional capacities need to be made stronger. Collecting taxes efficiently and equitably, making sure that budget priorities reflect the MDGs and influence actual spending, gender–sensitive budgeting, and aligning aid with national and sub–national priorities require strong national capacities. These are political goals, but also expensive management needs. Donor assistance can dramatically improve service delivery. Of course, it will help those countries keen on helping themselves.

To put this another way, the frequent argument that existing resources have to be used more efficiently before more public money is to be invested creates a false dichotomy. It misses the point that insufficiencies of resources create inefficiencies of service delivery. Policy–makers seldom face a choice between either improving efficiency or increasing budget allocations. In most cases, they have to address both aspects simultaneously. Indeed, inefficiencies and insufficiencies are not independent, but interdependent.

What is the European Union's contribution to the Millennium Development Goals?

EU leaders have started to promote the need for more official aid to support the implementation of the Millennium Development Goals. Not only have they re-endorsed the 0.7 % UN target for Overseas Development Assistance (ODA), but have called for “tangible” initiatives to be taken towards achieving this goal. The EU already provides more than half of total global ODA. In addition, four of EU’s member states already provide more than the 0.7 target, and others have set out timetables for reaching the 0.7 %. There is already, therefore, a strong impetus to increase levels of ODA within EU as a whole and it is on this basis that the EU is able to make a claim to global leadership.

At the same time, the EU has been seeking to establish a new generation of free trade agreements with groups of developing countries.

At the level of the European Commission, the development of a common foreign policy is already influencing the traditional role of the EU in development co-operation. The European Commission manages almost a fifth of total world ODA. The new development co-operation policy adopted in 2000 put stress on the needs of developing countries, placed the international development targets of the centre of the progress, and promoted the concept of ownership by developing countries.

Still, the actual test of the EU’s commitment to the Millennium Development Goals goes beyond the use of the EU’s aid budget or the promotion of increased levels of ODA.

Increased resources for the Millennium Goals will not succeed on their own. Achieving the MDGs also requires an “enabling environment” that is far from evident in most countries. Ultimately the EU will be judged by its willingness to take bold initiatives that help to secure such an environment. Central to this must be a willingness to ensure that its external policies give sufficient space to safeguard the interests of those beyond its borders, and not just to pursue policies derived from internal self-interest.

Why a global MDG campaign?

A global campaign is needed to bridge the gap between the simple messages needed for advocacy (e.g. the number living on less than a $1 a day) and poverty's more complex reality. For 'goals on paper1 to become a practical reality for millions of people, we need to sharply focus public attention and public action on poverty reduction and human development.

The purpose of the campaign is to keep the eyes and actions of the world focussed on the MDGs. In developed countries, the campaign would focus on making the case for aid and for urgent debt relief, based on clear evidence of results; ensuring that aid is allocated to sectors and services relevant to the MDGs; and opening markets more widely to developing countries, especially the least developed countries.

In developing countries, the campaign would focus on mobilising domestic resources, prioritising budget expenditure on the MDGs, and strengthening human rights, democracy and good governance as specified in the Millennium Declaration. Each of these objectives must be pursued in ways sensitive to country context and target groups. It will be is absolutely critical for campaign activities to be tailored to country–specific circumstances.

We are contemplating a 'continuous campaign' till 2015, to help transform the political and intellectual

debate at the national and global levels so as to put development goals way ahead of its current priority; to create 'business plans' deeply grounded in evidence, on how to achieve the goals; build informed constituencies for more spending on health and education, by demonstrating the enormous returns from such spending; and focus on equity and human rights as part and parcel of the MDGs.

Although our efforts may start with simple slogans like a $l–a–day poverty, if the campaign is to be sustained and change the political debate and hence public policy priorities, it must, like Rowntree did in the early 20th Century UK, get deep into the facts and findings, and generate academic, public policy and political debate around the MDGs. If we are successful, it will quickly grow out of its early simplicity, and demonstrate to the world the amazing things that can now be accomplished, if we put our minds and hearts into it.
