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Human Development and
Global Institutions

This book provides a timely and accessible introduction to the foundational ideas asso-
ciated with human development. It examines the concept’s evolution during the post-
colonial era, and discusses how various institutions of theUN system have tried to engage
with this issue, both in terms of intellectual and technical advances, and operationally.
Showing that human development has had a profound impact on shaping the policy
agenda and programming priorities of global institutions, Ponzio and Ghosh argue that
human development has helped to preserve the continued vitality of major multilateral
development programs, funds, and agencies.

It also details how human development faces new risks and threats, caused by poli-
tical, economic, social, and environmental forces, that are highlighted in a series of case
studies on trade, water, energy, the environment, democracy, human rights, and
peacebuilding. The book also makes the case for why human development remains
relevant in an increasingly globalized world, asking whether global institutions will be
able to sustain political and moral support from their member states and powerful
nonstate actors. The authors argue that fresh new perspectives on human development
are now urgently needed to fill gaps across borders and entire regions. A positive, for-
ward-looking agenda for the future of global governance would have to engage with
new issues such as the Sustainable Development Goals, energy transitions, resource
scarcity, and expansion of democratic governance within and between nations.

By redefining what constitutes human progress in an increasingly interdependent
world, this book serves as a primer for scholars and graduate students of international
relations and development. It is also relevant to scholars of economics, political science,
history, sociology, and women’s studies.

Richard Ponzio is head of the Global Governance Program at The Hague Institute for
Global Justice, where he serves as project director for the Commission on Global Secur-
ity, Justice & Governance. He is formerly a senior adviser in the US State Department’s
Office of the Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan. Richard has served
with theUN inAfghanistan, Bosnia, Kosovo, NewYork, Pakistan, Sierra Leone, and the
Solomon Islands.

Arunabha Ghoshis CEO, Council on Energy, Environment and Water, India. Widely
published, with work experience in 35 countries and having previously worked at Prince-
ton, Oxford, the UN Development Programme, and the World Trade Organization,
Arunabha advises governments, industry, and civil society around the world on: energy
and resources security, renewable energy, water governance, climate governance, energy-
trade-climate linkages, and international regimes. He is, most recently, co-author of
Climate Change: A Risk Assessment (2015).
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Global Institutions

Edited by Thomas G. Weiss
The CUNY Graduate Center, New York, USA
and Rorden Wilkinson
University of Sussex, Brighton, UK

About the series

The “Global Institutions Series” provides cutting-edge books about
many aspects of what we know as “global governance.” It emerges from our
shared frustrations with the state of available knowledge—electronic and
print-wise, for research and teaching—in the area. The series is designed as a
resource for those interested in exploring issues of international organiza-
tion and global governance. And since the first volumes appeared in 2005,
we have taken significant strides toward filling conceptual gaps.

The series consists of three related “streams” distinguished by their blue,
red, and green covers. The blue volumes, comprising the majority of the
books in the series, provide user-friendly and short (usually no more than
50,000 words) but authoritative guides to major global and regional
organizations, as well as key issues in the global governance of security,
the environment, human rights, poverty, and humanitarian action
among others. The books with red covers are designed to present original
research and serve as extended and more specialized treatments of issues
pertinent for advancing understanding about global governance. And the
volumes with green covers—the most recent departure in the series—are
comprehensive and accessible accounts of the major theoretical approaches
to global governance and international organization.

The books in each of the streams are written by experts in the field,
ranging from the most senior and respected authors to first-rate scho-
lars at the beginning of their careers. In combination, the three com-
ponents of the series—blue, red, and green—serve as key resources for
faculty, students, and practitioners alike. The works in the blue and
green streams have value as core and complementary readings in
courses on, among other things, international organization, global
governance, international law, international relations, and international
political economy; the red volumes allow further reflection and investigation
in these and related areas.
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The books in the series also provide a segue to the foundation
volume that offers the most comprehensive textbook treatment avail-
able dealing with all the major issues, approaches, institutions, and
actors in contemporary global governance—our edited work Interna-
tional Organization and Global Governance (2014)—a volume to which
many of the authors in the series have contributed essays.

Understanding global governance—past, present, and future—is far
from a finished journey. The books in this series nonetheless represent
significant steps toward a better way of conceiving contemporary pro-
blems and issues as well as, hopefully, doing something to improve
world order. We value the feedback from our readers and their role in
helping shape the on-going development of the series.

A complete list of titles appears at the end of this book. The most
recent titles in the series are:

Human Development and Global Institutions (2016)
by Richard Ponzio and Arunabha Ghosh

NGOs and Global Trade (2016)
by Erin Hannah

Brazil as a Rising Power (2016)
edited by Kai Michael Kenkel and Philip Cunliffe

Summits and Regional Governance (2015)
edited by Gordon Mace, Jean-Philippe Thérien, Diana Tussie,
and Olivier Dabène

Global Consumer Organizations (2015)
by Karsten Ronit

World Trade Organization (2nd edition, 2015)
by Bernard M. Hoekman and Petros C. Mavroidis

Women and Girls Rising (2015)
by Ellen Chesler and Terry McGovernD
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Global Institutions
Evolution, impact, reform
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We dedicate this book to our parents—Rabindra Kumar
Ghosh and Geetika Ghosh, and Carol Lee Ponzio and
Richard Joseph Ponzio—for always enlarging our choices
and expanding our freedoms
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Introduction

� The book’s purpose and intended audience
� Methodology and structure

In a world where scholars and policy-makers alike still debate whether
we have a consensus on what development is and how it should be
done, the human development paradigm—focused, in short, on “the
process of enlarging people’s choices”—has represented, in a relatively short
period of time beginning in the 1990s, the closest the world has come
to forging such a global consensus. This is particularly the case in
international policy circles where human development priorities served,
arguably, as forerunners to the highly acclaimed Millennium Development
Goals (2000–2015) and their “Post-2015 Development Agenda” suc-
cessors, the Sustainable Development Goals (2015–2030) unveiled at the
UN Sustainable Development Summit in September 2015 in New York.

Even many of human development’s detractors—several of whom
are referenced in this volume—concede that this new school of
thought, formally introduced globally in the first Human Development
Report (HDR) in 1990, has played a pivotal role in shoring up agree-
ment, at the very least, that governments and their international part-
ners should continue to invest in development, even as the strategic
interests of great powers shifted and receded following the 40-year
Cold War.1

Similar to its influence on the theory, policy, and practice of devel-
opment over the past quarter century, human development has had a
profound impact on shaping the policy agenda and programming
priorities of global institutions, the subject of this book. In addition to
redefining the overall nature and specific characteristics of what con-
stitutes human progress in an increasingly integrated and inter-
dependent world, human development has helped, for instance, to
preserve the continued vitality, and in some cases basic survival, of
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major multilateral development programs, funds, and agencies almost
entirely dependent on donor countries. At the same time, human
development, as well as wider policy and scholarly interest in develop-
ment, faces new risks and threats today—caused by political, economic,
social, and environmental forces detailed in this volume.

These risks and threats are intertwined with whether global institu-
tions too will be able to sustain political and moral support from their
member states, as well as from a growing number of powerful nonstate
actors from within civil society and the business community. Fresh new
perspectives on human development, which inform practical institutional
reforms, are now urgently needed to fill critical gaps across borders and
entire regions, as well as to provide a positive, forward-looking agenda
for the future of global governance.

Below, the introduction summarizes the book’s purpose and main
intended audience, as well as how it complements other publications on
human development. It concludes by outlining the study’s methodology,
structure, and the focus of the subsequent chapters.

The book’s purpose and intended audience

Earlier titles have traced the evolution of human development in a
variety of sectors and levels of governance.2 They have, for example,
explored it conceptually, in advancing new measurement tools, and in
contributing critical analysis and innovative policy prescriptions. In
contrast, this volume specifically examines human development’s
influence in redefining human progress over the past two-and-a-half
decades in institutions of global governance. It also makes the case for
why human development remains relevant in an increasingly globalized
world.

In considering the degree to which human development priorities
have shaped policy discussions in global institutions, and the outcomes
engendered in connection with these deliberations, two important
target groups for this book are policy-makers and scholars. The book
also serves as a primer for university-level students of international
relations and development seeking to learn about whether and how
international policy-making about human development has improved
living conditions for the vast majority of people, including the poor
and vulnerable. In this regard, it also aims to benefit students as well as
scholars of economics, political science, history, sociology, and
women’s studies in both developed and developing countries.

This study provides a timely and accessible introduction to the
foundational ideas associated with the human development school of

2 Introduction
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thought. In addition to the hundreds of global, regional, national, and
sub-national HDRs produced, the human development school of
thought has evolved and grown through a Journal of Human Develop-
ment and Capabilities, the Global Forum on Human Development, the
Human Development and Capability Association with over 1,000
members, two global e-networks (HDR-Net and HDRStats-Net), and
the incorporation of the HDRs into university curricula worldwide.

Methodology and structure

The study employs a number of qualitative and quantitative methods
for this examination. Alongside a review of 24 global HDRs since 1990
(including their major concepts, measurement tools, and policy
recommendations) and discussions with international policy-makers,
scholars, and policy analysts, relevant international policy documents
were collected and analyzed, including from the United Nations, the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Trade
Organization (WTO), the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD-
DAC), and the G20/G8. In addition, to track human development
trends (including data used for human development composite indices)
and to assess the overall impact of human development policy prio-
rities, in both shaping an international political consensus and in terms
of actual implementation, we drew extensively on secondary literature.
The book’s subsequent chapters are structured as follows.

Chapter 1 considers the conceptual antecedents to human develop-
ment, such as redistribution with growth, the basic needs approach,
and the capability approach, and how these concepts often originated
from and shaped global institutions. It further provides a snapshot of
how human development evolved within and informed global govern-
ance in the 1990s and early 2000s. As a scene-setter for the chapters to
follow, Chapter 1 outlines the book’s chief research questions, as well
as the considerable challenges faced today by the human development
paradigm within global governance.

Chapter 2 examines specific Human Development Report reform
proposals that sought to influence the UN world conferences of the
1990s, including the “20/20” proposal (allocating 20 percent of
national and aid budgets for human development priorities), the
mobilization of a peace dividend, and the creation of a UN Economic
Security Council (ESC). Evidence is shared on how global—and sub-
sequent regional, national, and sub-national—HDRs during this
period shaped how development is understood, contributing to a

Introduction 3
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paradigm shift in global governance. Their impact on the UN’s insti-
tutional culture and programming priorities is also considered. In this
regard, criticisms of the UN Development Programme (UNDP)—
especially in the early days of the HDR—to allow its staff the auton-
omy to criticize governments, and the lessons this holds for other parts
of the UN system, are highlighted. The chapter further considers the
application of human development policy prescriptions in international
policy dialogues beyond the UN proper, including with respect to
international financial institutions, the WTO, OECD-DAC, and G8/
G20. Special reference is made to the policy and other challenges
confronted in pursuing human development reforms and conceptual
innovations in the early years of HDRs.

Chapter 3 highlights how human development proponents designed
evaluation mechanisms—in the form of composite indicators—to
quantify social and economic progress and to compare social groups
within and between countries over time. Specifically, they sought to
respond to the constraints of Gross National Product (GNP) as a
measure of human progress, which was viewed as one-dimensional,
failing to recognize non-monetized activities, and reflecting market
prices in solely monetary terms—thereby remaining silent about the
distribution, character, or quality of economic growth. An alternative
measure, from the very first global HDR, was the Human Develop-
ment Index (HDI), which began as a simple aggregate of indicators
reflecting three major components of human development: longevity,
knowledge, and command over resources needed for a decent living or
income. The strengths and weaknesses of the HDI as a measure of
human progress in global policy debates are examined, as well as the
value of related composite indices such as the Gender-related Devel-
opment Index (GDI), the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM), the
Political Freedom Index (PFI), and the Human Poverty Index (HPI)
followed later by the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI). In parti-
cular, the chapter considers the extent to which human development
measurement tools are translated, for example, into revised national
budgetary allocations in greater favor of human development policy
priorities. The chapter concludes with a discussion on the future of
human development composite measures in global governance,
including their relationship to the Post-2015 Development Agenda and
Sustainable Development Goals.

Chapter 4 applies the lens of critical aspects of human development
to explore its evolution in the terms of debates on trade, water, energy,
and the environment. It first assesses the relationship between sustain-
able development and human development, with particular reference

4 Introduction
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to equity, responsibility, consumption, inter- and intragenerational
sustainability, and the question of the ends and means of human
development. This conceptual relationship has only grown in sig-
nificance because of increasing concerns about the environment and
introduction of the Post-2015 Development Agenda and Sustainable
Development Goals. The chapter then offers empirical evidence across
a range of global institutions and initiatives, including across several
UN agencies and the World Trade Organization, of how the human
development school of thought—particularly through the introduction
of new norms, measurement tools, and policy prescriptions—affected
the international policy discourse on issues relating to access and
opportunity (to medicines, water and sanitation, energy, and the global
carbon space), rights of the poor and vulnerable communities (of indi-
genous people, or use of transboundary waters), and enabling conditions
for sustainable development (such as capacity for trade, technology,
and finance for clean energy, or to build resilience).

In a manner similar to the previous chapter, Chapter 5 also exam-
ines the study’s primary questions by assessing human development’s
contribution to: a paradigmatic intellectual shift, an influential inter-
national policy agenda-setting role, and innovative reforms to the
changing nature of democracy, human rights, and peacebuilding in
global and national governance. In doing so, it seeks to demonstrate
how human development has benefited from the analytical tools of
political scientists, lawyers, and philosophers, thereby enriching the
concept of human development and its policy relevance in global
institutions. Specific consideration is given to a critical review of the
adoption and advancement of policy and institutional reform recom-
mendations from HDR 2000: Human Rights and Human Development,
HDR 2002: Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World, HDR 2004:
Cultural Liberty in Today’s Diverse World, and HDR 2005: Interna-
tional Cooperation at a Crossroads—Aid, Trade, and Security in an
Unequal World.

To conclude, Chapter 6 proposes a rethink of the ends and means of
global governance, identifies four new transitions under way in global
governance, and considers several “new frontier” issues for which
human development analytical tools and policy guidance can continue
to make a contribution in the work of global institutions. Specifically,
the chapter offers recommendations on how human development can
be further enriched and embedded in international decision-making, to
better respond to new risks associated with the international financial
crisis, terrorism and other forms of violent extremism (freedom from
fear), resource scarcity (freedom from want), and leadership and
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structural concerns within the United Nations system. Concrete
recommendations for strengthening human development-related con-
cepts, metrics, and policy prescriptions are introduced to renew and
extend international political commitments to human development
priorities and to avert potential backsliding away from progress made
in recent decades.

Notes
1 The points on whether there is a global consensus on development, how it

should be done, and whether there is agreement today that it should be done
are inspired from an email exchange with the scholar Craig Murphy on 21
April 2015.

2 For example, Sakiko Fukuda-Parr and A.K. Shiva Kumar, eds, Readings in
Human Development: Concepts, Measures and Policies for a Development
Paradigm (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2003); Mahbub ul Haq,
Reflections on Human Development (New York: Oxford University Press,
1995); and Khadija Haq and Richard Ponzio, eds, Pioneering the Human
Development Revolution: An Intellectual Biography of Mahbub ul Haq (New
Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2008).
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1 Human development
An idea whose time has come?

� Conceptual antecedents to human development and their origins in
global institutions

� Snapshot of human development in global governance over the past
two and a half decades

� Chief research questions
� Why human development faces considerable challenges today in

global governance
� Conclusion

The purpose of this book is to examine the idea of human develop-
ment and its influence, over the past two and a half decades, in rede-
fining our understanding of human progress in institutions of global
governance. Beginning with the first Human Development Report
(HDR) in 1990, human development was defined as “a process of
enlarging people’s choices” to improve the human condition. Over
time, it also came to be accepted as an expansion of human cap-
abilities, an enhancement of freedoms, and a fulfillment of human
rights. Whereas economic growth schools focus exclusively on only one
choice—income—human development embraces the enlargement of all
human choices: whether economic, social, cultural, or political. Many
scholars, international policy-makers, and development practitioners
view human development as both an intellectual and policy break-
through given its success in reminding us of the ultimate purpose of
development: to treat all people—present and future generations—as
ends.1 When healthy, educated, well-nourished, and empowered, people
are also the chief means of development.

Thinking on human development has contributed to a shift in aca-
demic and policy arenas away from national-income accounting to
people, their well-being, and the human capabilities to expand their
well-being. This project will assess the influence of the idea of human
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development in contributing to a paradigmatic shift in global institu-
tions, by analyzing the extent to which international public policy-
makers now think differently about development, raise new questions,
and give priority to human development concerns and the multitude of
constraints faced in pursuing this agenda. In particular, it will give
attention to the impact of the human development approach in shap-
ing how progress is perceived and measured in global governance in
specific issue areas such as democratic governance, energy, the envir-
onment, human rights, peacebuilding, and trade. The book will high-
light the major human development-related conceptual, measurement,
and policy and institutional reform innovations introduced through, in
particular, hundreds of noted global, regional, national, and sub-
national HDRs. It will also offer a critical perspective on the limita-
tions to current human development approaches and the obstacles that
must be overcome if human development is to remain relevant, let
alone gain wider traction, in international policy circles. The human
development “brand” in the 1990s was itself a critical response and
alternative to the 1980s structural adjustment policies of the interna-
tional financial institutions, and to a preoccupation by wealthy donor
nations with GNP, per-capita income, and other national-income
accounting tools.

A combination of the 2008–2009 international financial crisis, terrorism,
and other forms of extremism, resource scarcity and climate change,
and leadership and structural concerns within the chief global institu-
tional champion of human development—the United Nations (UN)—
have converged today to place at risk both a continued commitment to
human development priorities and the tangible gains achieved in recent
decades. In short, a reinvigoration of international policy debates about
human development is vital to rejuvenate and sustain global institu-
tions, such as the UN, World Bank, and World Trade Organization
(WTO). This is especially the case with regards to “new frontier
issues,” such as energy, the environment, and democratization at all
levels of governance.

This chapter defines and presents the key features of human devel-
opment, beginning with a review of the conceptual antecedents to
human development and their origins in global institutions. It then
provides a snapshot of human development policy and institutional
reform priorities in global governance over the past two and a half
decades, giving attention to what has changed and what has not chan-
ged in global human development policy debates. The chapter then
elaborates on four fundamental questions the book intends to address.
First is the issue of paradigm shift: has human development

8 Human development: an idea whose time has come?
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transformed how development is understood in global governance?
Second is the issue of agenda-setting: to what extent have international
policy-makers sought to advance human development reform priorities
in international policy forums? Third entails new horizion issues: what
are the emerging human development ideas and innovations in global
institutions? And the fourth concerns obstancles: what constraints and
challenges—whether policy, resource, technical, or others—were
confronted or are expected in pursuing this agenda?

While citing the phenomenal growth in human development-related
policy reports, coupled with ample references to the concept since the
UN world conferences of the 1990s, initial evidence cited in this chap-
ter suggests that a number of factors preclude human development
from deepening its roots in global institutions and international decision-
making more broadly. Indeed, the concept is under immense strain and
its associated policy prescriptions face the prospect of serious setbacks
if an appropriate set of responses is not fashioned soon.

Conceptual antecedents to human development and their origins in
global institutions

The human development conceptual framework can be traced back to
philosophical traditions underscoring the sanctity of human life, as
espoused by the world’s great religions—both from the East and the
West—and the ancient writings of the renowned Greek philosophers
Plato and Aristotle, and the Indian philosopher Kautilya. In more
recent times, human development derives inspiration from classical
economics beginning with Sir William Petty’s Political Arithmetic and
Adam Smith’s The Wealth of Nations, which acknowledged the central
role of the ingenuity and hard work of people to a nation’s progress.2

By the 1950s and 1960s, alongside the meteoric growth in the
number and reach of international organizations, attention shifted in
influential bodies such as the World Bank and International Monetary
Fund to an emphasis on the capital inputs and related macroeconomic
reforms and balances to achieve economic growth. Perceived as a
“growth only agenda” that appeared to devalue the significance of
individual labor inputs and social outcomes, successive challenges were
lodged in the 1970s against this perspective by leading scholars and
policy analysts. In conjunction with a series of studies commissioned
by the International Labour Organization, for example, Dudley Seers
critiqued the emerging economic orthodoxy of the international financial
institutions by stressing the employment objective, whereas Hollis
Chenery, Hans Singer, and Richard Jolly went further in making the case

Human development: an idea whose time has come? 9
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for redistribution with growth as essential to fostering socio-economic
development over the medium and long term.

These early intellectual forerunners to thinking on human develop-
ment were soon followed by the basic needs approach, spearheaded by
Paul Streeten, Frances Stewart, and Mahbub ul Haq while at the
World Bank in the 1970s, which posits that the poor need certain basic
goods and services (e.g., food, water, clothing, and shelter) and a
decent life depends on how these are consumed. The basic needs
approach further transformed how national and international policy-
makers conceived of and measured absolute poverty, by seeking to
define the absolute minimum resources (consumption goods mainly)
needed for long-term physical well-being. Lists of basic needs in sub-
sequent decades would also include health services, education, and
sanitation.

Finally, in the 1980s, Amartya Sen—a long time collaborator with
the United Nations—innovated his “capability approach,” which
relates the evaluation of the quality of life to the assessment of the
capability of human beings to function in society. According to Sen,
“If life is seen as a set of ‘doings and beings’ that are valuable, the
exercise of assessing the quality of life takes the form of evaluating
these functionings and the capability to function.”3 The notion that a
person’s capability reflects his or her freedom to choose between dif-
ferent ways of living would later form a cornerstone of the human
development paradigm.

Building on the above approaches toward fighting poverty, expand-
ing human freedoms, and achieving more balanced, equitable growth,
the human development school emerged in the mid-1980s and early
1990s. Alongside its chief architects, Mahbub ul Haq and Amartya
Sen, its earliest key proponents included Meghnad Desai, Gustav
Ranis, Frances Stewart, Paul Streeten, Khadija Haq, and Richard
Jolly. Their vigorous debates in annual meetings of the Society for
International Development’s “North-South Roundtable” contributed
to the initial contours and distinguishing features of what would later
encompass a robust, yet somewhat elastic human development con-
ceptual framework. For instance, while advocating the need for devel-
oping country governments to divest from productive sectors of the
economy where the business community maintains clear comparative
advantages, they also took collective aim at the shortsightedness and
destabilizing effects of the strict structural adjustment programs of the
1980s—introduced by the international financial institutions, with the
backing of rich donor nations. At the same time, this eminent group of
economists and development specialists stressed the urgency of donors

10 Human development: an idea whose time has come?
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and developing countries alike redoubling public investments in what
they deemed as essential “human development priorities.” These
include basic education (including a working literacy level), primary
health care, potable water, basic sanitation, and the protection of the
rights of women and children.

From its infancy, the human development paradigm sought to shift
how national policy-makers, citizens, and international bodies judge
national progress. In incorporating Sen’s “capability approach,” it also
scrutinized the ways and means of enlarging people’s choices to live
productive and meaningful lives. By the mid-1990s, Mahbub ul Haq
observed broad agreement on key aspects of the human development
paradigm:

� Development must put people at the center of its concerns.
� The purpose of development is to enlarge all human choices, not

just income.
� The human development paradigm is concerned both with build-

ing up human capabilities (through investment in people) and with
using those human capabilities fully (through an enabling framework
for growth and employment).

� Human development has four essential pillars: equality, sustain-
ability, productivity, and empowerment. It regards economic
growth as essential but emphasizes the need to pay attention to its
quality and distribution, analyzes at length its link with human
lives, and questions its long-term sustainability.

� The human development paradigm defines the ends of development
and analyzes sensible options for achieving them.4

Over time—and as illustrated in this volume—human development
has evolved into a rich, multidimensional concept and framework for
analysis and understanding development. For example, leading a long
and healthy life, being educated, and enjoying a decent standard of
living were initially portrayed as the most critical development choices.
But, in subsequent years, political freedom, broader human rights, and
environmental sustainability grew increasingly important, as detailed in
Chapters 5 and 6. This sequencing of development priorities arose, in
part, because of criticisms by governments in the Global North and
South that objected strongly to initial attempts by theHDRs to provide a
disinterested, neutral assessment of freedom in countries.

Critical perspectives about the human development conceptual frame-
work and the norms and concrete policy prescriptions that flow from it
were introduced in the early years by scholars and policy analysts, such

Human development: an idea whose time has come? 11
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as Leen Boer, Allen Kelly, Ad Koekkoek, and V.V. Bhanoji Rao.5 In
particular, they criticized the elasticity of the basic concept of human
development—for example, that it tries to “mean everything to every-
one” and, therefore, lacks analytical utility or the ability to facilitate
policy consistency—as well as the over-simplification of complex policy
problems because of the framework’s lack of methodological rigor
and reliable data sources.

However, with each successive global, regional, national, and sub-
national HDR, combined with writings associated with the Journal of
Human Development and Capabilities and the global membership of
the Human Development and Capability Association, the human
development conceptual framework and its associated analytical tools
and policy prescriptions were further refined through stringent “field
testing” in diverse policy settings. In this volume, we examine the
application and impact of human development in policy deliberations
undertaken in institutions of global governance. Although the school
of thought faces innumerable intellectual and political challenges
today, human development has demonstrated consistently, during the
past two and a half decades, a marked and potentially durable effect on
international policy discourse related to fundamental questions of
world order, organization and social spending within states, and the
balancing of competing political, economic, social, and cultural
priorities.

Snapshot of human development in global governance over the
past two and a half decades

Besides the annual global HDR, more than 700 national and regional
HDRs have been produced since 1990, and a large literature has
emerged on the finer aspects of human development theory and mea-
surement. Human development—as advanced through the global HDR
and other vehicles—has shaped international policy discourse over the
past 25 years in institutions of global governance in at least three
concrete ways. First, human development has shifted and expanded
what is commonly perceived as the goal of development today—a new
conceptual framework or paradigm of human development. Second, it
has innovated new means for gauging human and national progress
(new human development measurement tools). Third, it has introduced
many recommendations for change in international public policy (new
global governance policy and institutional reform proposals). A few
examples follow of human development’s impact, detailed at length in
this volume.

12 Human development: an idea whose time has come?
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Shifting and expanding what is commonly perceived as the goal of
development today

While emanating from the traditional development community, the
HDRs had a profound effect on thinking and practice related to the
conflict-security-justice nexus in global governance shortly after their
birth. The concept of human security, introduced in the 1993 and
subsequently elaborated in the 1994 Human Development Report, soon
shaped how policy-makers view the origins of, and an appropriate
international response to, deadly armed violence.

The HDRs defined human security as “people exercising their
human development choices safely and freely” and “ensuring freedom
from fear and freedom from want.” In this way they contributed to a
broader understanding of the sources of violent conflict and the need
to inject targeted resources for human development into any kind of
strategic framework or individual (sectoral) measures aiming to cope
with violent conflict and reduce the likelihood of its recurrence. Both
human development and human security placed people at the center of
future conceptions of peacebuilding, serving as both the ends and chief
means towards achieving sustainable peace. Consequently, they markedly
changed the international mindset on the requirements for effective
peacebuilding. This mindset was freed in part by the lapse in the
superpower (and modern military and state-centric) standoff that virtually
paralyzed global institutions such as the UN during the Cold War.

At the 2005 UN summit, world leaders stressed in a section on
“human security” in the outcome document “the right of all people to
live in freedom and dignity, free from poverty and despair.” They also
recognized that “all individuals, in particular vulnerable people, are
entitled to freedom from fear and freedom from want, with an equal
opportunity to enjoy all their rights and fully develop their human
potential.”6 World leaders also endorsed for the first time the norm of
the “Responsibility to Protect” populations from genocide, war crimes,
crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleansing.7

Innovating new means for gauging human and national progress

In terms of measurement tool innovations, the rich concept of human
development and its associated policy reports shifted the development
discourse in global institutions away from a narrow economic criterion
as the chief way to measure a nation’s progress to include health and
knowledge indicators. This was achieved, in particular, through the Human
Development Index (HDI), which measures the average achievements in a
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country in three basic dimensions of human development: a long and
healthy life, access to knowledge, and a decent standard of living. To
enable cross-country comparisons, the HDI is, to the extent possible,
calculated based on data from leading international data agencies and
other credible data sources available at the time of writing. Over time,
new measurement tools for measuring gender (1995) and the multiple
dimensions of poverty (1997) were introduced, and the political dimen-
sions of human development were also fully elaborated in path-breaking
global HDRs on human rights (2000) and democratization (2002).

A key strength of the HDI is that it seeks to measure progress by coun-
tries—but also sub-national, regional, and global units of governance—in
advancing the comprehensive, holistic, and integrative concept of
human development. While Mahbub ul Haq, Amartya Sen, and other
authors acknowledged that the HDI is a crude instrument that does
not represent the totality of what constitutes human development, they
felt, nevertheless, that it was a vast improvement over the even more
crude national-income accounting tools of GNP and Gross Domestic
Product (GDP). The vast popularity of the HDI since its inception—as
an integral part of the UN system’s most widely cited annual
report—and its application in disaggregating data at various sub-
national governance levels meant that human development trends and
change over time could be presented with relative ease in multiple ways.

Introducing many recommendations for change in international
public policy

The subsequent chapters provide an overview of human development
policy and institutional reform priorities in global governance over the
past two and a half decades, giving attention to what has changed and
what has not changed in global human development policy debates.
Beyond influencing policy discussions at UN headquarters in New York
and Geneva, we argue that the HDRs made headway in articulating a
coherent response and intellectual counterweight to the highly influen-
tial “Washington Consensus” set of policy priorities advanced by
global institutions such as the World Bank and IMF. Unlike the neo-
liberal approach adopted by Washington Consensus advocates, which
placed confidence in the trickling-down of wealth in society, a human
development approach assumes that economic growth must be made
consciously pro-poor and pro-people and, therefore, a “goal-oriented”
rather than “growth-oriented” poverty strategy is needed.

Besides senior World Bank officials such as James Wolfensohn
beginning to cite human development regularly in the late 1990s,

14 Human development: an idea whose time has come?
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during the 2000s a new “network” for human development was estab-
lished as the World Bank’s home for policy, programs, and research in
the fields of education, health, social protection, and labor. Albeit
adopting a significantly narrower definition of human development
than UNDP and HDR authors, the creation of, for example, senior
positions dedicated to human development has contributed to increas-
ing concern for poverty reduction and strengthening human cap-
abilities at the World Bank. It is also no coincidence that the World
Bank shifted away from a core focus on top-down structural adjust-
ment programs to more participatory Poverty Reduction Strategy
Papers (PRSPs), between the 1980s and the early 2000s, as interest in
the concept of human development moved to the fore internationally.
Unlike structural adjustment, PRSPs place a premium on people’s
participation and the centrality of human agency for tackling the
causes of human poverty, common themes in allHDRs, although perhaps
amplified in the 1993 and 1997 annual reports.

In addition to this broad economic and development policy debate,
successive HDRs have advocated for the following three global insti-
tutional reforms, which have garnered traction in international policy
circles. The first is increasing civil society organization participation in
the discussions of the UN General Assembly, Economic and Social
Council (ECOSOC), and Security Council. Except perhaps for the
Security Council this has become a growing reality.8 The second is
expanding the global economic decision-making clout of developing
countries by transforming ECOSOC into a powerful 22-member Eco-
nomic Security Council. This idea, one can argue, has been taken on
board by the G20 and its heads of government level meetings since
2008. Third is that the HDRs have also focused global attention on
making the World Bank and IMF more accountable for their actions
to board members and to the people affected by their actions. They
have also focused on improving WTO consultations, discussions,
negotiations, and decision-making so as to make the organization more
transparent, participatory, and democratic.

Chief research questions

The book addresses four fundamental questions. First, has human
development transformed how development is understood in global
governance? The book explores the issue of whether human develop-
ment has contributed to a paradigmatic shift in development thinking
within global institutions, from an emphasis on GDP growth and per
capita income as the chief barometers of a nation’s progress to a
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broader notion that balances economic with social, cultural, and poli-
tical dimensions of development. In doing so, human development
attempts to shepherd a return to a more holistic understanding of
human well-being and agency as advocated by classical economists of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. To aid this effort,
consideration will be given to the application within global institutions
of new composite indices for measuring and better understanding the
breadth and scope of human development.

Second, to what extent have international policy-makers sought to
advance human development reform priorities in international policy
forums? Citing empirical evidence from international conferences, periodic
meetings of global bodies, international trade negotiations, and other
international policy forums over the past two decades, the study considers
whether and to what extent a human development policy framework,
measurement tools, and specific policy priorities (e.g., redirecting invest-
ments in national armaments toward investments in a nation’s citizens)
shaped the international policy agenda of the 1990s and early 2000s.

Third, what are the emerging human development ideas and innova-
tions in global institutions? With an eye towards both the immediate and
medium-term future, the book explores possible “new horizon issues”
where the adoption of a human development approach in global institu-
tions can offer different and unique ways to tackle a particular global
governance problem-set. By factoring in inequality concerns and the need
to ensure a political voice for citizens at all levels of governance, for
example, human development can continue to pioneer innovative solu-
tions to intractable international issues, including the global financial
crisis, violent political and religious extremism, and environmental decay.

Fourth, what constraints and challenges—whether policy, resource,
technical, and others—were confronted or are expected in pursuing this
agenda? This study analyzes the various obstacles to adopting and then
implementing human development reform priorities, including alter-
native (competitor) policy frameworks. Within a human development
policy framework as played out in global institutional debates, the book
considers the factors for overcoming constraints and challenges to human
development in some areas, while progress in others remains inhibited.

Why human development faces considerable challenges today in
global governance

Despite phenomenal growth in the number and influence of global,
regional, national, and sub-national HDRs, human development—as
an intellectual and policy movement—has come under significant

16 Human development: an idea whose time has come?
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strain in recent years in institutions of global governance. The 2008–2009
financial collapse in the United States rippled through the global
financial system, affecting most regional and national economies
adversely—especially highly exposed and already debt-ridden Eur-
opean economies. The steady economic downturn, the steepest fall
recorded in global markets since the 1930s, has placed at risk both the
political consensus and ability of advanced industrialized countries to
guarantee even the most basic investments in their citizens. Meanwhile, as
emerging economies and less developed countries strive, in part, to
achieve the quality of life standards of the industrialized world, they
are receiving mixed signals about whether costly investments in human
development are sustainable and can yield positive economic and other
dividends.

On one hand, as Chapter 6 notes, considerable progress has been
achieved toward the realization of most of the eight Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) for 2015, including the (arguably most)
critical MDG Goal No. 1 of ending poverty and hunger. On the other,
many analysts attribute the marked success to, in particular, the phe-
nomenal growth rates over the past decade of the world’s two largest
countries, China and India. Meanwhile, more than a billion citizens
associated with fragile or conflict-affected countries continue to strug-
gle to meet their basic human needs,9 let alone meet the more ambi-
tious targets associated with the 15-year MDGs project. With a few
notable exceptions where large aid programs are sustained for years
because of a recipient country’s links to security concerns found within
Western donor countries, many vulnerable countries struggle to cope
when the cameras turn to a new “hot spot,” international peacekeeping
is drawn down, and donor assistance dries up.

Many—if not a great majority—of developing countries are com-
mitted to shifting to an emphasis on “trade not aid.” Indeed, over the
past two decades, they have become champions of the notion of a
“new framework for development cooperation” (see Chapter 2) as
advocated in the earliest HDRs, calling for North-South exchanges in
ideas, people, technology, goods, services, and foreign direct invest-
ment, rather than a preoccupation with foreign aid. But, as detailed in
Chapter 4, the on-going WTO Doha Development Round continues to
come up short in terms of liberalizing trade in two key sectors where
many developing countries maintain a distinct competitive advantage:
agriculture and textiles.10 And despite noble intentions, the UN
Peacebuilding Commission, established in 2005, has demonstrated
limited empirical evidence that countries placed before it—often in the
aftermath of a UN peacekeeping mission drawdown—have benefited in
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tangible and sustained ways which expand human development
opportunities in fragile or conflict-affected states.11

As explained throughout the book, today’s new and emerging inter-
national issues threaten to take human development off the global
agenda, undermining the global institutions most closely associated
with the human development school’s progressive international reform
agenda. The awesome effects of rising sea levels because of global cli-
mate change are expected to overwhelm coastal communities, as well
as decrease access to potable water for millions of people. Rapid rural
to urban migration continues unabated as many of the planet’s seven
billion (and growing) inhabitants seek improved living conditions. Yet,
more often than not, this migration further stresses over-stretched
urban infrastructure and services.

In addition, defensive responses to continued threats posed by militant
extremist groups in rich and poor nations alike continue to divert
hundreds of billions of dollars from productive economic and social
development endeavors that could lift many from abject poverty. Every
day, the competence and legitimacy of global institutions with a mandate
for responding to these challenges is placed under significant strain,
particularly in the eyes of citizens from growing countries experiencing
economic change and new political freedoms.

Partly in response to the underperformance of current institutions of
global governance to secure and sustain livelihoods for the vast majority
of the planet’s citizens living in the developing countries of the Global
South, ideas for new global policy-making forums and implementing
bodies continue to gain attention, especially when an idea’s proponents
are among the most powerful emerging economies in the world. For
example, at the fourth annual summit of the BRICS (Brazil, Russia,
India, China, and South Africa), held in March 2012 in New Delhi,
the national leaders assembled called for the establishment of a new
development bank.12 Put forward initially by India, the proposed
“BRICS-led South-South Development Bank” has three primary aims.
First, to provide capital for development, including infrastructure, projects
in developing countries. Second, to lend, in the long term, during
global financial crises (including to Western countries). Third, to issue
convertible debt, which could be bought by the central banks of
member countries to reduce risk. At the same time, the efficacy and
resilience of today’s global financial architecture to prevent or withstand,
let alone cushion against, future economic shocks continues to be
called into question. Causes here are the continuation of the economic
crisis in the Eurozone countries and the fragile economic recovery
under way in North America, the United Kingdom, and Japan.
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Conclusion

Despite fundamental advances in human development globally over
the past six decades—including an acceleration of progress in many
developing countries during the last two decades—heightened human
insecurities foment democratic disillusionment and raise new questions
about the legitimacy and effectiveness of global institutions to advance
human development policy priorities. Such insecurities are fueled by
economic uncertainty, continued violence from international terrorism
and civil wars, environmental and energy concerns, and perceived signs
of growing inequality in both industrialized and developing countries.

However, as argued in Chapter 6, the wrong lessons are still being
derived from the 2008–2009 global financial and subsequent economic
crisis and other perennial challenges. Rather than losing faith in more
inclusive institutions, a deepening of democracy at all levels of gov-
ernance—harkening back to the chief recommendations of HDR 1993
and HDR 2002—is needed urgently, coupled with larger and better
targeted investments in human development.

Especially in democratic political systems, policy-makers need to
demonstrate that they can deliver public goods for the betterment of
society. From the early 1990s, human development offered global
institutions—during a period of renewal and great promise—a com-
prehensive development agenda to help policy-makers improve the
quality of their citizen’s lives, thereby enhancing their own legitimacy
and respect as leaders. In particular, human development made
addressing the neglected or “missing” dimensions of development far
more convincing by making the case that it is in the short- and long-
term interest of the well-off, within the North and South, to tackle
these issues head-on as the world integrates at breakneck speed.

This book underscores the sobering challenges to operationalizing
human development through both global and national institutions
today. It also points, however, to key elements of how human devel-
opment was presented in the 1990s and early 2000s to guide lessons for
taking the human development paradigm forward in the present global
context. Such elements include leadership, agenda-setting, evidence-based
policy, timing, coalition-building, and campaigning.

This volume explores lessons learned from past successes while seiz-
ing new opportunities created by, for example, new technologies and
the social media. It aspires to innovate the business model required to
bring back to the international agenda the “missing dimensions” of
development that sat squarely at the center of UN world conferences
and other global policy forums in the early- to mid-1990s. In revisiting
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past successes and core characteristics of the human development
school of thought, a case is made for why human development remains
relevant in an era of accelerated globalization. However, while citing
the phenomenal growth in human development-related policy reports,
coupled with the concept’s ample references since the UN world con-
ferences of the 1990s, evidence suggests that a number of factors pre-
clude human development, in its present formulation, from deepening
its roots in global institutions and international decision-making more
broadly. Indeed, the rich and forward-looking concept and its asso-
ciated policy prescriptions face the prospect of further setbacks if not
re-evaluated and refashioned soon.

Notes
1 HDR 2002 further elaborates on this definitional point by stating: “Human

development is about people, about expanding their choices to lead lives
they value. Economic growth, increased international trade and investment,
technological advance – all are very important. But they are means, not
ends. Whether they contribute to human development in the 21st century
will depend on whether they expand people’s choices, whether they help
create an environment for people to develop their full potential and lead
productive, creative lives.” UNDP, Human Development Report 2002:
Deepening Democracy in a Fragmented World (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2002), 13.

2 As Amartya Sen contends, “At the technical level, William Petty did, in
fact, pioneer the measurement of the gross national product, the GNP,
using both ‘the income method’ and ‘the expenditure method’ of estimating
national income. This was a very significant contribution to applied eco-
nomics, and yet at the same time, Petty was quite clear that the interest in
incomes and expenditures lies not in themselves but in their serving as
important means to more profound ends [such as ‘the Common Safety’ and
‘each Man’s particular Happiness’].” Amartya Sen, “Foreword,” in Read-
ings in Human Development, ed. Sakiko Fukuda-Parr and A.K. Shiva
Kumar (New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2003), viii. Separately on
Adam Smith, Sen writes, “The development of human capability in leading
a worthwhile life as well as in being more productive is quite central to
Smith’s analysis of ‘the wealth of nations’.” Amartya Sen, “Human Capital
and Human Capability,” World Development 25, no. 12 (1997): 1959.

3 Amartya Sen, “Development as Capability Expansion,” Journal of
Development Planning 19 (1989): 43.

4 Mahbub ul Haq, Reflections on Human Development (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1995), 21.

5 V.V. Bhanoji Rao, “Human Development Report 1990: Review and
Assessment,” World Development 19, no. 10 (1991): 1451–60; Leen Boer
and Ad Koekkoek, “Human Development Report: Fad or Fixture?”
Development Policy Review 11, no. 4 (1993): 427–38; and Allen Kelly, “The
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Human Development Index: ‘Handle with Care,’”Population and Development
Review 17, no. 2 (1991): 315–24.

6 United Nations, “2005 World Summit Outcome,” UN doc. A/RES/60/1, 24
October 2005, para. 143, www.un.org/womenwatch/ods/A-RES-60-1-E.pdf.

7 Ibid., paras. 138, 139.
8 The United Nations has increased efforts to include civil society in its

work. In the 1990s, the UN World Conferences enhanced the voices of civil
society within the UN system. The General Assembly, ECOSOC, the
Peacebuilding Commission, and the UN Global Compact have also
reached out to broader constituencies by making an effort to formally
consult and engage with civil society organizations and the private sector.
This outreach towards a wider segment of the world population (and far
beyond government representatives), although still far from perfect, can be
seen as some limited progress towards the democratization of the world
organization’s work, as strongly advocated by multiple HDRs.

9 This thesis is fully developed in, for example, Paul Collier, The Bottom
Billion: Why the Poorest Countries are Failing and What Can be Done
About It (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

10 In fact, as argued in HDR 1992 and subsequent reports, restricted global
markets in key agriculture and textile sectors, coupled with barriers to
immigration, costs developing countries $500 billion a year—far more than
they receive in foreign aid. UNDP, Human Development Report 1992 (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1992), 5.

11 For example, see Richard Ponzio, “After Exit: The UN Peacebuilding
Architecture,” in Exit Strategies and State Building, ed. Richard Caplan
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2012). At the same time, if the
objective of the UN Peacebuilding Commission (PBC) is mainly to prevent
the recurrence of violent conflict (which, in fact, only represents a portion
of the new intergovernmental advisory body’s mandate, as outlined in the
PBC’s General Assembly and Security Council founding resolutions of
2005), it has fared reasonably well. This despite a brief outbreak in violence
in Burundi, in April 2008 and again in 2015, and a military coup d’état in
Guinea-Bissau, in December 2008 and April 2012.

12 Interestingly, the annual BRICS Summit and discussion on the idea of a
new development bank coincided with the selection of a new World Bank
president. For this position, as has become custom, the US candidate (Dr.
Jim Yong Kim) was endorsed by the bank’s Board of Executive Directors—
where Western countries continue to exert significant influence in decision-
making. However, in a manner unprecedented for the selection of World
Bank presidents, a new level of competition was introduced into the
process when the finance minister of Nigeria at that time (Dr. Ngozi
Okonjo-Iweala) and the former finance minister of Columbia (Dr. José
Antonio Ocampo) were also interviewed by the board.
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2 The international policy
impact of the human development
approach in the 1990s …
the early years

� Crashing the global stage: the
� Rationalizing resources through the 20:20 Compact
� Mobilizing a global peace dividend
� Establishing an Economic Security Council
� Changing institutional culture: human development and UN

system personnel
� Challenging the Washington Consensus: human development and

international policy dialogues beyond the UN proper
� A “New Framework for Development Cooperation”
� Conclusion

The human development approach or school of thought emerged, in
part, in response to the structural adjustment programs of the 1980s to
mitigate the debt crisis afflicting much of the developing world. In
particular, scholars and practitioners associated with the North-South
Roundtable introduced, in the mid-1980s, the concept of human
development in a series of roundtable reports that both analyzed and
critiqued the austerity measures advocated by the International
Monetary Fund and donor countries. More significantly, human
development advocates offered a positive, alternative vision—among
international and national policy-makers, as well as global civil
society—for what development means and should emphasize in policy
and programmatic terms near the turn of a new century. Starting in
1990, the Human Development Report (HDR), which soon became the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)’s flagship annual
publication, served as the chief platform for advancing this vision. And
the first major test, in terms of whether the analysis and recommen-
dations of the HDRs could gain international policy traction, played
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out in connection with the United Nations (UN) global development
agenda in the immediate aftermath of the Cold War.

This chapter examines specific HDR reform proposals that sought to
influence the UN world conferences of the 1990s, including the 20:20
proposal (allocating 20 percent of national and aid budgets to human
development priorities), the mobilization of a peace dividend, and the
creation of a UN Economic Security Council. Evidence is shared on
how global—and subsequent regional, national, and sub-national—
HDRs during this period shaped how development is understood,
contributing to a paradigm shift in global governance. Their impact on
the UN’s institutional culture and programming priorities is also con-
sidered. In this regard, criticisms of UNDP—especially in the early
days of the HDR—to allow its staff the autonomy to criticize govern-
ments, and the lessons this holds for other parts of the UN system, are
highlighted. The chapter further considers the application of human
development policy prescriptions in international policy dialogues
beyond the United Nations, including within the international financial
institutions and forums: the World Trade Organization, the OECD-
DAC, the Group of Eight major industrialized countries (G8), and the
Group of Twenty (G20). Special reference is made to the policy and
other challenges confronted in pursuing the human development
agenda in its early years.

Crashing the global stage: the HDRs and the UN world
conferences of the 1990s

When the global HDR series was launched on 24 May 1990 in
London, the time was ripe to reconsider the fundamental purpose and
policy priorities associated with development assistance from the
industrialized countries of the “Global North” to the developing
countries of the “Global South.” The Berlin Wall had crumbled the
previous year under the weight of millions of citizens living behind the
Iron Curtain with a yearning for political and economic freedom. With
the sudden dampening of foreign aid’s national security imperative,
coupled with the growing chorus of voices challenging the efficacy of
sharp cutbacks in public social investments during a long period of
economic malaise, human development would quickly provide an
alternative yet pro-economic-growth approach to development,
responding to many of the inherent shortcomings and contradictions
accompanying conventional thinking.

The Human Development Report 1990 defined human development
as “a process of enlarging people’s choices. The most critical of these
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wide-ranging choices are to live a long and healthy life, to be educated
and to have access to resources needed for a decent standard of living.
Additional choices include political freedom, guaranteed human rights
and personal self-respect.”1 By the time the concept was presented in
the inaugural HDR, human development had been deliberated on for
several years by Mahbub ul Haq, Khadija Haq, Uner Kirdar, Amartya
Sen, Richard Jolly, Frances Stewart, Paul Streeten, and other inter-
nationally renowned scholars and practitioners associated with the
North-South Roundtable. Arguing that “there was no automatic link
between economic growth and human development, and that financial
budgets ought not to be balanced by unbalancing human lives,” the
North-South Roundtable promoted the imperative of putting people at
the center of development in three successive gatherings in the mid-
1980s on human development.2 As Cold War thinking dissipated in the
early 1990s, the human development approach would soon find a
global stage through the UN for amplifying this alternative development
vision and associated policy prescriptions.

It was perhaps no coincidence that the HDR was initiated alongside
an unprecedented series of UN-sponsored world conferences, beginning
with the 1990 World Summit for Children and soon followed by high-
level conferences on sustainable development (1992), human rights
(1993), population (1994), social development (1995), women (1995), and
urban development (1996). Indeed, for most of these diplomatic gath-
erings, the HDRs served as an authoritative analytical and advocacy
tool to both better understand and respond to acute development gaps.3

While it is perhaps the annual global Human Development Index rank-
ing and associated composite indicators for which the report is most
well-known (see Chapter 3), several innovative reform initiatives
shaped deliberations at the UN world conferences of the early 1990s
and beyond. Among the most important, based on their success in
spurring international policy dialogues, catalyzing pressure groups
outside of governments and international organizations, encouraging
unorthodox conceptual creativity, and influencing policy change, were
the 20:20 Compact, mobilizing a Global Peace Dividend, and estab-
lishing an Economic Security Council.4 They are discussed in turn
below.

Rationalizing resources through the 20:20 Compact

Building on earlier HDRs (especially HDR 1991 on financing human
development), the “20:20 Global Compact for Basic Social Services”
was formally introduced in HDR 1994, on human security, and
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subsequently elaborated in Mahbub ul Haq’s book Reflections on
Human Development.5 Rather than calling for new funds, the 20:20
Compact advocates that 20 percent of developing country budgets and
20 percent of industrial country aid be allocated to human priority
expenditure, such as education, health, family planning services, nutri-
tional programs, and low-cost water supply and sanitation. Based on a
notion of shared responsibility between donor and recipient countries,
this simple yet compelling proposal reflects the decent human devel-
opment levels achieved by countries that allocate, on average, 20 per-
cent of public spending on human priorities.6 It also aims to mitigate
against excessive military spending, investments in loss-making public
enterprises, and diverting scarce donor resources to wasteful prestige
development projects. In sum, if adopted, the proposal was estimated
to redirect US$30–40 billion annually, during the period 1995–2005, to
tackle the worst forms of human poverty.7

In the lead-up to the 1995 World Summit for Social Development,
the 20:20 Compact garnered considerable policy attention and refer-
ences were made to the proposal in both the summit’s main outcome
document (“Programme of Action”) and an unofficial Copenhagen
Social Charter. As stated in the summit’s Programme of Action,
“Agreeing on a mutual commitment between interested developed and
developing country partners to allocate, on average, 20 percent of
ODA [overseas development assistance] and 20 percent of the national
budget, respectively, to basic social programmes.”8 However, given the
deliberate use of the term “interested” in the Programme of Action
and the non-binding nature of the Copenhagen Social Charter, UN
member states participating in the summit had limited incentives or
sanctions to alter their public spending and aid practices.

Perhaps a far more significant impact came a few years after the
1995 summit, with the articulation of the UN’s Millennium Develop-
ment Goals and subsequent endorsement by world leaders at the 2000
UN Millennium Summit. The MDGs outline specific, time-bound
targets focused on reductions in, for example, human poverty, illiter-
acy, child mortality, and gender inequality. The 20:20 proposal served,
in part, as a forerunner to the highly successful Millennium Develop-
ment Goals by rallying both rich and poor nations around their
mutual interest in combating several closely linked human deprivations
simultaneously. Before the proposal’s formal introduction in the HDR
1994, the annual reports between 1990 and 1993 also called for poverty-
focused international development agendas based on a compact
between developed and developing countries. These too heralded the
Millennium Development Goals that emerged later in the decade.
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Although institutional follow-up on the original 20:20 Compact idea
may have been limited until its associated commitments were inte-
grated into well-resourced programs associated with the implementa-
tion of the MDGs, the proposal gained significant policy traction, in
the mid-1990s, because it offered a concrete response to a number of
key global targets endorsed by the international community at several
UN world conferences from the early to mid-1990s.9 First and fore-
most, the 20:20 proposal initiated a shift in thinking about the impor-
tance of adopting a unified approach and integrated intellectual
framework, among donors and developing countries alike, around a
defined set of human development priorities. By the mid- to late-1990s,
the intellectual shift informed a policy shift that contributed, in part, to
the advent of the Millennium Development Goals for 2015. By focus-
ing donor assistance and public spending in the Global South on a
common set of human priorities, the MDGs have largely framed the
development policy dialogue during the first 15 years of the new
century.

Mobilizing a global peace dividend

With the thawing and then complete transformation of Cold War
relations, the HDR series championed the need to reorder military
budget priorities in both the developing and industrialized worlds.
“Military expenditures of the developing countries have increased 7.5
percent a year during the past 25 years, far faster than military spend-
ing in the industrial countries,” stated the inaugural edition of the
report in 1990.10 By HDR 1992, the reports had begun to explicitly
proclaim the need for all countries, rich and poor, to commit themselves
to peace dividends. It was estimated that military expenditure reduc-
tions of at least 3 percent a year in the 1990s could yield by the year
2000 a global peace dividend of around US$1.5 trillion ($1.2 trillion in
the industrial countries and $279 billion in developing states).11 Human
Development Report 1994 prominently featured a recommendation by
Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Oscar Arias to create “A Global Demili-
tarization Fund.” Besides linking the reduction in military expenditure
to the consolidation of world peace, the proposed fund could aim to
reward developing countries that disarm, demobilize, and reintegrate
their armed forces back into society; promote arms control; and
encourage civic education and democratic participation.12

Given that an estimated 25 percent was trimmed from defense bud-
gets worldwide between 1987 and 1994, policy advocates from within
the HDR community are not in a position to take credit for the
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significant cuts of around 4 percent per year led by the United States
and former Soviet Union.13 On the other hand, beginning in 1990, the
HDRs reminded international policy-makers at UN world conferences
and other international forums that the savings accrued from military
reductions are not automatically converted into human development
gains. The former Soviet Bloc countries saw their military spending
savings wiped out in coping with their sustained economic crisis, while
the United States diverted its savings to drawing down its national
debt. At the same time, the HDRs sounded the alarm repeatedly about
the continued excessively high military spending levels in many of the
world’s poorest countries, located in South Asia and Sub-Saharan
Africa. They also highlighted the combined development and security
risks associated with a “global arms bazaar” fueled by cheap surplus
weapons in the aftermath of the Cold War.

From the adoption of the 2001 United Nations “Programme of
Action to Prevent, Combat, and Eradicate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms
and Light Weapons” to the adoption of peacebuilding and statebuilding
goals (alongside the socio-economic MDGs) by donors and conflict-
affected states through the 2011 “New Deal for Engagement in Fragile
States,”14 many of the themes and recommendations for greater transpar-
ency in arms sales and rationalization of military expenditure taken up
in successive HDRs are slowly coming to fruition. Even elements of
Oscar Arias’ proposed Global Demilitarization Fund are reflected in
the UN Peacebuilding Fund,15 established in 2006 alongside a new UN
Peacebuilding Commission and UN Peacebuilding Support Office.
With a growing number of multilateral and bilateral development aid
providers offering technical assistance on security sector reform in
developing societies,16 the human development community has helped
to insert military spending and the tools of war as a legitimate issue
within the wider development dialogue.

And despite startling acts of international terrorism over the past
decade, perhaps the most promising trend since the end of the Cold
War is the steady decline in both inter- and intrastate political vio-
lence.17 Not coincidentally, this phenomenon has occurred alongside
the marked shift in emphasis within global policy dialogues away from
a preoccupation with military-led state security to a more balanced
conception of security where both the security and welfare of the indi-
vidual citizen matters. The concept of human security, presented initi-
ally in the Human Development Report 1993, posits the need to change
how security is understood: “from an exclusive stress on national
security to a much greater stress on people’s security, from security
through armaments to security through human development, from
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territorial security to food, employment and environmental security.”18

Similar to the abovementioned Peacebuilding Fund, a UN Human
Security Trust Fund was launched in 1999,19 and other operational
measures were subsequently adopted across the UN system, as described
later in this chapter, both to promote human security and to leverage
potential peace dividends from within countries recovering from
protracted violent conflict.20

Establishing an Economic Security Council

The idea of an Economic Security Council stems from the identified
need for a more manageable apex organization within the UN frame-
work for effective international policy coordination and leadership on
macroeconomic and related matters, including global poverty, food
security, labor migration, and environmental safeguards. From its
introduction as a “Development Security Council” in Human Devel-
opment Report 1992 21 to its reintroduction in the 1994 report, the
Economic Security Council concept responds to the critique—particularly
among Western industrialized countries—that the UN Economic and
Social Council’s 54-member structure is too large and unwieldy. Spe-
cifically, the ESC’s proposed “membership could consist of 11 perma-
nent members from the main industrial and more populous developing
countries. Another 11 members could be added on a rotating basis
from various geographical and political constituencies.”22 Besides
reviewing threats to international economic stability and agreeing on
required action, the Economic Security Council could act as a watch-
dog vis-à-vis the policies and programs of international and regional
financial institutions.23

Although the idea of a Development and then Economic Security
Council informed vigorous debates on the future of the UN at the time
of the 1992 Earth Summit, 1995 Social Summit, and 50th Anniversary
of the UN in 1995, this global governance institutional reform has yet
to take root in its original, ambitious form in the UN context. How-
ever, in lieu of this UN system structural reform, several developments
over the past 15 years reflect many of the substantive aims of the ESC.
For instance, in January 2000 the UN Security Council convened an
unprecedented session on the HIV/AIDS pandemic and its impact on
peace and security in Africa.24 Later that year, Security Council mem-
bers deliberated on the social, economic, and political impact of vio-
lent conflict on women and girls.25 Responding to performance
criticisms, ECOSOC has worked to streamline and focus its agenda
over the past decade, as well as to ensure greater sensitivity in its

28 Human development approach in the 1990s

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



decision-making to the interests of industrialized nations, emerging
economic powers, and less developed countries. Finally, the Economic
Security Council proposal contributed, over time, to World Bank and
International Monetary Fund reform discussions, intensifying pressures
to expand representation and voting rights to non-OECD countries
based in the developing world. In particular expanding them to the larger
BRICS economies: Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa.

While the Economic Security Council concept never took hold in
the UN proper in New York, its more or less envisaged membership
and substantive focus emerged by 1999, when Canada proposed and
the first meeting was held, in December 1999, of the Group of Twenty
(G20) Finance Ministers and Central Bank Governors. Collectively,
the G20 accounts for around 80 percent of Gross World Product, 80
percent of world trade, and two-thirds of world population. G20 lea-
ders began meeting in November 2008 in Washington, DC at the heads
of state and government level, and by the September 2009 gathering in
Pittsburgh, the rich countries represented in the G8 announced that the
G20 would now serve as the main economic council for large wealthy
nations. Admittedly, concerns abound about the G20’s ability to
enforce its commitments, as well as its overall legitimacy given its
informal structure outside of the UN Charter. But the small and
manageable size of its influential membership, trust garnered between
both its developed and developing members, and timely analysis and
recommended responses to urgent economic and related challenges
make the G20 a welcome innovation in global governance, consistent
with many aspects of the proposed UN Economic Security Council.

Changing institutional culture: human development and UN
system personnel

When Mahbub ul Haq initiated the HDR in 1990, he did so upon secur-
ing agreement on one fundamental condition with the then-UNDP
administrator, William Draper III: complete intellectual freedom and
editorial independence. Draper, who had been looking outside the UN
“to get some intellectual support for what we were doing,”26 took a
significant risk that would later be endorsed by his successors. Within a
risk-averse and often conservative UN, such a high degree of indepen-
dence—for an annual publication that would soon become its most
widely read—was unprecedented. Besides representing a paradigmatic
shift within the wider development discourse and policy debates, the
HDRs contributed to a transformation in the institutional culture of the
UN system in the 1990s and early 2000s.
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Prior to influencing the bureaucratic fabric of the wider UN system,
including the international financial institutions, the HDRs needed to
first secure the trust and respect of the series’ primary home institution,
the UNDP. This critical relationship, which involved organizational
resources, visibility, and prestige, proved beneficial for helping theHDRs
to capture the immediate attention of policy-makers, scholars, and civil
society activists, as well as in shaping international policy debates. But
despite the full backing of William Draper and his successor, James
Gustave Speth, outreach with other UNDP colleagues in the early years
was, at times, bumpy. For one, having the HDR drafting team com-
mand editorial independence was unique, whether for UNDP or the
broader UN system. But it was perhaps Mahbub ul Haq’s call for a new
way to approach and measure development, combined with his expecta-
tion that the UN would naturally champion this new approach, that
stirred controversy and dissent within the report’s home institution.27

Reflecting the skepticism and even outright intellectual hostility
toward the earliest reports, Desmond McNeil writes, “the views of
UNDP staff and member states were not always positive and suppor-
tive of human development. Structural adjustment views were also
found in the UNDP in the early 1980s.”28 Plus, some staff questioned
how an outsider and a largely non-UNDP group of international
advisors could garner remarkable influence within the organization
almost overnight.

Some critics were swayed, however, when a UN General Assembly
(UNGA) resolution in 1994 endorsed the HDR’s editorial indepen-
dence and applauded the initiation of a new analytical report within
the UN system that “was objective rather than ideologically or politi-
cally mandated, and that provided valuable information, analysis and
policy options.”29 By the mid-1990s, following the UNGA resolution
and extensive advocacy efforts undertaken by the HDR Office, the idea
of human development had been officially accepted within UNDP.30

According to Craig Murphy, “In the mid-1990s, Draper’s successor,
Gus Speth, worked with two Secretaries-General and the heads of all
the UN programs and funds to make sustainable human development
their shared goal, and to establish in-country and global mechanisms
for supporting this goal.”31 During a period when the absence of the
Cold War had paradoxically threatened foreign aid spending through
the UN system and other development assistance providers, the HDRs
also helped to raise the profile of UNDP vis-à-vis its competition,
among both donor and beneficiary countries.

Within a few short years, the concept of human development and its
reports at the global, regional, national, and sub-national levels also

30 Human development approach in the 1990s
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garnered traction within the wider UN family, including by then-UN
secretary-general Kofi Annan (1997–2006), who stated, “[W]e have
defined what development means for the individual through our
Human Development Reports … So we have given a functional and
meaningful definition to poverty and development, which wasn’t there
before.”32 For three astute UN scholars, the comprehensive and inte-
grated perspective offered by the human development framework was
its chief comparative advantage for the UN system. In their capstone
volume for the UN Intellectual History Project, Richard Jolly, Louis
Emmerij, and Thomas Weiss argue, “The most important contribution
of the human development approach for the UN as a whole is that it
brought together and integrated the four fundamental ideas on which
the UN has been founded: peace and negotiation in place of war and
conflict; sovereign independence; economic and social development to
achieve rising living standards; and human rights for all.”33

Intellectually—rather than in actual practice—human development
represented a breakthrough that allowed senior UN leaders to think, at
the very least, in a holistic manner. This could, in turn, begin to break
down the conceptual and operational barriers to a more comprehen-
sive approach for tackling the complex and interdisciplinary global
governance challenges of the twenty-first century.

There was a push for “One UN” in the early 2000s, including the
consolidation of programs, funds, and agencies in a single “UN
House” in an aid recipient country and the augmentation of authorities
within “special representatives of the secretary-general” (for multi-
dimensional peace operations) and “resident coordinators” (for non-
conflict zone situations). Nevertheless, efforts through the HDR series
and elsewhere to approach UN operations—and the promotion of
“sustainable human development”—in a truly integratedmanner continue
to come up short.

For instance, while useful for coordinating the various components
of UN programs in sometimes complex and sizeable field operations,
the UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) fails to show
how the sector-specific components contribute to a coherent strategy
for human development in a host country or region.34 Part of the
explanation for this is that the HDR has yet to extend beyond
UNDP and, as envisioned by its chief architect, the late Mahbub ul
Haq, be embraced as the flagship annual report by the UN family as a
whole. Until this happens, and regular “core team” contributors are
sourced from across the entire UN system, the continuation of
somewhat rigid silos can be expected among the UN’s various pro-
fessional communities focused on peace and security, economic and
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social development, human rights and democratic governance, and
environmental sustainability.35

Nevertheless, by instilling in UN civil servants the courage to think
more independently, if not more rigorously and certainly more crea-
tively, the HDRs contributed to a steady shift in the institutional culture
of the UN system. Although few, if any, UN publications have yet to
match the level of autonomy enjoyed by officers in UNDP’s HDR
Office, staff across the UN system are less restrained compared with
previous decades in openly criticizing governments, multinational cor-
porations, and other influential global governance actors. They are also
more open to considering often far-reaching reform proposals rooted
in sound research. For example, the Human Development Report 1994
called for a new “United Nations Human Development Umbrella,”
which would allow for additional resources, responsibilities, and
coordination among the UN programs, funds, and agencies.36 Along-
side the abovementioned Economic Security Council proposal, the idea
to bring together the fragmented UN system around a common plat-
form was viewed by many UN staff as useful to engender greater
development resources, reduced duplication, and a more professional
staff.37 In short, over the past two and a half decades, the concepts,
measurement tools, and even many of the reform proposals advanced
through the HDRs, have begun to be internalized by officers within the
UNDP and wider UN system. As noted above, especially in dis-
mantling the barriers that preclude the adoption of truly integrated
approaches to human development, further work remains if UNDP’s
“crown jewel” is to maximize its impact in fully transforming the UN’s
institutional culture.

Challenging the Washington Consensus: human development and
international policy dialogues beyond the UN proper

During the 1990s, the influence of the human development approach
was not limited to the UN proper, headquartered mainly in New
York and Geneva, and the world body’s series of global conferences.
Rather, even in their early years, the HDRs would soon impact
other major international policy dialogues, including in the interna-
tional financial institutions, the WTO, the OECD, and the G7 (later
G8). In particular, the HDRs made significant headway in articulating
a coherent response and intellectual counterweight to the highly
regarded “Washington Consensus” set of policy priorities advanced
by key institutions of global governance, such as the World Bank
and IMF.

32 Human development approach in the 1990s
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Coined by the economist John Williamson in 1989, the term
Washington Consensus was initially associated with a concrete set of
ten economic policy reforms advocated by the World Bank and IMF
for developing countries facing an economic or financial crisis. It
encompassed policies ranging from trade and investment liberalization
to macroeconomic stabilization. Soon after the Washington Consensus
notion was introduced by Williamson, it took on a broader definition
tied to those individuals and institutions vigorously espousing princi-
ples of “market fundamentalism” or “neoliberalism.” The stage was set
for a battle of ideas with the human development approach, which,
from its very outset, expressed deep skepticism in unbridled capitalism
that did not promote broad-based development—while quick to
acknowledge the ample shortcomings of the state in the efficient allo-
cation of economic resources. In contrast with a human development
perspective that “emphasizes the potential benefits of the open global
economy,”38 Richard Jolly argues that “[the neoliberal approach] …
underscores opening international markets, removing all barriers to
trade and capital flows, and offering only the poorest countries some aid
for a limited period.”39 In short, as depicted in Table 2.1, Jolly sums up
the chief difference between human development and neoliberalism as
their respective, predominant focus on poverty reduction and growth.

Sometimes described as the analytical underpinnings of a “New
York Consensus” opposed to central tenets of an evolving “Washing-
ton Consensus,” the HDRs sought to strike a more appropriate bal-
ance in society between the state and market forces. With their
emphasis on public sector investments in education, health, and other

Table 2.1 Priorities compared: poverty reduction and growth

Human development Neoliberalism

Key assumption: Growth must be con-
sciously made pro-people and pro-poor

Key assumption: Trickle-down can be
expected

Goal-oriented poverty strategy:
� Empower the poor
� Aim for gender equity
� Ensure poor have access to assets
� Accelerate pro-poor growth
� International support for national

action

Growth-oriented poverty strategy:
� Ensure adequate economic growth
� Expand social sectors
� Build in safety nets as affordable
� Open economy policies and

international aid

Source: Richard Jolly, in Readings in Human Development: Concepts, Measures and
Policies for a Development Paradigm, ed. Sakiko Fukuda-Parr and A.K. Shiva Kumar
(New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2003), 111.
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essential areas for strengthening human capabilities, the earliest HDRs
sought to reverse the wide intellectual pendulum swing toward markets
in the 1980s and to restore faith in the fundamental governance functions of
state institutions. One major example of the human development
approach’s growing resonance in the 1990s was manifested in the
World Bank’sWorld Development Report 1997: The State in a Changing
World. Rather than concluding that the market role of states should
be shrunk because of past failed interventions, WDR 1997 argues that
the state’s role in the institutional environment underlying the econ-
omy (i.e., its ability to enforce the rule of law to underpin transactions)
is vital to making government contribute more effectively to develop-
ment.40 However, the emphasis here is primarily economic governance
functions, instead of privileging or at least affording equal weight to
the—sometimes costly yet vital, as noted in theHDRs—social development
and political freedom promoting functions of the state.

Another way human development challenged the Washington Con-
sensus orthodoxy was by entering the lexicon of World Bank officials
in the 1990s. For example, during the early 2000s, a new “network” for
human development was established as the World Bank’s home for
policy, programs, and research in the fields of education, health, and
social protection and labor: the World Bank Human Development
Network (HDN).41 Albeit adopting a significantly narrower definition
of human development than UNDP and HDR authors, the creation of,
for example, vice president, chief economist, and human development
officer positions dedicated to human development has contributed to
increasing concern for poverty reduction and strengthening human
capabilities at the World Bank. And it is no coincidence that the World
Bank shifted away from a core focus on top-down structural adjust-
ment programs to more participatory Poverty Reduction Strategy
Papers (PRSPs), between the 1980s and the early 2000s, as interest in
the concept of human development moved to the fore internationally.
Unlike structural adjustment, PRSPs place a premium on people’s
participation and the centrality of human agency for tackling the
causes of human poverty, common themes in allHDRs, although perhaps
amplified in the early years in the 1993 and 1997 annual reports.

Beginning with the Human Development Report 1992, the HDRs
provided staunch advocacy for a more inclusive and fairer global
trading system. As a forerunner to the negotiations leading to the
World Trade Organization’s establishment on 1 January 1995, the 1992
report called for the expansion of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) to include all countries in the world, as well as the
negotiation and enforcement of clear and fair rules within the GATT

34 Human development approach in the 1990s
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to encompass such issues as antidumping, subsidies, safeguards (emergency
measures against imports), and restrictions on foreign investors.42 In
arguing that restricted global markets in key agriculture and textile
sectors, coupled with barriers to immigration, costs developing coun-
tries $500 billion a year (10 times what they receive in foreign assis-
tance and more than six times what they spend on human development
priorities), HDR 1992 contributed to the chief aims of the WTO’s
current “Doha Development Round” of trade talks that commenced in
2001.43 These and related points, including the underlying causes for
the stalled Doha Round talks, are further elaborated in Chapter 4 on
energy, the environment, and trade.

In addition to the international financial institutions and World
Trade Organization, the human development approach from its earliest
days has shaped international policy deliberations in the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development and G7 (later G8) group
of industrialized nations. For instance, the head of the United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), Jim Grant, employed the HDRs in 1991
to pressure major bilateral donors represented on the OECD’s Devel-
opment Assistance Committee to begin reporting on the percentage of
their aid allocated to human development priority areas.44 Many core
human development principles for improved aid effectiveness—including
on national ownership and donor alignment behind a partner country’s
national development strategies, institutions, and procedures—found
their way into the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, spear-
headed by the OECD-DAC.45 And as noted earlier in this chapter, the
HDRs provided the intellectual impetus for the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals (2000–15) that would soon guide the donor policies and
priorities of both G7/8 industrialized countries and the wider OECD-
DAC donor community. Moreover, the Economic Security Council
proposal, introduced in the 1992, 1993, and 1994 HDRs, would later
inform the membership size and substantive focus of the G20.

A “New Framework for Development Cooperation”

In the early to mid-1990s the HDR series termed the phrase “New
Framework for Development Cooperation” to frame a collection of
reform innovations, including those outlined in this chapter (e.g., the
20:20 Compact, a Global Peace Dividend, an Economic Security
Council, strengthening the UN’s development agencies, and reforming
the Bretton Woods institutions, the World Trade Organization, OECD-
DAC, and G8/G20), plus various other ambitious measures. Key prin-
ciples on which this new framework was based—and how it extends
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beyond conventional thinking in both the Global North and Global
South—include:

� Mutual interests, not unilateral concessions (or charity).
� Two-sided responsibility, not one-sided accusations.
� More equitable access to global opportunities, not massive transfers

of financial resources.
� More open markets, not more managed markets.46

In more policy-specific terms, the New Framework for Development
Cooperation sought to broaden development cooperation beyond its
predominant focus on foreign aid to include trade, private investment,
technology, debt payments, and labor flows. Through the 20:20 propo-
sal and other measures, Mahbub ul Haq and other HDR collaborators
sought to demonstrate that core human development priorities could
be financed by reallocating priorities in existing developing country
and foreign assistance budgets. They also sought to redress the imbal-
ance between short-term emergency assistance and long-term develop-
ment support. They further aimed to establish new mechanisms: (i) to
facilitate payments by one country to another for services rendered;
(ii) to facilitate compensation for damages when one country inflicts an
economic injury on another; and (iii) to mobilize resources for global
objectives critical to human survival.47 And as noted earlier, they
sought to make military spending and security sector reform more
generally legitimate development issues.

Integral to initiating and sustaining these policies was the call for
new institutions of global governance, particularly in the economic
realm. At their basic core, the HDRs advocated for a new global gov-
ernance architecture or framework to set enforceable international
rules, redress widening disparities within and among nations, and pro-
mote “global public goods” while mitigating the effects of “global
public bads.” And they sought to generate new sources of revenue for
this global agenda through, for example, demilitarization funds, trad-
able pollution permits, and a small fee placed on global foreign
exchange movements.48 These and related progressive, internationalist
policy and institutional reform initiatives left an indelible mark on
international policy discussions in the 1990s, particularly during the
series of UN world conferences between 1990 and 1996.

At the Rio Earth Summit of 1992, human development was present
in efforts—anchored around the concept of sustainable development—
to reconcile the world’s finite natural resources with the vast material
requirements of present and future generations if human development

36 Human development approach in the 1990s
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opportunities were to expand steadily.49 Similarly, human development
insights and policy proposals were featured in negotiations on the
action programs at subsequent UN world conferences, perhaps most
noticeably in the World Summit for Social Development Programme of
Action’s 10 Commitments, the Copenhagen Declaration, and an unoffi-
cial Copenhagen Social Charter. However, as elaborated in subsequent
chapters and particularly Chapter 6, effective follow-through to major
international policy discussions in the 1990s—in terms of implement-
ing these agendas for action and enacting strong successor policies—
was often lacking, in part because of the inherent weaknesses in global
governance institutions to either facilitate progress toward commitments—
through financing, technical capacity-building, and other inducements—
or enforce them (sanctions). In short, despite significant normative
advances advocated by the HDRs, the continued over-concentration of
authority and resources at the level of the nation-state, at the expense
of both global and sub-national levels of governance, precluded timely
and credible responses to looming threats on the horizon to the security
and well-being of large cross-sections of the world’s population.

Conclusion

While most of the abovementioned policies and global governance
reform ideas never came to pass in their pure, original form, this
chapter has sought to demonstrate how the earliest Human Develop-
ment Reports exerted profound influence on developing thinking and
altered policy outcomes, during the past two and a half decades, in UN
and other international policy forums. It also considered the extent to which
human development discourse (including specific human development
themes and issues advanced) has affected the field-based programming
of international agencies from across the UN system, including the
international financial institutions, as well as beyond it, such as at the
World Trade Organization, OECD-DAC, and G8/G20.

Moreover, though the HDRs strive to have an immediate global
impact and shape international policy discourses in the short-term, what
is the “global shelf-life” of a good idea? Historically, powerful concepts
and ideas—for example, capitalism, communism, or inclusive, demo-
cratic governance—can sometimes take decades to spread and take root,
often evolving along the way. In this sense, are the Human Develop-
ment Reports and many of their political and institutional reform
innovations simply “Ahead of the Curve,” as suggested in one book
title on the power of new ideas conceived within the United Nations?50

Time will tell, and as recommended in Chapter 6, many of the better
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reform proposals should be revisited, revised, and enriched in future HDRs
at global, regional, national, and sub-national levels of governance.

At the same time, the first decade of Human Development Reports
made significant strides in redirecting the attention of both states and
markets towards people as the chief ends, as well as means, of devel-
opment. Defined as “a process of enlarging people’s choices” in order
to improve the human condition—which, over time, came to also be
accepted as an expansion of human capabilities, an enhancement of
freedoms, and a fulfillment of human rights—human development has
placed people at the center of analyses and policy recommendations in
international policy debates. In doing so, it has transformed how we
look at and understand development at the start of the twenty-first
century. A key reason for the near-term success of the HDRs is the
series’ introduction of unique composite measurement tools and evaluative
techniques, a subject to which we now turn in Chapter 3.
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fully and effectively … [T]his objective requires action to ensure a level
playing field and support to strengthen the negotiating position of poorer
and weaker countries. It also entails more aid and special assistance for the
least developed countries.” Richard Jolly, “Human Development and Neo-
liberalism: Paradigms Compared,” Readings in Human Development:
Concepts, Measures and Policies for a Development Paradigm, ed. Sakiko
Fukuda-Parr and A.K. Shiva Kumar (New Delhi: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 113.

39 Ibid., 113. As the Human Development Report 2010 further states: “By the
early 1990s, the Washington Consensus had attained near hegemony, and
mainstream development thinking held that the best payoff would come
from hewing to its key tenets of economic liberalization and deregula-
tion … From the outset the HDR explicitly challenged this orthodoxy and
established a tradition that would be applied to a range of issues important
to development policy.” UNDP, Human Development Report 2010, 15.

40 World Bank, World Development Report 1997: The State in a Changing
World (Washington, DC: World Bank, 1997). WDR 1997 further argues
against reducing government to a minimalist state, explaining that devel-
opment requires an effective state that plays a facilitator role in encoura-
ging and complementing the activities of private businesses and individuals.
It presents a state reform framework strategy: first, focus the state’s activ-
ities to match its capabilities; and second, look for ways to improve the
state’s capability by re-invigorating public institutions.

41 According to the World Bank, “HDN’s mission is to invest in creating
equal opportunities for people to live healthy, productive lives, secure
meaningful jobs, and protect themselves from crises. HDN takes a lifecycle
and systems approach to help developing countries deliver equitable and
effective health, education, and social protection services from pregnancy
to old age. HDN works across all development sectors and with Ministries
of Finance to demonstrate how these investments in people promote inclusive
development, economic growth, and country competitiveness.” See the World
Bank, Human Development Network, http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/
EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/ORGANIZATION/EXTHDNETWORK/0,
,menuPK:514432~pagePK:64158571~piPK:64158630~theSitePK:514426,00.
html, accessed on 30 October 2015.

42 UNDP, Human Development Report 1992, 82.
43 Ibid., 5–6.
44 Letter from Jim Grant to Alexander R. Love, chairman of the OECD

Development Assistance Committee, 6 August 1991.
45 OECD, “The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the Accra

Agenda for Action (2008),” www.oecd.org/dac/effectiveness/34428351.pdf.
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46 Mahbub ul Haq, “The Human Development Paradigm,” in Readings in
Human Development, ed. Fukuda-Parr and Shiva Kumar, 27.

47 Mahbub ul Haq, Reflections on Human Development, 138.
48 The latter proposal, known as the “Tobin Tax” (named after the Nobel

prize winning economist James Tobin), was estimated in 1994 to raise
around $150 billion a year through a tax as small as 0.05 percent on the
value of each foreign currency exchange transaction. UNDP, Human
Development Report 1994, 69.

49 The HDRs for 1992, 1994, and 1998 each considered environmental secur-
ity from different angles and recognized the inherent unfairness associated
with environmental degradation. In particular, they remind policy-makers
that the debate about what should be sustained is as important as how
to sustain it. Moreover, a human development approach stresses that
intragenerational equity is as important as intergenerational equity.

50 Louis Emmerij, Richard Jolly, and Thomas G. Weiss, Ahead of the Curve?
UN Ideas and Global Challenges (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
2001).
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3 Human development
measurement tools
Advantages and shortcomings

� Evolution of human development measurement tools since 1990
� Elevating the value of human development in global governance

through measurement innovations
� The SDGs and the future of human development measurement tools

in global governance
� Conclusion

From the inaugural edition of the global Human Development Report
in 1990, human development proponents designed evaluative mechan-
isms to quantify social and economic progress and to compare social
groups within and between countries over time. Primarily in the forum
of composite indicators, they sought to respond to the constraints of
Gross National Product (GNP) as a measure of human progress, which
was viewed as one-dimensional, failing to recognize non-monetized
activities, and reflecting market prices in solely monetary terms.1

Responding to various discontents about GNP as a sufficient measure
for reflecting human well-being, the introduction of the Human
Development Index (HDI) in 1990 had an immediate impact on inter-
national policy debates about national and human progress. It soon
became the most recognizable and eagerly awaited feature of the
annual HDR.

As an alternative to GNP and its associated per-capita income
measure, the HDI began as a simple aggregate of indicators reflecting
three major components of human development: longevity, knowledge,
and command over resources needed for a decent living or income. The
strengths and weaknesses of the HDI as a measure of human progress
in global policy debates are examined, as well as the value of related
composite indices such as the Gender-related Development Index
(GDI), the Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM), the Human Pov-
erty Index (HPI), and the Political Freedom Index (PFI). In particular,
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HDI considers the extent to which human development measurement
tools are translated, for example, into revised national budgetary allo-
cations in greater favor of human development policy priorities. The
chapter concludes with a discussion on the future of human develop-
ment composite measures in global governance, including their rela-
tionship to the Post-2015 Development Agenda and “Sustainable
Development Goals” (SDGs).

Evolution of human development measurement tools since 1990

Since the earliest HDR, the human development school or approach
has sought to push the frontiers of measurement. Serving as the report
series’ flagship composite indicator, the HDI innovated thinking about
human progress. For starters, it critiqued national economic aggregate
measures, such as GNP and Gross Domestic Product (GDP), as well
as per capita income, which together failed to adequately account for
the totality of what constitutes development in the twilight years of the
twentieth century. In measuring the average achievements in a country
in three basic dimensions of human development—a long and healthy
life, access to knowledge, and a decent standard of living (elaborated
further below)—the HDI, like other measures, also does not take into
account the full meaning of development. However, it does represent a
radically significant improvement over earlier economic-centric
measures.2

Employing calculations based on data from leading international
data agencies (including the International Monetary Fund and Orga-
nisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) and other
credible data sources, the HDI is the most widely cited aspect of a
global HDR, whether by international policy-makers, scholars, or
journalists. Cross-country comparisons fuel vigorous debates within
and between each of these groups on whose country is ahead, whose
country is behind, and what the primary factors are that contribute to
a country’s overall ranking, particularly in relation to the performance
of neighboring countries.3 Besides the chief architect of the HDRs—
Mahbub ul Haq—Amartya Sen, Sudhir Anand, and Meghnad Desai4

were instrumental in the conceptualization of the HDI as a composite
statistic of human well-being. Worried about the challenges of reflect-
ing the full extent and complexity of human capabilities in a single
index, Sen initially opposed the HDI, writing in later years:

I did not, I must admit, initially see much merit in the HDI itself,
which as it happens, I was privileged to help him devise. I had
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expressed to Mahbub considerable skepticism about trying to focus
on a crude index of this kind, attempting to catch in one simple
number the complex reality of human development and human
deprivation. Why give prominence, it was natural to ask, to a
crude summary index that could not begin to capture much of the
rich information that makes the Human Development Reports so
engaging and important?5

Sen eventually came around when Haq convinced him of the value of a
single number for focusing the attention of international and national
policy-makers, as well as shifting their attention away from narrow
economic concerns to a broad focus on major factors contributing to
and reflecting advances in human progress. Sen also appreciated that
“you could not pick-and-choose” variables arbitrarily (e.g., choose
health at the expense of education or economic factors) and that, while
still crude, the HDI was a more comprehensive measure than GNP.
For Haq, the one-dimensional GNP was severely constrained because it
remained “silent about the distribution, character, or quality of economic
growth.”6

Over time, the HDI, as a composite statistic comprising life expec-
tancy, education, and income indices, has been employed to rank
countries into four tiers of human development (see Figure 3.1). Here,
for the year 2013, one observes the very highest levels of human

Figure 3.1 Human development levels worldwide, 2013
Source: World map indicating the category of Human Development Index by
country, based on 2013 data, published in UNDP, Human Development Report
2014 (New York: UNDP, 2014).
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development—as represented through the HDI—in the Western coun-
tries of North America, Western Europe, Japan, Australia, New Zeal-
and, Chile, and Argentina. This is followed by high levels of human
development in the countries of Eastern Europe and Former Soviet
Union, aswell as large parts of Latin America and theMiddle East. China,
India, and other parts of Asia and the Middle East are then categor-
ized in the medium quartile of the HDI. And finally, many countries
within Sub-Saharan Africa and Central America, but also several
small island developing states, fall within the fourth and lowest cate-
gory of the HDI. By 2009, the index ranked 182 countries, but with
changes undertaken to improve it in 2010 (see below), the number of
countries dropped to 169.7

From 1990 until 2010, the three pillars of the index were calculated
as follows:

1 Life expectancy at birth (representing population health and
longevity).

2 Knowledge and education, with two-thirds weighting given to the
measurement of adult literacy rate and one-third weighting to the
combined primary, secondary, and tertiary gross enrollment ratio.

3 Standard of living, calculated by the natural logarithm of gross
domestic product per capita at purchasing power parity (PPP).

In analyzing trends between 1975 and 2004 (Figure 3.2), one
observes a steady improvement in the HDI across most regions of the
world, especially in East and South Asia but also the OECD countries,
Latin America and the Caribbean, and the Arab States. Following
initial setbacks to human development in Eastern Europe and the
Former Soviet Union (Commonwealth of Independent States) in the
early 1990s, these countries had begun to bounce back by the mid- to
late-1990s. Rather disturbingly, starting at a low HDI level just north
of 0.4 in 1975, Sub-Saharan Africa managed to climb, only incremen-
tally, over the following decade, and then basically flat-line well short
of an HDI score of 0.5 in the subsequent two decades. This is all the
more startling given that South Asia, known for equally acute levels of
poverty and deprivation in the mid-1970s (and a similar HDI starting
point as Sub-Saharan Africa) managed to cross the 0.6 threshold
within three decades.

Particularly given the high-profile nature of the HDI since the
inception of the first HDR, many criticisms—some constructive and
well-substantiated, others not—have been lodged against the index.
Concerns have ranged, for example, from the need to eliminate the

46 Human development measurement tools

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



composite measure’s relative maximum and minimum values, and
improving the method employed for income adjustment, to the absence
of basic information for each of the statistics cited in the composite
measure.8 In the index’s early years, constructive critiques came, for
example, from scholars such as Leen Boer, Ad Koekkoek, Allen Kelly,
and V.V. Bhanoji Rao.9

Figure 3.2 HDI trends, 1975–2004
Source: UNDP, Human Development Reports. See http://hdr.undp.org/en/fa
q-page/human-development-index-hdi.
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Other scholars have claimed that the HDI assumes an ideological
bias towardWesternmodels of development, fails to adequately account for
ecological considerations, and focuses exclusively on national performance
and ranking. But the index’s three pillars—life expectancy, knowledge
and education, and standard of living—relate to development goals
around which countries in the Global North and South have forged a
global consensus, as manifested in the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs, 2000–15). Underscoring the importance of sustaining human
development advances as measured, in particular, by the HDI, global
HDRs on, for example, consumption (1999), water (2006), and climate
change (2007/8) have accounted for environmental impact and its
connection to human development. And while the HDI employed in the
global HDR compares performance between countries, this has not pre-
cluded the introduction of nationally disaggregated HDIs within many
of the 130-plus countries that have produced National HDRs (including
northern industrialized countries, such as the United Kingdom and United
States), as well as municipalities such as Rio de Janeiro.

Emphasizing legitimate worries about erroneous data in the health,
education, and income statistics employed to construct the HDI, the
economists HendrikWolff, Howard Chong, andMaximilian Auffhammer
recommended in an influential 2010 paper that UNDP discontinue
what it viewed as an arbitrary practice of placing countries—as pre-
sented in Figure 3.1—in the categories of “Very High,” “High,”
“Medium,” and “Low” human development.10 Wolff, Chong, and
Auffhammer were rightly concerned that erroneous data underlying the
HDI could lead to misinformed decision-making by policy-makers,
investors, and development practitioners. They attributed data error to
key factors such as (1) the need for better and updated data, (2) faulty
formula revisions, and (3) and the need to better classify a country’s
level of development through more precise thresholds.11

To address several valid criticisms, the HDR Office of UNDP, start-
ing in the 1990s, sought to refine each of the main variables and to
disaggregate the HDI and related composite indices to provide the
“clearest reflection to societies of prevailing realities, highlighting the
disparities in human achievement or deprivations in terms of regions,
states, provinces, gender, races, ethnic groups, and the rural-urban
divide.”12 And beginning with Human Development Report 2010, a
new method for calculating the HDI was introduced that sought, in
particular, to respond to the critique presented above by Wolff, Chong,
and Auffhammer.13 For this updated version, UNDP developed three
new indices: a Life Expectancy Index (LEI), an Education Index (EI),
and an Income Index. The EI combines a Mean Years of Schooling

48 Human development measurement tools

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



Index (MYSI)—the years that a 25-year-old person has spent in
school—with an Expected Years of Schooling Index (EYSI)—the years
that a 5-year-old child will spend in being educated during his or her
entire life. In short, the updated HDI represents the geometric mean of
these three indices.

The year 2010 also saw the global HDR series introduce the
Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index (IHDI).14 By accounting
for inequality too, the IHDI is viewed by UNDP as the actual level of
human development, whereas the HDI represents the “potential” level
of human development to be achieved—or, if inequality was com-
pletely absent, the maximum IHDI that could be achieved. After more
than two decades of HDRs, this important innovation has helped
UNDP’s flagship report return to a fundamental concern for the princi-
ple of equity and the quality, rather than simply quantum, of economic
growth.

Composite indices beyond the HDI

Beyond the HDI, the HDRs have introduced over the years other new
measures to evaluate progress in empowering women, reducing poverty, and
promoting political freedom. The fivemost significant are discussed in order
below: the Gender-related Development Index, the Gender Empowerment
Measure, the Gender Inequality Index, the Multidimensional Poverty
Index, and the Political Freedom Index.

The Gender-related Development Index (GDI) was introduced in
Human Development Report 1995 and sought to provide a gender-
sensitive dimension to the HDI. It measures the gender gap in three
basic areas of human development. The first is health, measured by
female and male life expectancy at birth. The second, education, con-
sists of the female and male expected years of schooling for children,
and female and male mean years of schooling for adults aged 25 years
and older. The third, command over economic resources, is measured
by female and male estimated earned income. The GDI employs the
same methodology as the HDI. Revealing pervasive gender gaps in
human development up to the present day, the GDI, at the global
level, indicates on average a female HDI value that is about 8 percent
lower than the male value, and significant disparities also exist across
countries, regions, and groups.15

The Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) was also an innovation
of the HDR 1995. It was conceived of as an instrument for capturing
inequality in women’s opportunities—rather than their capabilities—in
three key areas. The first, political participation and decision-making
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power, is determined by the proportion of seats held by women in
national parliaments. The second, economic participation and decision-
making power, is based on the percentage of women in economic
decision-making positions, including administrative, managerial, pro-
fessional, and technical occupations. The third, power over economic
resources, is determined by the earned incomes of males versus females.

The Gender Inequality Index (GII) was introduced in Human
Development Report 2010 as a variation of the GEM. The GII focuses
attention on women’s disadvantages in society in connection with three
distinct capabilities: reproductive health, political empowerment, and
participation in the labor market. Ranging from 0 (indicating that
women and men fare equally) to 1 (indicating that women fare as
poorly as possible to men in all measured dimensions), the GII repre-
sents the loss in human development because of inequality between
female and male achievements in the above three dimensions.

Alongside the GDI, the GEM was widely discussed in terms of
composite indices at the Fourth World Conference on Women, held in
September 1995 in Beijing. Policy-makers and civil society activists
have subsequently employed the GDI, GEM, and then (beginning in
2010) the GII, drawing on analytical trends presented in global, regio-
nal, national and sub-national HDRs, in advocating for more gender
equality and stronger political, social, and economic participation by
women in society. Besides considering the relationship between see-
mingly disparate issues, such as reproductive health, labor rights, and
women’s political participation, they have highlighted the links between
women’s advancement and a nation’s overall human development pro-
gress. One review of human development trends since 1970, for exam-
ple, found that the most robust predictors of HDI growth were, in fact,
the level of fertility and female schooling rates.16

The Human Poverty Index (HPI), later supplanted by the Multi-
dimensional Poverty Index (MPI), was first presented in Human
Development Report 1997. It was introduced to better ascertain the
extent of deprivation in developed countries compared with the HDI.
At the same time, it focused on deprivation in the three areas high-
lighted by the HDI: longevity, knowledge and education, and a decent
standard of living. One key feature of the Human Poverty Index was to
derive separate deprivation measures for developing countries (known
as “HPI-1”) and high-income OECD countries (known as “HPI-2”) to
better reflect differences both in socio-economic levels and the tools for
assessing deprivation.

In 2010, the MPI would improve on and replace the HPI by employing
micro-data from household surveys to pinpoint deprivations—at the
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level of the individual in the areas of health, education, and standard
of living—and how they overlap. Although it covers the same three
pillars found in the HDI and IHDI and is, hence, multidimensional in
nature too, the MPI, unlike the HDI and IHDI, must employ indica-
tors that all emanate from the same household survey. For the survey,
each person in a given household is classified as poor or non-poor
depending on the number of deprivations experienced within a parti-
cular household. It is a useful tool for policy-makers and practitioners,
especially as it can be disaggregated by region, ethnicity, and other
groupings, as well as by pillar/dimension.17

Shortly after the initial construction of the HDI, critics raised the
missing dimension of political freedom, admittedly a central element of
the human development conceptual framework.18 However, when
HDR 1992 put forth a Political Freedom Index (PFI, building on an
attempt to devise a Human Freedom Index for HDR 1991), several
UN member states objected officially, claiming that UNDP could not
publish such an index without a mandate to work on human rights.19

The then-prime minister of Malaysia, Mahatir Mohamed, condemned
the PFI as an instrument of the West that interprets secular freedom as
respecting the rights of homosexuals.20 Curiously, however, it was the
United States and other industrial countries that objected loudest to
UNDP’s two attempts to create a disinterested, neutral assessment of
freedom in countries.21 Believing that indicators of political freedom
would someday be fused with the more established HDI, Mahbub ul
Haq accepted that further work was required to refine the PFI and
discontinued it after Human Development Report 1992.22

By complementing the HDI and IHDI, the five composite indices
discussed above have helped to present a more complete measure of
progress within a society. To employ these tools, only basic statistical
data and mathematical knowledge are required, and they are widely
understood by international policy-makers, practitioners, and scholars.
Albeit with varying degrees of success, these composite measures have
addressed concerns that the HDI reflects too limited a number of
variables for representing the rich, complex, and dynamic concept of
human development.

Elevating the value of human development in global governance
through measurement innovations

Whereas the previous section provides a basic overview of how human
development measurement tools evolved over the past two and a half
decades, the following offers a brief introduction of the impact
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achieved by human development measurement innovations, particu-
larly in affecting how international policy-making assesses and advan-
ces progress within and between nations. Specifically, the human
development measurement tools outlined above have made their mark
in the following five ways.

Gauging and communicating progress

First, they have provided policy-makers, development practitioners,
and scholars with the tools to gauge progress and then communicate
the progress achieved, as a result of various kinds of international
development cooperation. One of the perennial challenges of the
international development community has been to demonstrate to
often skeptical legislative branches in donor countries and an even less
informed general public, that their country’s support for international
development is achieving tangible purported outcomes. Ever since the
2008/9 global financial crisis, whose repercussions are still being felt in
much of the industrialized world as of the time of writing in early
2015, it has become even more difficult in some industrialized coun-
tries to build and sustain the case for foreign aid, technology transfers,
preferential trade deals, and other forms of international cooperation.
The HDI and other tools are helping to counter the narrative against
foreign assistance and broader forms of international cooperation.

By continuously reinforcing the message that “development is work-
ing” and in the interests of all countries in an increasingly inter-
connected world, the skillful use of human development composite
measures since the first global HDR in 1990 has enabled diplomats and
other advocates of international development to strengthen their case
for sustained support from donor countries and philanthropic institu-
tions. For instance, one influential background paper for Human
Development Report 2010 found progress in raising HDI levels to be
fastest in low-HDI and middle-HDI countries between 1970 and 1990,
and that the story of a slow “social convergence” between rich and
poor countries continues until 2005, particularly with respect to the life
expectancy and literacy dimensions of the index.23 Another insight
from HDI trends since 1970 is that income and non-income compo-
nents of the HDI have a near-zero correlation, which suggests that
proper public (supported by foreign assistance) investments in health
and education can make a difference even in countries with relatively
low levels of per capita income.24 Sakiko Fukuda-Parr, Kate Raworth,
and A.K. Shiva Kumar further elaborate on this critical point for
policy analysis and policy-making when they contend:25
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The HDI’s global ranking of countries provides an assessment of a
nation’s average achievement in human development, comparing it
with the progress of other countries … First, it is possible to have
similar levels of human development (as captured by the HDI) but
very different levels of per capita income … Second, it is possible
to have similar levels of income but very different levels of human
development. Third … a higher income does not by itself imply a
higher level of human development. Fourth, it is not necessary for
a country to become rich first before it can assure people a decent
level of human development. Fifth, misplaced priorities, and not
necessarily a shortage of resources, often prevent countries from
assuring people universal access to basic health and education.

Over the years, to reinforce these points, diverse countries such as
Costa Rica, Botswana, Vietnam, and even Sri Lanka during decades of
conflict showed that significant improvements in HDI levels could be
achieved through good domestic policies combined with international
assistance, even with relatively moderate levels of economic growth.
Besides undertaking the heavy lift in terms of statistical number
crunching and analyzing trends over time for each of its comprehensive
indices, another contribution of the HDR series has been the creative
presentation and broad promotion of its analytical findings through
global, regional, national, and sub-national reports, as well as other
mediums. Investing in carefully crafted communication strategies—
which employ, for example, tables, charts, graphs, and colorful maps to
depict change over time in human development indicators—has also
been a hallmark of the HDRs. For hardened technocrats and even
politicians that only view a policy decision as real (and worthy of
public financing) if the associated policy issue or phenomenon can be
measured, visually attractive presentations of the HDI and other com-
posite measures have served as central elements of the communications
toolbox employed by UNDP worldwide and partners in the wider
international development community.

Informing international policy-makers

Second, human development measurement tools have informed inter-
national policy-makers about gaps in progress and where additional
international assistance is required. Although overall trends in human
development are positive globally,26 many countries continue to fall
short of these trends and suffer human development setbacks because
of a variety of factors, such as poor governance, war, natural disasters,
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and continued “horizontal inequalities” among various types of groups
(e.g., ethnic, religious, and social castes) within a society. The human
development composite measures have helped both government and
civil society groups analyze gaps in human progress to determine where
the right kinds of public policy and foreign assistance can help to
reduce these gaps.

According to Selim Jahan,27 “[T]he HDI has served as a powerful
instrument of public communication, playing a strong advocacy role
and contributing significantly to policy debates and dialogues … The
regional disparities revealed by the disaggregated HDI in Brazil’s
National Human Development Reports have prompted civil society
institutions to highlight the issue of inequality and demand measures
to reduce it.” They have served, in the view of Thomas Weiss, as one of
the most powerful tools of accountability available for intergovern-
mental organizations (IGOs) and international nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) to embarrass governments that are under-
performing.28 Viewing human development composite indicators as “a
process that constitutes a major audit on implementation to help plug
the compliance gaps,” Weiss argues that “Defensive reactions suggest
that embarrassment makes a difference; while it may not always improve
compliance, sometimes it does.”29 Besides IGOs and international
NGOs, former prime ministers also have noted the HDI’s usefulness.
For example, India’s I.K. Gujral is on record as stressing the utility of
referring to sliding human development indicators to ensure greater
accountability and performance by individual Indian state government
heads.30

The HDI and other human development indices also have been
employed for analyzing development gaps in the nearly one-third of
countries and territories classified by the World Bank and OECD as
“fragile and conflict-affected,”31 which overlap more or less with what
the economist Paul Collier labels the “bottom billion” of the world’s
poor, who inhabit these polities.32 The Kosovo Human Development Report
2004, for instance, informed policy-making by the then-Provisional
Institutions of Self-Government and large UN Mission in Kosovo
(UNMIK) by exhibiting the disparities in HDI levels between munici-
palities across the territory of Kosovo and recommending a variety of
policy responses. Besides gaps between states, disaggregated human
development data at different levels of governance within a state and
between specific groups in a society have equipped decision-makers
with the ability to identify and respond to development gaps before
they become strikingly large and potentially destabilizing (see the next
two points below).
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Analysis and policy-making

Third, human development composite measures are employed for
analysis and policy-making at various levels of governance. The HDI is
famous for comparing across nations the aggregate measure of a
country’s progress within the three pillars of life expectancy, literacy,
and school enrollment (the knowledge and education pillar), and
income per capita (the standard of living pillar). Meanwhile the HDI
and other human development composite measures also have aided
international policy-makers, development practitioners, and scholars in
assessing the estimated aggregate progress of the world, specific
regions, and within sub-national units. This includes the application of
innovative measurement methodologies to the comparison of neigh-
borhoods within large municipalities in the Global North and South,
including New York City and Rio de Janeiro. Urban-rural differentia-
tion within countries has also aided decision-makers in understanding
better the extent to which and why certain parts of a country or sub-
region are being left behind despite human development progress
within a national or sub-national political unit.

Shedding light on domestic group distinctions

Fourth, indices are disaggregated to shed light on differences between
specific kinds of groups in a particular polity. In addition to the geo-
graphy, each human development composite indicator can also be dis-
aggregated along other lines, including male/female, age group, income
level, and ethnic group. In doing so, they further advance thinking and
assessments of the rich and multifaceted concept of human develop-
ment among government and donor policy-makers. Moreover, these
types of disaggregation have proven instrumental in helping decision-
makers determine priorities and formulate human-development-related
policies and reforms that aim to bridge the kinds of inequality gaps
that if left unchecked may continue to fester and grow, and can prove
politically de-stabilizing and engender deadly violence and material
destruction.33

Informing development policy debates

Fifth and finally, these indices have informed debates on future global
development priorities. Beginning in the early to mid-1990s, the data
collected, assembled in composite indicators, and analyzed had an
immediate impact in informing and shaping global development
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priorities agreed at a string of UN world conferences. Beginning with
the UN Conference on Environment and Development (Earth
Summit) in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro, these meetings continued with the
UN Conference on Human Rights in 1993 in Vienna, the UN Con-
ference on Population and Development in 1994 in Cairo, the World
Summit on Social Development in 1995 in Copenhagen, the Fourth
World Conference on Women in 1995 in Beijing, and the UN Con-
ference on Human Settlements in 1996 in Istanbul. Recognizing that
growing GNP and per capita income in a society were necessary yet
insufficient indicators of broader human progress, participants in these
conferences unpacked the pillars of the HDI and GII composite indi-
ces to arrive at a more complete set of policy measures that were later
enshrined in a conference’s concluding program of action. As noted
above, policy-makers and civil society activists attending the Fourth
World Conference on Women gave attention to the analysis and policy
recommendations flowing from the innovative GDI and GEM. In
particular, the GDI and GEM generated a high-profile policy discus-
sion in Beijing on the under-valued and often misunderstood con-
tribution of women in their families, communities, and societies,
measured in more holistic, human development terms.

In restoring a balance between human development priorities, such
as education, health care, gender empowerment, potable water, and
sanitation, and the earlier privileged status of economic growth stra-
tegies, the HDRs and their associated composite measures fed into
the policy dialogue culminating, in September 2000, in the leaders
of 189 countries pledging to make progress on eight MDGs over 15
years.34 Alongside sector-specific statistics associated with targets for
each of the eight MDGs, the comprehensive indices of the HDRs
have contributed to periodic progress assessments; the entire HDR
2004, in fact, was dedicated to an update on the MDGs and how
progress toward their achievement contributes to gains within the
broader framework of human development. Although progress has
been achieved in most of the MDGs, shortfalls are identified in cri-
tical areas such as education worldwide and environmental
sustainability.

Given these gaps and fears of growing inequalities following the
2008/9 global financial crisis, plus the recognition of the value of the
MDGs for focusing government leaders in developing countries and
their donor partners in developed countries, world leaders are now
preparing to commit themselves, in September 2015 in New York, to a
new set of Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Here again, recent
innovations in human development composite indices, including the
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IHDI and GII, are once again expected to prove valuable in shaping
priorities associated with the Post-2015 Development Agenda.

In the five areas presented above,35 the human development mea-
surement tools introduced in recent decades have made a profound
impact in shaping how international policy-makers, development
practitioners, and scholars view and attempt to promote international
development. In short, they have provided new analytical tools to
reinforce human development policy priorities and the broader paradigm
shift away from the focus of many in the development community on
national-income accounting and economic growth strategies. Efforts to
strengthen the methodology of human development composite mea-
sures, as highlighted in the previous section, allowed the HDRs to offer
a more objective and candid analysis of a country’s development suc-
cesses and failures. This, in turn, enhanced the credibility of their
findings, elevating the HDR’s status as an international and national
advocacy and policy-making tool.

Even with the methodological refinements made to several of the
composite indices in recent years, Mahbub ul Haq, Amartya Sen, and
other architects of the original instruments for gauging human pro-
gress would probably conclude today that neither the HDI, nor other
composite measures, represent the totality of what constitutes human
development. Nevertheless, they would continue to view these tools
as vast improvements over a more narrowly focused, and even more
crude, preoccupation with GNP and per capita income as the chief
measures of human progress.36 The HDI, in particular, remains the
most widely cited aspect by far of the United Nations system’s most
popular annual report, and it is the only composite measure to be
published by an intergovernmental organization. Provided that inter-
esting and provocative thematic debates will also continue to be
introduced in the annual global HDR, one can presume that the
popularity of the HDI and associated composite measures will
continue.

The SDGs and the future of human development measurement
tools in global governance

Since the introduction of the original HDI in the Human Development
Report 1990, human development composite measures have come a
long way in influencing how people think about and assess human
progress over time. To continue to impact international development
debates, they will need to remain responsive to supporting current
global development priorities, as well as being forward-leaning tools
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that continue to push the boundaries of how development is conceived
and tracked in the twenty-first century.

In the former category, considerable political and analytical energy
will be expended, for the period 2015 to 2030, on the Post-2015
Development Agenda—the successor to the MDGs introduced in
2000. As the High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015
Development Agenda stated in its seminal 2013 report, “A New
Global Partnership: Eradicate Poverty and Transform Economies
through Sustainable Development”:

So a new development agenda should carry forward the spirit of the
Millennium Declaration and the best of the MDGs, with a prac-
tical focus on things like poverty, hunger, water, sanitation, education
and healthcare. But to fulfil our vision of promoting sustainable
development, we must go beyond the MDGs. They did not focus
enough on reaching the very poorest and most excluded people.
They were silent on the devastating effects of conflict and violence
on development. The importance to development of good govern-
ance and institutions that guarantee the rule of law, free speech
and open and accountable government was not included, nor the
need for inclusive growth to provide jobs. Most seriously, the
MDGs fell short by not integrating the economic, social, and
environmental aspects of sustainable development as envisaged in
the Millennium Declaration, and by not addressing the need to
promote sustainable patterns of consumption and production. The
result was that environment and development were never properly
brought together.37

At the time of writing, UN member states had coalesced around 17
SDGs as successors to the current eight MDGs. Although NGOs and
several, especially Northern industrialized, countries have lobbied hard
for the inclusion of at least one goal related to fundamental govern-
ance, justice, and security themes, many detractors are actively voicing
opposition to this proposal. Particularly in the Global South, countries
are concerned that an SDG on sensitive issues of national policy-
making and internal security could open the door for greater outside
(i.e., Western) interference in what they view as essentially the sover-
eign, internal affairs of a state. Major emerging economies, such as
Brazil and South Africa, have also argued that if certain countries wish
to emphasize governance reforms, they would be wise also to give
attention to inequities and inefficiencies in the global system of
governance.
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However the Post-2015 Development Agenda debate plays out,
human development measurement tools will have a valuable role to
assume in tracking progress and identifying compliance gaps towards
reaching the specific targets associated with the SDGs agreed in Sep-
tember 2015. In this regard, and recognizing that environmental issues
are expected to assume a far more central place in the SDGs for 2015–30
compared with the MDGs for 2000–15, proposed new and/or addi-
tional modifications to human development composite indices, ranging
from the HDI and MPI to the various gender-sensitive human devel-
opment measure tools, include “Resource foot-printing analysis,”
“green accounting,” and supporting the focus of SDGs on delivering
access to basic services to all. Each is discussed in turn below.

First, resource foot-printing analysis could combine several dimensions
(e.g., water, energy, and carbon footprints) but distinguish the impacts
through alternative measurements. For instance, a production-focused
approach to economic development might find large resource foot-
prints in emerging economies, particularly China. But a consumption-
focused approach would draw attention to the highly resource-intensive
consumption patterns and lifestyles in developed economies. The purpose
of such analysis would be to draw attention to multiple SDG goals
(economic development, employment, environmental sustainability,
etc.) rather than celebrate successes or shame failures on individual
indicators.

Second, green accounting and accounting for the value of ecosystem
services has been suggested for some time. But these are difficult to do
unless certain baselines are established and new cost-benefit frame-
works are developed. For better or for worse, the human development
composite indicators helped to demonstrate correlations between core
development priorities. Similarly, new accounting standards would have
to be developed, which gives countries a framework to assess how their
choices impact other development outcomes (say, investments in parti-
cular kinds of energy sources could have overall negative consequences
for public health, natural capital depletion, etc.). The purpose of new
accounting methods would not be to impose one solution on every
country, but to offer a toolkit for more informed decision-making.

A third way in which new indicators would be helpful is in support-
ing the focus of SDGs on delivering access to basic services to all. This
focus on reducing inequalities within countries (and not merely mea-
suring aggregate achievements at a country level) would likely correct
for a major flaw in how the MDGs were designed. It would also endorse
the human development approach by focusing on the entitlements and
capabilities of each individual.
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Sustainable energy for all, for example, is one such priority. Once
again, new indicators are needed to assess what energy poverty is, how
the metrics of such deprivation change over time, the conditions under
which sustainable energy sources are adopted by poor households, and
the economic, social, and environmental impacts of such choices.
Drawing on a large survey of 8,566 households in 714 villages across
India, scholars from the Council on Energy, Environment and Water
and Columbia University have undertaken one such attempt in the
pursuit of developing new indices with relation to access to electricity
and access to modern forms of cooking energy.38 Similar access-related
indices should be constructed for other services, such as clean water,
modern sanitation, access to clean air and toxin-free environments, and
so forth. Here, the indicators would consider increased morbidity and
higher mortality rates, as well as economic losses from the absence of
such basic services for all.

The above suggestions are merely indicative, and the list of new
composite indicators might be longer and/or more refined. However,
the development of composite indicators to align with the SDGs would
build on the human development approach in three ways. Firstly, they
would again focus on the individual or the household as the core unit
of analysis. Secondly, they would shift attention away from individual
indicators and, instead, establish the core relationships between various
development goals (including tradeoffs between them). As a result,
thirdly, new composite indicators could become the basis of bringing in
a “data revolution”—as called for in the recent UN secretary-general’s
report on “A Life of Dignity for All”39—and serve as new frameworks
for reigniting international development cooperation.

The missing dimensions of human development measurement tools

Particularly if at least one goal related to governance, justice, and
security themes is included in the final set of SDGs, when world leaders
gather in September 2015 in New York, a separate, forward-leading
modification would merit consideration. This is the, in many ways,
overdue integration of political, human rights, and cultural liberty
dimensions of human development within the HDI and other human
development composite measures. Learning from the political and
methodological failures associated with introducing a Human Freedom
Index in HDR 1991 and Political Freedom Index in HDR 1992, the
time has come to revisit Mahbub ul Haq’s idea from the early 1990s
that the political dimensions of human development could someday be
fused with and accounted for within the HDI.
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As noted in the first section of this chapter, both the HFI and PFI
failed to establish objective and widely acceptable political freedom
indicators for which data were widely available and for which change
over time could be measured. In short, Haq opted to discontinue them
because of an acknowledged lack of methodological rigor, especially
compared with what had already been achieved with the HDI. But as
the solid and credible data and new indicators—albeit qualitative and
more subjective in nature compared with the quantitative data gathered
for the current three socio-economic pillars of the HDI—demonstrate,
the conditions have significantly improved for overcoming past metho-
dological hurdles. These were assembled for the HDRs on human
rights (2000), democracy (2002), and cultural liberties (2004).40 Espe-
cially as attention will turn back to key national and global governance
questions in 2016 on how to best deliver the new Post-2015 Develop-
ment Agenda, the time is ripe to entertain Mahbub ul Haq’s wish
shortly following the inception of the Post-2015 Development Agenda.

Conclusion

From the outset of the global HDR series in 1990, the HDI (which
compares progress between countries but also sub-national, regional,
and global units of governance) played an influential role in shaping
how international policy-makers, practitioners, and scholars understood
and approached international development. Given their expansive
scope—far beyond the initial three-pillar focus of the original HDI—
other innovative human development measurement tools, introduced
over the next two decades, would further enrich the influence of the
integrative concept of human development. A concept which is, in
essence, about the process of enlarging people’s choices and building
human capabilities or agency to realize those choices. In this sense, the
human development composite measures made marked contributions
to the first two of this project’s four primary research questions, namely
on the promotion of a paradigm shift and agenda-setting in key global
institutions.

On the shaping of “new horizon issues” and overcoming “obstacles
to progress” (the study’s third and fourth primary research questions),
refinements in the HDI and MPI, as well as creation of a new GII,
have addressed key technical challenges and kept the comprehensive
human development measurement tools relevant in gauging important
international development trends in the early twenty-first century. In
particular, they have contributed to both defining and assessing pro-
gress on the MDGs, and with suggested further modifications and
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improvements, as outlined above, the human development measure-
ment toolbox is poised to assist the tracking of the post-2015 SDGs
too. Similar to focusing on a defined set of goals associated with the
MDGs and SDGs, Chapters 4 and 5 delve deeply into a select number
of thematic issues for which the human development approach has
made a significant mark in global governance.
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conceived of and developed the earliest HDRs.

34 As the old proverb goes, “success has many fathers, failure is an orphan.”
The HDR team claimed credit for influencing policy debates among OECD
donor countries in the mid- to late-1990s on development targets that
would lay the foundations for the Millennium Development Goals. In
addition, the secretariats of the OECD and several specific initiatives (e.g.,
through UNESCO and the World Conference on Education for All, held in
1990 in Jomtien, Thailand) would also share in the credit for shaping what
has, arguably, been the most significant set of development priorities since
the turn of the century.

35 Beyond a sound methodology, Sakiko Fukuda-Parr, Kate Raworth, and
A.K. Shiva Kumar further base the HDI’s success on two other factors—
policy relevance and acceptability—when they write, “First, policy-makers
have found it useful and wanted to see it continue. Second, they have
accepted it even if they have not always liked the results.” They attribute
the HDI’s policy relevance and acceptability to four key features: con-
ceptual clarity that facilitates the HDI’s power as a tool of
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communication; a reasonable level of aggregation; use of universal criteria
amenable to intercountry comparisons; and use of standardized international
data that have been legitimized through official processes. Fukuda-Parr,
Raworth, and Shiva Kumar, “Using the HDI for Policy Analysis,” in
Readings in Human Development, ed. Fukuda-Parr and Shiva Kumar, 161.

36 Even scholars who have theoretical objections to composite indices often
grant an exception to the HDI on the grounds that it has had a positive
policy impact. For example, see Heba Handoussa, “Human Development
Design of Indicators,” discussion at the International Association for Offi-
cial Statistics (IAOS) conference on “Statistics Development and Human
Rights,” session I-PL, 6/7, Montreux, 7 September 2000.

37 United Nations Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons
on the Post-2015 Development Agenda, “ANewGlobal Partnership: Eradicate
Poverty and Transform Economies through Sustainable Development,”
2013, Executive Summary.

38 Abhishek Jain, Sudatta Ray, Karthik Ganesan, Michaël Aklin, Chao-yo
Cheng, and Johannes Urpelainen, Access to Clean Cooking and Elec-
tricity – Survey of States, New Delhi: Council on Energy, Environment and
Water (September, 2015)

39 UN Secretary-General, “A Life of Dignity for All: Accelerating Progress
Towards the Millennium Development Goals and Advancing the United
Nations Development Agenda beyond 2015,” UN doc. A/68/202, 26 July
2013.

40 The highly respected work of UN human rights special rapporteurs and
independent reporters could also be referenced and incorporated into these
prospective new dimensions of human development composite measures.
For an authoritative overview of the achievements of special rapporteurs
and independent reporters in recent decades, see Ted Piccone, Catalysts for
Change: How the UN’s Independent Experts Promote Human Rights
(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2012).
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4 Human development in international
policy-making, Part I
Trade, water, energy, and environment

� The relationship between sustainable development and
human development

� Trade: with a human face
� Water: for life, for livelihoods, and for all
� Energy and environment: access not excess
� Conclusion

In a typical election campaign in Hindi-speaking states of northern
India, two slogans can be heard more than any other. Candidates pro-
mise, “roti, kapda, makan” (food, clothing, shelter). In places where
some of these needs are already met, the campaigns emphasize more
livelihood-related concerns, namely “bijli, sadak, paani” (electricity,
roads, water). As the precursor to the human development approach,
the emphasis on basic needs also highlights two sets of needs: for private
consumption (food, shelter, and clothing), and for essential services
(safe drinking water, sanitation, public transport, health, and educa-
tion).1 That the intellectual focus on basic needs is so similar to that
during Indian election campaigning is no accident. They reflect a
recognition of the core foundations for human development, in terms
of building the capabilities that allow individuals to expand their life
choices and lead long, healthy, and meaningful lives. They are also
recognition of the political salience of these concerns in democratic
societies.

Have these core foundations of human development—access to
water, energy, a clean environment, and opportunities for trade and
income generation—also penetrated international institutions, and if so
how? Have they translated into policy approaches and innovations in
global governance? Have they influenced the goals that international
institutions set and the strategies they have adopted?
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This chapter applies the lens of critical aspects of human develop-
ment to explore its evolution in terms of the debates on trade, water,
energy, and the environment. It first discusses the conceptual relation-
ship between sustainable development and human development with
particular reference to equity, responsibility, consumption, inter- and
intragenerational sustainability, and the question of the ends and
means of human development. This conceptual relationship has only
grown in significance because of increasing concerns about the envir-
onment and introduction of the Post-2015 Development Agenda and
Sustainable Development Goals.

The next section discusses the multilateral trade regime and how its
legitimacy was questioned in the 1990s, even as it became more for-
malized under the WTO. It investigates how a human-centered
approach shaped the discourse, particularly on the issue of access to
medicines, and the rights of indigenous people and their knowledge. It
also elaborates how the analysis in Human Development Reports
(HDRs) and the strategic timing and targeting of such analysis helped
to shape the agenda on aid directed to build capacity for trade in the
least developed countries.

The following section discusses water, arguing that the human
development approach reframed how deprivations in access to water and
sanitation were understood. It then analyses two issues on which the
human development approach had an influence, namely the International
Decade for Action “Water for Life” and the tensions surrounding
transboundary waters.

Finally, a section on energy and the environment brings the focus
back to a wider understanding of sustainability. It describes the para-
digm shifts that HDRs introduced on human security, impacts of
environmental stresses on the poor, equity across geographies and
between generations, and sustainable consumption. It then explores
policy evolution in the UN system and international negotiations, with
regards to energy access, technology and finance, and how increasingly
attention is shifting to reducing vulnerabilities and increasing resilience.

The relationship between sustainable development and
human development

The World Commission on Environment and Development (the
“Brundtland Commission”) defined sustainable development as pro-
gress that “meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”2 This formula-
tion was deliberate, to find a compromise between “post-Stockholm
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environmentalists” and those who believed that growth and develop-
ment were priorities and that the demands of environmentalists served
as barriers to those ends.3 The definition avoided both the words
“development” and “environment” and instead focused attention on
three aspects: needs, the ability to meet the needs, and the link between
present and future generations. Internal discussions within the com-
mission recognized that sustainable development required that certain
basic needs for all persons had to be met.4

Just as the dialogue on sustainable development focused on basic
needs, the HDRs, from the very early years, also examined the rela-
tionship between human development and sustainable development. If
human development has to ensure the expansion of the capabilities of
all persons, then this “universalism of life claims” extends across time
as well. Thus, “the strongest argument for protecting the environment
is the ethical need to guarantee to future generations opportunities
similar to the ones previous generations have enjoyed. This guarantee
[was] the foundation of ‘sustainable development.’”5

Moreover, from a human development perspective, preserving only
natural capital would not be sufficient. As HDR 1994 argued, “All
postponed debts mortgage sustainability—whether economic debts,
social debts or ecological debts.”6 Thus, for sustainable human devel-
opment all types of capital—physical, human, and natural—had to be
replenished to ensure their availability for the use of future generations.

Equity and responsibility

At the core of the formulation of sustainable development is the notion
of intergenerational equity, to ensure that sufficient resources were
available for future generations. This notion had a long history, and
had been reflected in various international environmental instruments,
such as the 1946 Whaling Convention, the 1972 World Heritage Con-
vention, and, of course, Principle 1 of the Stockholm Declaration.7

Proponents of human development wanted to make it clear that sus-
tainable human development did not mean that the goal was to “sus-
tain human deprivation.” On the contrary, while resources had to be
conserved for future generations, it could not be at the cost of giving
less attention to the needs of the less privileged today. As a concept,
sustainability focused on intergenerational equity but the “ethic of
universalism clearly [demanded] both intragenerational equity and
intergenerational equity.”8

As with equity, the notion of responsibility is equally important in
the cause of sustainable development. Multilateral environmental
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agreements have generally applied differential standards to different
countries, sometimes by giving longer periods for compliance and
sometimes by imposing different standards altogether.9 The Montreal
Protocol on the protection of the ozone layer gave a 10-year grace
period to developing countries to comply with the standards, whereas
the Kyoto Protocol under the UN Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC) did not impose any emission reduction obliga-
tions on developing countries at all. Such differentiation is born out of
recognition of responsibility, that is the countries responsible for pol-
luting must also be held accountable for the clean-up—if their actions
had adverse consequences for others. The UNFCCC recognized that,
while states had the sovereign right to exploit their own resources, they
also had the responsibility “to ensure that activities within their jur-
isdiction or control do not cause damage to the environment of other
States or of areas beyond the limits of national jurisdiction.”10 Thus,
while intergenerational equity demanded that countries protect the cli-
mate system for the sake of future generations, intragenerational equity
divided that common responsibility on a differentiated basis. This
meant that developed countries “should take the lead” in combating
climate change and its adverse effects.11

Consumption and sustainability

In fact, as intergenerational equity is linked to intragenerational equity,
sustainable human development would imply that the world’s income
and consumption patterns also would have to be restructured.12 At one
end, it would be undesirable for poor countries to aspire to the unsus-
tainable consumption patterns of the developed world. However, the
burden of responsibility could not lie with poor countries alone, or
even disproportionately. For sustainable development to be viable, rich
countries would have to change their lifestyles as well.

Energy is an aspect of consumption closely associated with elements
of human development as well as environmental sustainability. There is
a strong correlation between income levels (GDP per capita) and elec-
tricity consumption. At the same time, higher energy consumption
across the world is strongly based on fossil fuel use. In other words,
while energy access is a basic human need, emissions of greenhouse
gases largely have come from electricity generation, rising with higher
development levels.13

Despite these close associations between concerns about sustain-
ability and indicators of human development, conceptual gaps remain.
At the heart of the two concepts is a fundamental tension. While
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human development is about expanding choices, it is not clear whether
choices per se are fungible across time. Ricardo Fuentes-Nieva and
Isabel Pereira argue that as choices are defined by current circum-
stances, the focus ought to be on the possibility of doing something
today versus the possibility of doing something at a future date.14 To
that extent, it is not sufficient to improve living standards—it is also
necessary to expand capabilities and entitlements on an equitable basis
within and across generations.15

Trade, water, and energy as means; sustainability as one of the ends

In this chapter we examine trade, water, energy, and the environment
as some of the means of human development. Sustainable develop-
ment, in turn, is treated as one of the ends of human development,
assuming that the capabilities and freedoms to exercise choices need to
be expanded in the present and preserved for the future.

All four elements present policy-makers with tradeoffs between
enabling human development today versus constricting opportunities
and choices in future. Trade, as a means to increasing access to a wider
set of goods, services, and ideas, could increase living standards and
promote human development. But the rules of the global or regional
trading systems, if iniquitous, could also lock out large numbers of
poor people or poor countries from the benefits of trade, thereby
making the expansion of choices in future even harder. Likewise,
energy access is a means to securing education, health, and other
essential services. But fossil-fuel-dependent energy militates against the
development choices of poorer countries today and of future genera-
tions as well, by leaving little “carbon space” for either. Access to water
is a central human development priority. But the management of water
also demands paying attention to equity in access within communities
and across borders. Finally, human beings are part of the natural
environment, drawing on environmental services such as fishing
resources, soil for agriculture, forests as carbon sinks, and so forth. The
challenge is to account for these services as well as the negative
externalities that human activities might impose on other human
communities and other species.

Trade: with a human face

Trade impacts human development in several ways.16 It can generate
welfare gains by increasing the efficiency of resource allocation and
making a wider range of products and services available at lower cost.
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But overall income growth need not necessarily translate to overall
human development progress if the opportunities and benefits of trade
are restricted or if the costs associated with trade and economic
restructuring are spread across the wider society. So, the distribution of
the gains from trade matters.

In addition, trade can contribute to human development by
increasing employment and broadening opportunities and capabilities.
If trade-led growth also results in higher government revenues, which
are spent on education or health care, then human development out-
comes improve. The impacts on gender relations or on the environment
are more ambiguous, depending on the trade patterns, the rights
embodied for all parts of the labor force, or the provisions included to
maintain environmental sustainability without undermining trade
opportunities. Finally, not only is trade a route to rising incomes, but
human development in the form of healthier, more educated, and more
skilled people opens up new opportunities to benefit from trade with
production and export of higher value-added products and services.

In other words, the relationship between trade and human develop-
ment is mixed and contingent on specific conditions. As regards inter-
national institutions, the challenge over the past two decades has been
to develop a trading system that allows countries and people to
advance human development. Compared with environmental issues,
trade and growth have served as a common thread in most global
HDRs. Since the earliest HDRs, strong arguments have been made
that, for example, the developing world has lost out far more from
high tariffs on its agricultural and textile products comparedwith foreign
aid transfers.

The international trade regime was ostensibly built on the principles
of promoting the development of less advanced countries. Free trade is only
a means to that end. The trade regime’s history shows that its rules are not
solely driven by the objective of free trade. The first sentence of the
Charter of the International Trade Organization (ITO)—framed in
Havana in 1947—pledged that members would work to attain “higher
standards of living, full employment and conditions of economic and
social progress and development.”17 The call for promoting economic
development of countries in the early stages of industrial development,
in Article 1.2, preceded that of achieving a reduction of tariffs and
other trade barriers (Article 1.4).18

After the ITO’s premature demise, the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) and the World Trade Organization had fewer
formal linkages with broader development objectives, but some were
significant nevertheless. The GATT recognized that the management of
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international trade had variable impact on development, emphasizing
the concerns of less developed countries, and allowing developing coun-
tries to maintain flexible tariff structures.19 The Agreement Establish-
ing the World Trade Organization offered less flexibility and policy
space, yet it cited the need to ensure that poor countries secured “a
share in the growth in international trade commensurate with the needs
of their economic development.” The least developed countries would
undertake commitments “consistent with their individual development,
financial and trade needs.”20 In other words, how rules were inter-
preted and implemented depended on a member’s stage of development
and the competing objectives of social and economic development that
it faced.

Human development: present at the creation?

The participation of developing countries in the first six rounds of
GATT negotiations had limited substantive implications. Their main
gain had been the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), which
exempted developing countries from the “most favored nation” (MFN)
clause. But it hurt developing countries in the long run by encouraging
their import-substituting strategies and allowing developed countries to
impose GATT-inconsistent barriers to textile exports from developing
countries. Worse still, being temporarily satisfied with these “special
and differential” concessions, developing countries missed out on the
chance to participate more substantively in negotiations.

The Uruguay Round of trade negotiations, which culminated in the
creation of the World Trade Organization, was the first time that
developing and developed countries negotiated on a set of trade rules
and procedures that would apply to all countries, under a “single
undertaking.” Although the conceptual frameworks for human devel-
opment were being developed around the same time, there was little
direct application of the concepts to international trade debates. However,
the structure of the trading system soon opened up a plethora of issues
that went to the heart of concerns raised by the human development
approach.

Trade as enabler; trade as the disabler

The argument that trade could be the pathway out of poverty gained
salience with the economic success of East Asia: first Japan in the post-
Second World War period, followed by South Korea, Taiwan, Hong
Kong, Singapore, and eventually by Thailand, Indonesia, and
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Malaysia. Perhaps the strongest evidence came from China, which,
having followed insular and disastrous economic policies in the late
1950s and 1960s, began a process of economic reform in 1979. The result
is that it is now the world’s largest trader and has lifted more people out
of poverty than any other country in history. The patterns of growth
varied across the region—greater focus on supporting large domestic
conglomerates in Japan and Korea, encouraging investment by multi-
national firms in Singapore and Malaysia, or growth driven by state-
owned enterprises in China. But all of these economies had common
starting points: investments in physical and human capital, declining
fertility rates allowing women to enter the formal workforce in large
numbers, and increasing agricultural productivity allowing more labor
to come off the farms and enter the industrial sector.21

However, there was fierce disagreement about other factors, particu-
larly the role of the state in pushing such growth. The prevailing
“Washington Consensus,” driven by the World Bank and the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund, was that the East Asian Miracle was the result
of high savings and investment rates and open economies. Critics
challenged this reductionist theorizing, and suggested that the interna-
tional financial institutions had chosen not to study the region in depth
and that the “miracle” economies grew not because of a minimalist
role of government but thanks to active state intervention.22 When the
East Asian financial crisis hit in 1997–98, these opposing views blamed
each other for worsening the economies. One set blamed the crisis on
crony capitalism while critics of the international financial institutions
argued that the structural adjustment policies imposed on these
economies had made matters worse, by hacking government spending
and reducing investment exactly when it was needed.

The experience of the East Asian countries had an impact on how
trade was viewed as well. The crisis occurred only two years after the
WTO was born. In celebrating the economic growth of the region,
many had overlooked that these economies were aggressive in pro-
moting exports but were far more reticent in opening their markets to
imports. This form of free trade, for the Asian tigers, was a mercantilist
means of promoting growth, not a dogma to be followed blindly.

Others argued that it was not just the East Asian economies but also
the industrialized countries which had followed restrictive trade poli-
cies during similar stages of development. For instance, between 1816
and 1945, the United States had some of the highest tariff rates on
imports of manufactured goods in the world.23 Similarly, developed
countries did not have all the institutional arrangements—universal
suffrage, professional bureaucracies, property rights, corporate
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governance and competition commissions, etc.—during their develop-
ment periods, which were being cited as necessary for growth in the
developing countries.

The WTO’s early stages were characterized by tensions around these
intellectual positions, not only the call for reduced tariff and non-tariff
barriers but the demand for more institutional changes, such as the
apparatus for intellectual property protection. Despite the hard-fought
Uruguay Round of negotiations, developing countries viewed the WTO
as intervening in their domestic institutional structures about the same
time as the aftermath of the East Asian crisis was calling into
question the merits of the Washington Consensus. The introduction of
new trade issues was vociferously opposed and rejected. At the Singa-
pore Ministerial Conference (9–13 December 1996), India and other
developing countries blocked negotiations on trade and competition,
trade and investment, government procurement, and trade facilitation
and argued that the International Labour Organization was competent
to deal with labor standards. Meanwhile, nongovernmental organiza-
tions in developed countries also were questioning the legitimacy of the
WTO, with allegations of weak protections for labor standards and the
environment. Things came to a headwhen thousands of anti-globalization
protesters overshadowed the ministerial meeting in Seattle in Decem-
ber 1999. The Seattle Ministerial failed because of disagreements
between the EU and the United States. But developing countries also
strongly protested against the inequities in the WTO. The 1990s, which
had begun with hope for a peace dividend at the end of the Cold War,
ended with deep disagreement on the patterns and terms of trade and
deep suspicion about the alleged benefits for human development.

Paradigm shift

It was against this background that HDR 1999 was published, titled
“Globalization with a Human Face.” It argued that globalization was
offering new opportunities for countries to attract investment and
technologies and access new markets. However, despite deeper inte-
gration with the world economy (measured, say, by share of trade as a
proportion of GDP), many countries remained vulnerable to the
“vagaries of global markets,” seeing little rise in incomes (80 countries
had registered a fall in per capita incomes during the 1990s), few job
opportunities, rising inter-regional disparity within countries, and a
growing gap between the world’s richest and poorest citizens.24 This
kind of lopsided globalization was also responsible, the HDR argued,
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for new threats to human security (financial volatility, job insecurity,
health insecurity, and even communal and social tensions).

In response, at the core of a new kind of globalization was the need
to reinvent national and global governance. The elements of such a
reinvention included making human well-being the end, with open
markets and economic growth as the means.25 This meant that policies
were needed to respond to changing labor markets and shrinking gov-
ernment fiscal resources. They were also needed to reduce financial
volatility by incrementally opening up financial markets and imposing
strong supervision of the banking sector. Moreover, technological
development, while essential, had to be nudged towards innovations
that would promote human development and reduce poverty. Intellec-
tual property rules had to be modified if they conflicted with the
human development aims of improving health outcomes or making
knowledge accessible via new technologies to hitherto unconnected
countries and people.

This new kind of globalization would also be more inclusive in
structures of global governance, giving poorer countries more of a
voice in setting agendas and determining outcomes. It is hard to ima-
gine, given that we now live in a world of the G20 and with China or
India or South Africa at the top table of almost any international
negotiation, how exclusionary global governance processes were less
than two decades ago. Despite shifts in economic trends and govern-
ance arrangements in the 2000s, deep democratic deficits still remain.
But the HDR was at the forefront advocating a paradigm shift.

Agenda-setting

The reshaping of the agenda for a more human-centered international
trade system can be witnessed in three areas: intellectual property and
access to medicines; the treatment of indigenous knowledge; and
building capacity for trade.

TRIPS and public health

Intellectual property rights (IPRs) were only indirectly dealt with under
the GATT. There was no provision in the GATT that mandated the
protection of IPRs. Instead, Article 20(d) permitted members to make
exceptions to the application of GATT rules with the objective of pro-
tecting “patents, trademarks and copyrights, and the prevention of
deceptive practices.”26
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Eventually, developments within the United States were instrumental
in bringing IPRs onto the GATT agenda. Private sector lobbying for
improved protection of intellectual property had been a feature of the
Tokyo Round itself, with the Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition at the
forefront, which then widened its scope of demands in the early 1980s.
The pressure from domestic constituencies affected American trade
policy. The US Trade and Tariff Act 1984 strengthened Section 301 of
the Trade Act 1974, giving the US president the authority to impose
sanctions on countries that did not provide “adequate and effective
protection” to IPRs. The Intellectual Property Committee (IPC),
representing research-based American industries, intensified lobbying
efforts from March 1986. Consequently, IPR and trade negotiations
were linked. The United States demanded stronger IPR protection
through the GATT in return for access to developed country markets.27

In the early stages of the Uruguay Round, the United States and the
European Community had specific demands on intellectual property:
substantive standards; border and internal enforcement measures;
application of GATT principles of national treatment, non-discrimination,
and transparency; and an effective dispute settlement mechanism.28 In
turn, India and many other developing countries had a hardline posi-
tion against these initiatives, arguing that IPRs were outside the man-
date of the negotiations and wanting other international organizations,
such as the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), the UN
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and the
UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) to deal with
them. Secondly, they did not want enforcing IPRs to become a barrier to
legitimate trade.29

At the heart of these positions was the interest in keeping prices of
medicines low, in addition to promoting domestic industry. At a World
Health Organization (WHO) conference in Geneva in May 1981,
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi had declared: “My idea of a better
ordered world is one in which medical discoveries would be free of
patents and there would be no profiteering from life or death.”30

In 1998, the Pharmaceutical Manufacturers Association of South
Africa, together with 39 pharmaceutical companies, initiated a three-
year legal battle to prevent the South African government from
implementing its 1997 Medicines and Related Substances Act. The law
permitted parallel imports of drugs from cheaper markets and the
grant of compulsory licenses to drug producers in other countries.
Antiretroviral therapy using patented drugs for HIV-positive persons was
prohibitively costly. At $10,000 per person per year, it would have cost
the South African government 27 times its entire budget on medicines
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to treat less than a sixth of its HIV-positive population.31 An Indian
company, Cipla, offered the same package of drugs for $350. A coor-
dinated campaign by civil society groups such as the Treatment Action
Campaign, Oxfam, and Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), and pressure
from the European Parliament forced the pharmaceutical companies to
announce in April 2001 that the law was TRIPS-consistent.32

In another case, the United States alleged on 30 May 2000 that
Brazil’s industrial property law of 1996 (Law No. 9.279) was incon-
sistent with TRIPS because it demanded the “local working” of a
patent.33 If the patent was not worked locally the law authorized the
government to grant compulsory licenses. Brazil had used the law to
acquire cheaper generic versions of antiretroviral drugs. Consequently,
AIDS-related deaths had been halved since 1995. In June 2001 the
United States agreed to withdraw the case while Brazil promised
consultations before enforcing any contentious laws.

These cases affected the thinking in international organizations on
access to drugs in poor countries. Resolutions demanding equal access
to drugs through parallel imports, licensing, and domestic production
were passed by the UN Human Rights Commission, the World Health
Assembly, and the UN General Assembly, in April, May, and June of
2001, respectively. These developments confirmed that IPR protection
was not the exclusive domain of the WTO or WIPO.34

Taking up the cue, the African Group, Brazil, India, and 15 other
countries made a radical statement that “nothing in [TRIPS] reduces
the range of options available to Governments to promote and protect
public health.”35 India argued that affordable access to medicines was
“a fundamental human right.”36

In the run-up to the Doha Ministerial Conference of 9–14 November
2001, the United States and the EuropeanUnion were keen to launch a new
trade round. The Seattle Ministerial in December 1999 had failed because
of disagreements between them. But developing countries had also strongly
protested against the inequities in the WTO. The terrorist attacks on 11
September 2001 made it imperative that a debacle like Seattle not recur.
Developing countries now had the opportunity to extract greater conces-
sions from the United States.37 The threat of anthrax attacks gave greater
credibility to their case, as even developed countries could face health
emergencies.38 Eventually, a compromise Declaration on the TRIPS
Agreement and Public Health was drafted by eight countries at Doha.39

Although the Doha Declaration secured a consensus, it postponed
any deal on compulsory licensing in the case of countries without suf-
ficient manufacturing capacity for drugs. Developing countries did not
gain any significant concessions in comparison with their original
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demands. The only major concessions were on the issue of “exhaus-
tion” of IPRs and the 10-year extended transition period for LDCs.40

On compulsory licenses, although countries retained their rights the
legal dimension was not very flexible. Countries still had to prove that
the remedial measures against health emergencies constituted the “least
possible interference” with IPRs.41

On 30 August 2003 the WTO’s 146-member General Council took a
decision to ensure access to cheap drugs for countries without a suffi-
cient pharmaceuticals manufacturing capacity. Brazil, India, Kenya,
South Africa, and the United States negotiated the deal. The “deci-
sion” temporarily waived certain TRIPS obligations but demanded
proof of the “eligible” importing member state’s insufficient capacity to
produce the medicines and limited the exporting member’s supply only
to the amount necessary to meet the emergency needs.42 Although
several NGOs criticized the deal as “a gift bound tightly in red tape”
designed to delay emergency drugs delivery,43 the declaration was still
a breakthrough and set a precedent for how a human development lens
could force the renegotiation or reinterpretation of international law.

Indigenous knowledge

Another human development dimension was the preservation of tradi-
tional knowledge through community rights. Although human devel-
opment is the expansion of individual choices, HDR 2004 argued that
community-based rights need not necessarily conflict with the expan-
sion of freedoms. On the contrary, the suppression or non-recognition
of community rights could, at times, undermine the individual’s multi-
ple identities or deny the person access to resources that could benefit
them even on an individual basis.

The idea of multiculturalism in globalization was premised on four
principles:44

1 Recognizing that blindly defending tradition could hold back
human development.

2 But respect for difference and diversity was essential.
3 Diversity recognizes people’s multiple identities and, in fact,

thrives in an interconnected and interdependent world.
4 Addressing imbalances in political power could help poorer or

weaker communities to protect their cultures and heritage.

These principles were put to the test with regard to the protection of
traditional knowledge and the application of international trade rules.
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In March 1995, the US Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) gran-
ted a patent (no. 5401504) to two scientists from the University of
Mississippi for discovering the wound-healing properties of turmeric.
However, the medicinal benefits of turmeric had been known in India
for centuries. It was not only used as a home remedy for wounds and
rashes but also was used in Indian traditional medicine systems such as
ayurveda. Patents had been granted for other Indian herbs and plants
as well, whose medicinal uses were commonly known. Some of the
more prominent examples were jar amla (Phyllanthus niruri) for hepa-
titis, karela (bitter gourd) for diabetes, and neem (Azadirachta indica)
for pesticides. However, these had not been challenged.

The Indian Council for Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR)
decided to appeal the turmeric patent on the grounds of “prior art”—
that is existing public knowledge. Apart from other citations, seventeenth-
century Persian and ancient Sanskrit texts were presented to argue that
the healing powers of turmeric were common knowledge in India.
Failing to satisfy the novelty and inventiveness criteria, the turmeric
patent was revoked. This was the first known case where the patenting
of traditional knowledge had been successfully challenged in the
United States. It created awareness within India that its common
resources and knowledge were the community’s intellectual property
and efforts to prevent their appropriation could be successful.

Yet, other instances continued to emerge around the world. By one
estimate (in March 2000), 7,000 patents had been granted for unau-
thorized use of traditional knowledge. These included the medicinal
properties of the sacred Ayahuasca plant in the Amazon basin; the
Maca plant in Peru, which enhances fertility; and a pesticidal extract
from the neem tree used in India for its antiseptic properties.

HDR 2004 shone a light on how deep integration within the global
economy was creating a sense of siege for many indigenous commu-
nities, especially in the context of extractive industries and traditional
knowledge. Intensive resource extractive industries operating in areas
where indigenous communities are concentrated often ignore the cul-
tural significance of the lands to the communities. San Bushmen in
Botswana have opposed exploration licenses in the Kalahari; more
recently, bauxite mining has been opposed in the Niyamgiri hills of
Odisha, India. Beyond the cultural or religious connections to land,
indigenous communities also have opposed extractive industries
because of exclusion from decision-making processes, concerns about
adverse economic and environmental impact on the community, and
limited or broken promises about compensation for appropriation of
natural resources.
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HDR 2004 also argued that intellectual property regimes failed to
recognize collective ownership of knowledge, allowing others to use
traditional knowledge, apply for patents by claiming that they had
developed novel products, and benefit from commercial gains with
none accruing to the community.45 The issue was further complicated
by contradictory rules within different international institutions. The
Convention on Biological Diversity recognized traditional knowledge by
demanding that contracting parties preserve and maintain the innova-
tions of local communities and that wider application of such knowl-
edge be based on their approval and involvement. By contrast, the
World Intellectual Property Organization and the TRIPS Agreement
under the WTO did not afford such rights.

The human development approach took a middle path, by arguing
that the solution did not lie in blocking flows of investment and
knowledge. Instead, there was the need to create equitable socio-economic
opportunities within a democratic framework, which protected liberties
(including community rights). In this vein, the first step was to recog-
nize indigenous people’s rights over their resources. HDR 2004 high-
lighted national legislation in the Philippines requiring consent for
access to ancestral lands, and Guatemalan law permitting use of tra-
ditional knowledge by placing them under state protection. The second
step was to require participation and consultation with local commu-
nities, which meant providing complete information and disclosure
(such as where plants originated before granting patents based on
them). The HDR also called for documenting traditional knowledge
without prejudicing the rights of the community. Thirdly, benefits had
to be shared with the communities, whether in mining projects or in
using intellectual property rules in innovative ways, such as industrial
designs to protect the Kazakh carpet industry, geographical indications
for liquor and tea in Venezuela or Vietnam, or copyrights and trademarks
for indigenous art in Australia and Canada.

Although conflicts and tensions persist in how the natural and
intellectual resources of indigenous communities are exploited or
expropriated, viewing these resources as means to expand choices and
opportunities for both the community and the global economy at large
was one way to mitigate risks of exploitation and increase joint benefits.

Capacity for trade

The cases of intellectual property and public health or that of indi-
genous knowledge being valued or not, demonstrated that developing
countries often struggled with the capacity to gainfully engage in the
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international trade system. HDR 2005 railed against the iniquities in
global trade, in terms of barriers to market access for the least
developed countries, erosion of preferential trading arrangements, highly
skewed subsidies in agriculture benefiting farmers in developed countries,
and increasingly restricted space for national governments to determine
industrial policy, intellectual property rules or for trade in services.46

But greater market access or more equitable rules would not trans-
late automatically into increased exports or human development gains,
unless the capacity was there to take advantage of market opening.
The HDR criticized the way technical assistance for capacity building
was structured: pushing donor priorities, offering biased advice, miniscule
funding, and little linkage to overall development policy.47

On aid, trade, and conflict in an unequal world, HDR 2005 was
published with the 2005 UN World Summit in mind. The summit had
many purposes: a celebration of 60 years of the UN, a review of pro-
gress of five years of efforts towards the MDGs, and introspection on
whether the existing architecture and institutions of global governance
were indeed fit for purpose. The summit’s outcome document reflected
a wide range of concerns across a host of development and security
issues. References to trade in the document made it a point to enable
fuller participation by least developed countries and building their
capacities. However, no concrete proposals were made.48

Nevertheless, the impact was beginning to be felt within the World
Trade Organization. Within three months of the World Summit, in
December 2005, the WTO’s Hong Kong Ministerial established an Aid
for Trade (AFT) initiative.49 The Ministerial Declaration asked the
WTO director-general to establish an AFT task force that would
recommend how this new form of aid could be operationalized. Within
a year, several developed countries substantially increased their com-
mitments for aid-for-trade.50 Furthermore, to ensure that commitments
were indeed kept, a robust monitoring mechanism was designed: the
OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) would assess
global flows; donors would submit self-evaluations; and recipients would
prepare in-country assessments. The WTO would have overall charge of
AFT surveillance, an extension of its monitoring responsibilities.51

Now about $25–30 billion of annual commitments for overseas
development assistance (as calculated by the OECD) are directed for
trade-related activities.52 Although concerns have remained on whether
AFT has had the desired impact, there is no doubt that aid directed
specifically for improving the capacity of developing countries is now
well-established as a priority of the WTO in general, and the Doha
Development Round of trade negotiations in particular.53
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Water: for life, for livelihoods, and for all

Water security is an integral component of human security. Access to
clean and affordable water and sanitation is necessary for a healthy life
and also for human dignity. Water is also a productive resource, shared
within countries and across borders, and a driver of incomes and live-
lihoods directly for billions of farmers, and, indirectly, for industry and
commercial services. HDRs have drawn attention to both dimensions
but have extended the discourse beyond the physical availability of
water to the social and political inequities, which result in vast
inequalities in access to water for life or livelihoods.

Paradigm shift: reframing access

HDR 1998 highlighted deep gaps in access to water and sanitation. In
rapidly developing countries, there was also the challenge of declining
water quality (from both human and industrial waste).54 The report
drew attention to the links between water and other environmental
resources, including land, forests, and pasture. It also explained that
the links to poverty and environmental degradation went beyond
income and were affected by rights of ownership of resources, institu-
tions, ecological risks, and gender (particularly the time spent in col-
lecting water and other resources).55 Moreover, the report highlighted
the potential stresses on water as a result of climate change and the
impact on agricultural output and food security, especially in equatorial
regions.

Every HDR has highlighted deep national and global deficits in
access to water. Deprivations in access to improved water sources were
already included in the Human Poverty Index for developing countries
(HPI-1). In the year 2000, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
were announced, with one of the targets being halving the proportion
of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water by 2015. In
fact, the water target (and later that on access to sanitation) was
included under the goal for ensuring environmental sustainability,
recognizing the links between the human and the physical environ-
ment, especially with regards to a critical resource like water. The
MDGs gave the HDRs an opportunity to highlight these deficiencies
against the backdrop of global goals.

The emphasis was, however, less on the specific target and more on
the need to draw attention to a basic deprivation. As noted by HDR
2003, which focused on the MDGs, “Whether the numerical target of a
global goal was achieved is an important but inadequate measure of
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success, because it does not indicate whether setting the goal made a
difference. In many cases enormous progress has been made [such as in
increasing access to water] even though numerical targets have not
been reached.”56 The report emphasized that rather than seek to only
increase access, the resource had to be managed more holistically,
drawing on appropriate and cost-effective technologies, making provi-
sions for operations and maintenance, limiting environmental damage,
and increasing equity. It paid particular attention to how urban con-
sumers could be charged for the full cost recovery (capital costs and
operations), so that resources could be generated to pay for increasing
access to those with limited ability to pay. It also suggested that women
could be trained in building and maintaining installations, such as
hand pumps or toilets.57

Despite the emphasis on basic deprivation (or progress made), water
remained out of the ambit of regular political discourse.HDR 2006 sought
to change the terms of the discourse by placing poverty, inequality, and
power politics at the center of the “silent crisis” of water.58 First, the
2006 report drew attention to the fact that wealth mattered in access to
water, even as sanitation lagged further behind. As countries got richer,
access to water did tend to increase—but this was not always the case.
In several countries, higher relative incomes did not automatically
translate into improved access to water or sanitation. Whether it was
China in comparison with Vietnam (in the case of water) or India in
comparison with Bangladesh (in the case of sanitation), national
income was only a partial predictor of access. One of the problems was
that national data systematically under-reported lack of access, either
because many citizens lived in informal settlements not counted within
the coverage areas of water utilities, or because the quality of the
infrastructure and poor maintenance was seldom assessed.59 It was not
merely poverty that was the barrier. Deep-rooted inequalities in societies
were responsible for many to remain outside the scope of the provision
of basic services.

Secondly, the report calculated the human development impacts of
the water and sanitation deficit. For those who argue that the focus of
national policy ought to be increasing national incomes before other
social development objectives are pursued, the analysis found that
developing countries’ GDP was 2.6 percent lower thanks to the water
and sanitation deficit.60 Furthermore, not only were these failures
adversely impacting other MDGs, such as reducing infant and child
mortality (diarrhea accounted for 1.8 million child deaths annually),
but repeated bouts of illness would diminish lifecycle opportunities for
the poor: children dropping out of school early; stunting; and cognitive
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deficiencies. All of these disabilities would translate into lower
incomes.61

Thirdly, the disproportionate burden on the poor was a major focus
of the report. It found that half of the 1.1 billion people without access
to water were in the bottom 40 percent of the global income distribu-
tion. Using household survey data, the HDR reported that 660 million
people had very limited capacity to pay for water connections. In
sanitation, too, the poorest 40 percent of households accounted for
half the share of the global sanitation deficit of 2 billion. In country
after country, an individual’s position on the income pyramid deter-
mined whether access to water was through pipes or from unprotected
wells or informal tankers, or whether sanitation meant a flush toilet or
pit latrines or no facilities at all.62

Yet, the poor paid more than the rich for rudimentary access to
water and sanitation. The HDR busted the myth that the poor were
unwilling to pay for water and sanitation services. It equally exposed
the argument that mere willingness to pay would ensure that such basic
services would be automatically provided. It argued that willingness to
pay was different from ability to pay, especially when spending on water
accounted for a large share of the household budget. And yet, slum
dwellers across the worldwere paying 8–16 times more per unit of water to
informal vendors and tankers compared with what richer households
paid to water utilities.63 Such regressive pricing also meant that richer
households were able to consume a lot more water than poorer ones,
further exacerbating inequalities in access (not merely to connections
but the actual quantum of water used). Inequalities between rural and
urban areas, between men and women (or boys and girls), and between
social classes and castes also were highlighted in the report.

In other words, HDR 2006 acknowledged the global deficit in water
and sanitation but recast access as a function of not merely the avail-
ability of water but one that was disproportionately hurting the poor,
forcing them to spend more (in absolute and relative terms), impacting
household and national incomes, undermining health outcomes, and
exposing the argument that income growth would be sufficient to
achieve other human development outcomes.

Agenda-setting

The human development approach guided thinking and practice on
water and sanitation in at least two ways: the International Decade for
Action “Water for Life” (2005–15); and how tensions over transboundary
waters were viewed.
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International Decade for Action “Water for Life” 2005–15

In recognition of the Millennium Summit in 2000, from which the
MDGs emerged, and the 2002 Johannesburg World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development, the UN General Assembly agreed in December
2003 that an International Decade for Action “Water for Life” would
be observed during 2005–15. The goal was to “promote efforts to fulfil
international commitments made on water and water-related issues by
2015” with a focus on long-term sustainable management of water
resources.64 UN-Water, which was in charge of coordinating the
“Water for Life” decade, launched two initiatives on capacity building
and a program on advocacy and communication.

By focusing on water in the first year of the decade, the HDR 2006
took the intellectual leadership in framing the issues, which could be
discussed and acted on, by the international community, national gov-
ernments, and individual citizens. The first report from the UN secretary-
general, containing pledges of activities from various UN agencies, did
not contain any reference to inequality.65 Even references to sanitation
were merely repetitions of the MDGs. But by December 2006, the
General Assembly had drawn special attention to sanitation by naming
2008 as the International Year of Sanitation (IYS). The declaration
stated that it was important to confront sanitation issues “in com-
plementarity with water.”66 IYS 2008 was primarily for advocacy, with
stated aims of increasing awareness, mobilizing national and local
governments, increasing funding allocations, and building capacity.67

By the time the mid-term review of the International Decade occurred
in 2010, member states were calling for “Sustainable Sanitation—the
Five Year Drive to 2015.”68

Another key achievement was the declaration of water as a human
right. HDR 2006 demanded that recognizing water as a human right
should be the first priority for international and national policy. It
argued that a rights-based approach would follow the principles of
“equality, universality and freedom from discrimination.” It would also
ensure that income level, ability to pay, place of residence, or mem-
bership of a social group would not be the basis for excluding anyone
from this basic service.69 Recognizing the right to water would provide
the poor with the moral claim to demand, through social, political,
and legal channels, their entitlement to a fair share of the resource.

On 28 July 2010, the UNGA, through Resolution 64/292 recognized
access to safe and clean drinking water and sanitation as a human
right.70 In 2002 the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights had adopted a General Comment on the human right to water,
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but this was a non-binding, normative framework. HDR 2006 had
recognized that reframing this framework as a substantial public policy
priority would be a challenge. By 2008, the UN Human Rights
Council had adopted a resolution to appoint an independent expert on
the “human rights obligations related to access to safe drinking water
and sanitation.”71 The demands of achieving the MDG targets on
water and sanitation, the increasing focus on exclusion and inequality
in access, and the need for some tangible results during the Interna-
tional Decade resulted in the formal recognition of the right to water
and sanitation. The momentum has continued to build across the UN
system with further resolutions from the World Health Organization
(inMay 201172) and again from the HumanRights Council (in September
201173), and reports from the special rapporteur on the right to safe
drinking water and sanitation.74

Transboundary waters and human development

Another key contribution of the human development approach was
with regards to transboundary waters. It is well known that interna-
tional water basins—catchments, lakes, shallow groundwater—cover
more than half the Earth’s land surface. As a result, 40 percent of the
world’s population lives in these transboundary basins. There are 263
such basins globally, affecting 145 countries. One consequence of this
deep hydrological interdependence is the belief in some quarters that
wars over water resources would be the major cause for conflict in the
twenty-first century. Others have pointed out that water wars have not
occurred for thousands of years.

HDR 2006 argued that the obsession with proving or disproving the
water wars hypothesis was a distraction. Instead, the focus had to be
on human security rather than narrowly defined national security con-
cerns. It argued that cooperation or conflict over water across interna-
tional borders were choices, which would be determined by how
societies recognized their hydrological interdependence, their shared
vulnerabilities, the threats of ecological disasters and their ability to
find win-win solutions in managing shared water resources.75

A human development lens on hydrological interdependence would
start, first, by tracing the nature of economic activity across the entire
transboundary basin. The report demonstrated this through cases of
rivers such as the Nile and the Mekong and of lakes such as Lake
Victoria in east Africa, Lake Chad in west Africa, and Lake Titicaca
in South America. For instance, the Mekong River is the source of
hydropower in its upper reaches for China and Myanmar—but more
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than 40 percent of the hydropower potential in the lower Mekong lies
in Laos. At the same time, half of Thailand’s arable land lies within the
river basin, which also accounts for half of Vietnam’s rice production.
A significant share of the Cambodian population, in turn, depends on
the Tonle Sap Lake.76

Secondly, the report documented the human development con-
sequences of not cooperating among riparian states. This was particularly
challenging when economic activities were similar in nature on either
side of the border. One-fifth of Turkey’s irrigable land lay within the
region where the Tigris and Euphrates rivers originated. But a fifth of
Syrians also lived within the Euphrates catchment area, and further
downstream major Iraqi cities were on the banks of both rivers.
Diversions of water in one country (say, in China for agricultural purposes)
were considered threats to national interests elsewhere (such as in
Kazakhstan). Such tensions occurred within OECD countries as well,
such as in the Colorado and Rio Grande basins shared by Mexico and
the United States.77 The consequences of non-cooperation included
severe ecological disasters (as has happened in the Aral Sea in Central
Asia, or Lake Chad in Africa), fall in agricultural yields in Central
Asia, adverse health impacts, and the export of pollution across
borders.

Thirdly, HDR 2006 overlay the human development consequences of
unresolved political disputes, which affected access to water. This was
particularly demonstrated in the case of Israel and the Occupied
Palestinian Territories (now the State of Palestine). The report high-
lighted deep inequalities between Palestinians, Israeli citizens, and
Israeli settlers in the West Bank and Gaza Strip: per capita differences
in water availability ranged from four to nine times. This was a result
of the absence of defined rights to access the Jordan River as well as
extraction of water from aquifers before they flowed into Palestinian-
controlled areas. These inequalities impacted availability of water for
livelihoods, particularly agriculture, in addition to education and
health outcomes.78

Yet, HDR 2006 also made the case for cooperation, even in the most
politically disputed regions. It found that well-established rules, combined
with strong capacity and institutions could offer numerous benefits.
Although many water disputes occurred over the quality of water,
cooperative events included water quantity but also infrastructure, qual-
ity, hydropower, joint management, flood control, etc.79 Ultimately, the
conditions for cooperation (there are more than 295 international
water agreements) depended on jointly assessing human development
needs, building trust and legitimacy through joint projects, and
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adequate financing to build credible institutions to manage and monitor
shared water resources.80

In 1997 the UN codified the principles of cooperation under the UN
Convention for the Non-Navigational Use of Shared Watercourses,
which were themselves built on the 1966 Helsinki Rules. Following the
publication of HDR 2006, transboundary waters continued to get
attention during the International Decade for Action “Water for Life.”
In March 2010, the UN Secretariat proposed that cooperation over
water had benefits for human security. It drew on the framing of the
HDR of direct benefits from the rivers, lakes, and aquifers, benefits to
the water bodies, the potential for easing broader political tensions,
and serving as catalysts for greater economic integration between
states.81 Subsequently, the UN declared 2013 as the International Year
of Water Cooperation.

More importantly, all the core principles of strengthening cooperation—
joint monitoring and data sharing, building trust, investing in institu-
tional and human capacity, enforceable legal instruments, raising more
financing, and sharing the benefits of basin-wide management—have
now become embedded in how transboundary water issues are discussed
at the international level. These principles might not have been trans-
lated into resolutions of all cross-border water-related disputes, but the
shift from a focus on water wars to attention towards human security,
inequality, and joint benefits was possible because of an intellectual
approach that prioritized individuals and their entitlements.

Energy and environment: access not excess

The tension between development and the sustainability of the natural
environment has been long running in national and international
policy debates. When the UN decided to convene a conference to
commemorate the 1972 Stockholm Conference, developing countries
had demanded that it be called the UN Conference on Environment
and Development; subsequently other major conferences also have
tried to articulate this balance.82 As this chapter argued earlier, for
human development to ensure the expansion of capabilities across
time, the natural environment had to be conserved for use by future
generations. Equally, for sustainable development to have true reso-
nance across human communities, there had to be sustainability of
physical and human in addition to natural capital. Sustainable devel-
opment could not mean locking people into lives of poverty. At the
international level, reconciling these tensions required emphasis on
equity, responsibility for past behavior (pollution, greenhouse gas
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emissions, etc.) and a consciousness of current and future behavior (by
changing patterns of consumption).

The relevance of a human-centered paradigm for sustainable devel-
opment was articulated well before the Brundtland Commission and
the UN Conference on Environment and Development (the Rio Earth
Summit) in 1992. In the lead-up to the 1972 Stockholm Conference,
developing countries did not believe that it was their responsibility to
resolve issues of environmental pollution and resource scarcity. The
developed world bore sole responsibility. Mahbub ul Haq suggested
that a concept of environmentally sound, people-centered development
could be proposed. This was the foundation of the Founex Report on
Development and Environment, which Haq authored. The report
helped to bridge the divide between developed and developing countries
for the purposes of the Stockholm Conference and Haq’s formulation
became a forerunner to the concept of sustainable development.83

Early HDRs struggled to incorporate considerations of the physical
environment in their quantitative analyses. The first report, HDR 1990,
acknowledged that there were conceptual and methodological chal-
lenges in quantitatively measuring issues such as political freedom,
personal security, and the physical environment. Yet, it urged that
analyses of human development ought not to ignore such issues, which
might add to the “qualitative dimensions of human life.” It also pointed
out that there was a close relationship between poverty and environ-
mental degradation, which in turn could be a cause for reversing gains
in human development. The report emphasized that rich countries had
far higher levels of overall industrial pollution but poorer ones were
gradually accounting for the greatest increase in new pollution and did
not have the resources to adopt more benign technologies.84

Global environmental concerns were populating the international
agenda in the 1990s. The Montreal Protocol on Substances that
Deplete the Ozone Layer was signed in 1987 and entered into force in
1989. It was, however, the 1990 London Amendments to the protocol
that promised a Multilateral Fund to developing countries (Article 5
countries in the protocol) to pay for the incremental costs of shifting
away from ozone-depleting chlorofluorocarbons to alternative chemi-
cals. In 1992 the Rio Earth Summit resulted in several new conven-
tions: on biological diversity, to combat desertification, and the most
prominent one on climate change. That year, HDR 1992 lamented that
while industrialized countries were worried about the ozone layer and
global warming, the core issue was excessive consumption of natural
resources. For poorer countries, the worry was not about excess but
scarcity, of good quality water or land.85
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But seizing the international moment that was the early 1990s, the
report also articulated the human development vision for building
global institutions fit for the twenty-first century. Among them were
policies for sustainable development. It was quick to critically analyze
faults within the newly created Global Environment Facility (GEF),
calling for a broadening of its mandate to deal with issues of concern
to developing countries (desertification, urban degradation, water pol-
lution), much greater funding (from $800 million to $5–10 billion), and
alteration of the governance of the GEF to permit more participation
by developing countries. Other ideas were promoted, such as green-
house gas permits for all countries (the precursor of the Clean Devel-
opment Mechanism under the UNFCCC), fossil fuel consumption
taxes, and pollution taxes to raise the funds needed to support transfer
of technology to poor countries.86 Many of these ideas have continued
to inform debates in environmental regimes. Although the quantitative
indices were not capturing environmental externalities and costs expli-
citly, the human development approach, nevertheless, was seeking to
reconcile development and the environment by putting people at the
center.

Paradigm shift: environmental sustainability for the poor

A people-centered approach to sustainable human development offered
ways not only to reconcile the priorities and negotiating positions of
rich and poor countries, but it also made it possible to imagine new
policy paradigms. These emerged in at least four ways: human security;
the impact of environmental degradation on the poor; different ways to
view the present and the future; and sustainable consumption.

Human security and the environment

If human development is about expanding people’s choices, human
security is the condition in which people feel they can exercise those
choices freely and safely and that opportunities available to them today
would not be completely lost in future.87 Moreover, as an integrative
concept, human security implied that one’s security was intimately tied
to solidarity with another’s. The universalism of life claims would not
accrue otherwise.

Both these interpretations—of feeling secure over time, and deriving
security through solidarity—lie at the core of how environmental
externalities are understood and confronted. Thus, environmental
security was an integral part of human security. HDR 1994 emphasized
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that local environmental concerns were no less important than those
dominating international negotiations. It raised red flags over water scar-
city (as a factor behind political tensions), deforestation on an indus-
trial scale leading to desertification, salinization of irrigation systems, and
air pollution as worsening particularly in developing countries. The
gradual erosion in natural resources—particularly land and forests—
made natural disasters even more likely and devastating because the
resilience of societies, economies, and physical infrastructure was
dependent on resources and capacity.

In addition to these local environmental challenges, at least three
kinds of global environmental externalities also were evident by the early
1990s, namely air pollution, ozone depletion, and climate change.
The concern was not merely environmental but also the dispropor-
tionate impact these externalities could have on regions that were not
responsible for emitting the pollutants in the first place.88

Environmental degradation and the poor

International negotiations on environmental issues were (and still are)
often caught in a bind between the North (asking poor countries to
assume disproportionate responsibility) and the South (claiming that
problems created by rich countries were theirs to solve). The human
development approach, instead, focuses on how people are affected by
environmental degradation. As was described in the case of trans-
boundary waters, following the lives and livelihoods of communities
would help to assess these impacts. As HDR 1998 analyzed, “poor
people and environmental damage [were] often caught in a downward
spiral.”89 Forced to deplete resources to survive, the resulting environ-
mental degradation traps many in further cycles of poverty. The des-
peration arises from poorly defined ownership rights over natural
resources, ineffective institutions, and efforts to minimize risk and time
devoted to dealing with basic resources.

HDR 1998 demonstrated how environmental impacts affected the
poor disproportionately. It explored the poverty‑environment nexus for
water pollution, air pollution, domestic solid waste, industrial hazar-
dous waste, soil degradation, deforestation, and loss of biodiversity.
Water pollution, partly because of poor sewage treatment, was
responsible for curtailing the life chances of millions of children (a
point further explored in HDR 2006). But it was also affecting liveli-
hoods, particularly of fishing communities in Asia and Africa. Simi-
larly, air pollution is often considered a problem for industrialized
countries. Yet, even in the mid-1990s, 90 percent of deaths caused by
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air pollution were occurring in developing countries, most of which
were a result of indoor air quality in rural areas.90 These debates have
continued, sometimes unhelpfully, with emerging economies now
trying to prove that their air quality is better than in others’ while
failing to recognize the scale of the problem.91 Soil degradation also
had direct impacts on the poor because nearly a third of the world’s
population depended on subsistence farming. The loss of forests and
biodiversity affected the poor, who are dependent on naturally avail-
able plant species for medicinal purposes (the market value of plants
and animals used in the pharmaceutical industry was already $100
billion when the report was published).92 Worst of all, climate change
would impact Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia
through its impact on water availability, while food yields would be
impacted in South America as well.

Today versus tomorrow

Unequal impacts of environmental externalities had consequences on
how the case for collective action was calculated. An influential report
published in 2006, The Stern Review on the Economics of Climate
Change, argued that the costs of early action on climate change (1.6
percent of global GDP by 2030) would be outweighed by the sig-
nificant benefits of avoided losses in future if there were little or no
action (upwards of 5 percent of global GDP by 2030).93 Supporters
and critics of the Stern Review differed on one crucial point, namely
the rate at which the future was discounted. By applying a low dis-
count rate, the Stern Review underscored that the lives and life chances
of future generations could not be sacrificed to indulge our current
lifestyles. This was, indeed, consistent with a human development
approach, which would consider shifting the burden of climate change
onto future generations ethically indefensible.

At the same time, HDR 2007/2008 on climate change pointed out
that variations in its impacts did not manifest merely over time, but
also across geographies. It argued that debates on the discount rate
were insufficient as they treated the world as a single country. When
the reality of more than 190 countries was considered, the dispropor-
tionate impact of climate change on the poorest countries and the
poorest citizens within them would not register in global cost‑benefit
analyses. Distributional issues across generations were different in
nature from those within current populations. Whereas the former
considered risks of catastrophic losses under uncertainty, the latter
would draw attention to the near certain impacts today on some of the
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world’s poorest communities.94 As climate change impacts were already
being felt, a human development perspective would undertake such
disaggregated and people-centered calculations, which would not be
captured otherwise.95

Sustainable consumption

Another fundamental issue was how consumption patterns were
undermining the environmental resource base and exacerbating
inequalities. The report called for consumption that was shared (to
ensure basic needs for all), and that increased human capabilities, and
was socially responsible and sustainable.96 Even with reduced material
usage and energy efficiency, pollution and waste were exceeding the
Earth’s sink capacities while renewable resources (water, soil, biodiversity)
were declining in quality as well.97

Thus, for developing countries, there was little choice but to adopt a
different pattern of development. The report targeted popular myths
about the role of developing countries in managing or mismanaging
environmental stresses. It argued that rather than expecting developing
countries to scale back consumption and industrialization or copy rich
countries’ environmental policies, there was a case for avoiding the
pitfalls of environmental degradation. Leapfrogging to cleaner tech-
nologies as well as emission standards could offer a way to continue on
a sustainable growth trajectory.98 But this would mean access to tech-
nologies or the financial and technical support to transfer, adapt, and
deploy cleaner technologies.

Agenda-setting

In 2007 the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
released its Fourth Assessment Report on the science of climate
change. It concluded that “it is extremely unlikely that global climate
change can be explained without external forcing,” implying that
emissions of greenhouse gases resulting from human activities had a
role to play in driving up average global surface temperatures.99 Since
then the IPCC has published a Fifth Assessment (released in parts in
2013 and 2014). The latter report concluded, “Anthropogenic green-
house gas emissions have increased since the pre-industrial era … and
are extremely likely to have been the dominant cause of the observed
warming since the mid-20th century.”100

As the science of climate change became more conclusive, HDR
2007/2008 addressed the issue by assessing the risks that it posed to
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continued human progress. It emphasized that despite uncertainty and
several “unknowns,” the risks of climate change were too high to
permit inaction. It argued that uncertainties demanded risk assess-
ments, because the impacts of climate change would threaten future
generations with catastrophic outcomes, be irreversible in some
regards, and as policy-makers had to account for malign outcomes as
much as benign ones.101 Five risk multipliers were identified: reduced
agricultural productivity, greater water insecurity, exposure to coastal
flooding and extreme weather events, collapse of ecosystems, and
increased health risks.102 Since then more research has been published
on the heightened risks of climate change, permitting scholars based in
China, India, the United Kingdom, and the United States to offer a
more thorough risk assessment, considering emissions pathways, direct
impacts (on food, water, heat, sea levels, and coastlines), and systemic
impacts on human social and political systems at national, regional,
and global levels.103

By establishing that a risk mitigation-oriented approach would draw
a common thread across the concerns of rich, developing, and the poor-
est economies, the human development approach shaped the response to
climate change by seeking to influence the agenda on three issues:
energy access; technology development and climate financing; and
vulnerability and resilience.

Energy access and sustainable energy for all

Energy did not figure prominently in the early discussions on human
development. However, HDR 1998 outlined priorities for sustainable
consumption patterns and called for a global goal to provide “access to
clean and modern energy services for all,” not only for household use
but also for communications, transportation, and productive activities.
Among other options, it suggested the promotion of decentralized
renewable energy, building local capacity to adapt and adopt new
energy technologies, and create conditions for increasing rural entre-
preneurship in providing energy services at the last mile.104 These ideas
have continued to have resonance as social enterprises have grown,
especially in rural areas,105 and as countries have begun reconsidering
their energy strategies.106

But energy access did not find any mention in the MDGs. Goal 7 on
environmental sustainability had the target of halving the proportion
of population without access to safe drinking water or sanitation. It
also sought to improve the lives of 100 million slum dwellers and
reduce biodiversity loss. However, energy access was glaring in its
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omission. As a result, discussion on energy access did not emerge in
evaluations of how the MDGs were progressing.

HDR 2007/2008 corrected this anomaly and firmly placed energy at
the heart of the debate. With 1.6 billion people without electricity
(when the report was written) and 2.5 billion dependent on traditional
biomass, lack of energy access was retarding human development in a
number of areas. Traditional biomass used in cooking was responsible
for indoor air pollution killing 1.5 million people every year. It also
compounded gender inequalities by increasing the time women had to
spend on collecting basic energy resources, rather than spending it on
more productive activities. The broader economic costs of low pro-
ductivity affected households overall, entrenching many in a poverty
trap. The demand for energy was also driving deforestation and other
environmental effects.107

The report bluntly stated, “The vast global deficit in access to basic
energy services has to be considered alongside concerns over the rise in
CO2 emissions from developing countries.”108 This also meant that
providing access to modern energy services to poor people would not
significantly shift the needle upwards on carbon emissions. By cor-
ollary, slashing carbon emissions in poor countries would not have as
much impact on overall emissions compared with doing the same in
rich nations, as the energy footprint of the developed world’s population
was 20–30 times higher.

In 2004 the United Nations had created a mechanism to coordinate
energy-related activities across the UN system. UN-Energy’s primary
role was to facilitate information sharing and joint programs among
UN agencies.109 In 2007, the UNIDO director-general, Kandeh Yumkella,
was elected chair of UN-Energy with a UNDP representative elected
co-chair. Access to energy, renewable energy, and energy efficiency
became the three pillars of UN-Energy’s work.

On 20 December 2010, energy access received a further boost. AUN
General Assembly resolution announced 2012 as the International
Year of Sustainable Energy for All.110 With this mandate, the UN
secretary-general Ban Ki-moon made sustainable energy for all a key
priority for his second term. Specific targets were proposed, including
universal access to modern energy services, doubling the rate of
improvements in energy efficiency, and doubling the share of renewable
energy in the global energy mix by 2030.111 In April 2011, Kenya and
France announced the Paris-Nairobi Climate Initiative, which would
focus on energy access activities in Africa and countries most vulnerable
to climate change.112
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Finally, in 2012, the UN Conference on Sustainable Development in
Rio de Janeiro (Rio+20) delivered an outcome document, The Future
We Want, which reaffirmed the critical role of energy in development
and poverty reduction.113 The same document established an inter-
governmental process, open to civil society stakeholders, to develop a
set of SDGs. The SDGs now include 17 goals and ensuring “access to
affordable, reliable, sustainable modern energy services for all” now
features prominently. The goal and its underlying targets were adopted
at the UN General Assembly in September 2015. New challenges have
emerged in the meantime, such as the growing threat of trade disputes
over efforts to subsidize clean energy.114 So, even as energy access is
gaining traction within the SDGs and the human development
approach, it is not clear yet how other international processes will accept
these imperatives and change their rules accordingly.

Technology development, transfer, and financing

The role of technology as a key enabler of human development has
been consistently recognized, including in HDR 2001: Making New
Technologies Work for Human Development. In specific terms, HDRs
have called for the development and transfer of technologies to confront
environmental challenges.

Low-carbon technology is actually shorthand for a swathe of
approaches. There is, at a minimum, diffusion of existing technology,
with all sectors and countries ratcheting-up to best-practice efficiency
levels in order to lower emissions. Then there is accelerating the devel-
opment and deployment of low-carbon technologies that are at or
nearing commercial viability. A third track involves the creation of new
breakthrough technologies for achieving zero emissions in power
supply and transport, including options ranging from advanced solar
power to more embryonic technologies such as nuclear fission.115

A year after the Kyoto Protocol was signed (under the UNFCCC),
HDR 1998 called for a shift to renewables, a second green revolution,
and removing perverse subsidies. Since then much progress has been
made in bringing down the costs of renewable energy or in making
fossil fuel-based technologies more efficient. But technology transfer
and financing to facilitate such transfer has not always been
forthcoming.

Technology transfer has figured on the multilateral agenda for cli-
mate change for many years. The UNFCCC called on governments to
“take all practicable steps to promote, facilitate and finance, as appro-
priate, the transfer of, or access to, environmentally sound
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technologies” (Article 4.5). The Marrakech Accords adopted at the
Conference of the Parties (COP-7) in 2001 established a framework for
enacting this principle. An Expert Group on Technology Transfer was
created to undertake technology needs assessments and identify
mechanisms for technology transfer. The Bali “Road Map” called for
“enhanced action on technology development and transfer to support
action on mitigation.” But again and again, climate negotiations
offered promises which remained delinked from quantifiable and ver-
ifiable outcomes.116 A more recent effort, the Climate Technology
Centre and Network (CTCN), aims at best to provide technical assis-
tance, provide information about climate-friendly technologies, and
facilitate collaborations.117

Alongside the faltering technology track has been limited climate-
and energy-related financing to support developing countries. In less
than a decade after the Rio 1992 summit, HDR 1999 called the Global
Environment Facility a “poor cousin” of the ambitious plans set out to
generate $125 billion of international resources to help developing
countries adopt sustainable development practices. Instead, HDR 1999
called for a World Environment Agency, which would “oversee the
global environment” and report on issues, “broker deals,” and “serve
as a clearing bank.”118 The clearinghouse functions were particularly
important to ensure that developing countries could participate in
emission trading schemes but not lose out on long-term access to the
global carbon space. It was also necessary to use the new mechanism
to generate additional financial resources.

A decade later, in 2009, a similar number ($100 billion) was promised
at the Copenhagen Conference of the Parties (COP-15) of the
UNFCCC. A mere 10 percent of that sum has been pledged six years
hence, with even less disbursed. A new Green Climate Fund was meant
to respond to deep governance failures in climate finance, such as
greater involvement of developing countries in its governance, increas-
ing the efficiency of disbursement, and improving the credibility with
which monitoring occurred.119 However, without securing additional
commitments for finance or raising funds from private capital markets,
low-carbon and environmentally friendly technologies would be adopted
more slowly than necessary.

Instead, a human development approach to technology development
and transfer would consider the drivers of demand for alternative
energy technologies. Rather than a top-down imposition of what
appropriate technology might be, the approach has to be inversed.
There are opportunities to leverage three growing demands: (i) from
the poor for access to basic services (and their willingness to pay for the
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same); (ii) from the middle class for better quality of life and, thereby,
efficiency in resource use (adequate energy and water availability, air
and water pollution, health impacts, food price inflation); and (iii) from
the upper income strata (in developed and developing countries) for better
returns on investments in technologies and new business opportunities.
All the three drivers would expand the choices available to people in
rich and poor countries, thereby satisfying the core condition of human
development. Thus, the demand for access to basic services could help
to develop technology partnerships in renewable energy and decen-
tralized energy. Efficiency of resource use would drive partnerships in
energy efficiency (among developed and emerging economies), water
use efficiency (particularly among water-stressed and countries with
large agricultural sectors), and on air quality standards and monitoring
(via partnerships among cities). Finally, the drive for higher returns on
investments could promote R&D collaborations on energy storage,
cleaner refrigerants, electric and hybrid vehicles, and drought-resistant
seeds.120

Vulnerability and resilience

More recent HDRs have continued to give attention to environmental
challenges. But the emphasis has been less on mitigating the problems
and more on assessing the scale of impacts and how they might make
many communities more vulnerable. The recurring theme across HDRs
of highlighting the disproportionate impacts on the poor of environ-
mental challenges were again found in HDR 2011 on sustainability and
equity and in HDR 2014 on reducing vulnerabilities and building
resilience.

These were not entirely new ideas. Anand and Sen had argued, “It
would be a gross violation of the universalist principle if we were to be
obsessed about intergenerational equity without at the same time seizing
the problem of intragenerational equity.”121 But HDR 2011 made the
relationship between environmental risks and human development
more explicit. It found that: (a) household environmental deprivations
such as indoor air pollution, or lack of access to water and sanitation
were not only severe at low HDI levels but fell as HDI increased;
(b) environmental risks with community effects, such as urban air pollu-
tion, increased and then fell with rising development; and (c) environ-
mental risks with global effects, that is climate change, rose with
HDI.122 Rather than a direct relationship, it was the overlap of envir-
onmental stresses with other human development deprivations (gender-
based, education, political participation), which made the relationship
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complex. Mitigating these challenges meant adopting new strategies to
improve resilience to climate change, having robust public‑private
partnerships, equitable access to finance for climate-related activities
(not solely for mitigation), and improved monitoring, verification, and
reporting.123 Once again, these were not new ideas, but they were
being placed within a human development framework to ensure
both sustainability and equity.

HDR 2014 clearly had the post-2015 development agenda in mind.
It was not enough to reduce poverty or improve human development
indicators. It was also necessary to ensure that shocks (whether eco-
nomic, financial, or environmental) did not reverse such progress if
development goals had to be genuinely sustainable.124 On the other
hand, an enabling environment was needed to build resilience. Drawing
on the multidimensional measurements of human progress (introduced
in HDR 2010), the report emphasized equal opportunities, lifecycle
capabilities, and access to build resilience and empower human
agency.125 In this regard, the HDR was not setting the agenda as much
as applying the human development paradigm to the agenda, as out-
lined in The Future We Want. From an environmental standpoint, it
meant enforcing new templates for disaster prevention and recovery
(such as the Hyogo Framework for Action), while continuing to call
for strengthening global governance architectures for the provision of
global public goods.

Conclusion

In exploring intellectual innovations, policy recommendations, and
international negotiations surrounding trade, water, energy, and envir-
onment, this chapter finds three common threads running across these
themes.

The first is the emphasis on access to opportunity. In international
trade, a focus on expanding people’s opportunities and choices would
mean that the rules would have to be framed in a way that increased
access to medicines, or provided rewards for traditional knowledge, or
increased capacity for the poorest countries to engage more thoroughly
with the global trading system. In water and energy, without access to
modern infrastructure, finance, and capacity, many other human
development outcomes cannot be achieved.

The second common theme has been on vulnerability and impacts
on the poor. International trade is both an enabler of human develop-
ment goals and could undermine human development progress if the
rules are skewed or there are sudden shocks to the trade system. Water
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and sanitation deficits, or tensions over transboundary waters increase
vulnerabilities in lives and livelihoods. Energy access cannot be sacri-
ficed at the altar of responses to global climate change. But, at the
same time, environmental externalities gravely impact poor countries
and the poorest communities. Unless they are the focus of international
and national policy, human development progress will be slow on all
counts.

The final common thread is how the intellectual discourses around
sustainability and human development have evolved over the past 25
years. As human development has become more explicit about envir-
onmental sustainability issues, debates on sustainability have gone
beyond mere rhetoric to acknowledge the importance of access, the vul-
nerability of the poor, increasing resilience, and creating appropriate
conditions for developing technologies, and trading and transferring
them. In other words, through academic research, policy reports,
international negotiations, and declarations of the international com-
munity, there is now much more evidence of a growing convergence in
policy and practice of sustainable human development.
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5 Human development in international
policy-making, Part II
Democratic governance, human rights,
and peacebuilding

� Democratic governance and human rights
� Peacebuilding
� Conclusion

Similar to human development’s critical relationship with trade, water,
energy, and the environment, introduced in Chapter 4, democratic
governance, human rights, and peacebuilding are each fundamental to
both the evolution and continued policy relevance of human develop-
ment. Together, their diagnosis in connection with multiple global,
regional, national, and sub-national Human Development Reports
(HDRs) have steered the human development discourse from beyond
its traditional moorings and comfort zone in the disciplines of devel-
opment economics, sociology, and women’s studies. This chapter con-
siders human development’s contribution to: a paradigmatic
intellectual shift; an influential international policy agenda-setting role;
and innovative reforms to the changing nature of democracy, human
rights, and peacebuilding in global and national governance. In doing
so, it seeks to demonstrate how human development has benefited
from the analytical tools of political scientists, lawyers, and philoso-
phers, thereby enriching the concept of human development and its
policy relevance in global institutions.

Democratic governance and human rights

Despite successive waves of democratic development in recent decades—
beginning with southern Europe in the 1970s, Latin America in the
1980s, and Eastern Europe and large parts of Asia in the 1990s—the
period since 2000 has witnessed a retreat in influential policy circles
about the effectiveness of democratic governance to deliver and sustain
economic and social progress.1 Still, multilateral institutions, from the

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



United Nations to the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE) and the Organization of American States (OAS), con-
tinue to assume growing responsibilities and resources for the promotion
of democracy, particularly in fragile and conflict-affected states.

Meanwhile, the UN Human Rights Commission was transformed
into a new Human Rights Council in 2005, with a new set of tools and
procedures to safeguard human rights internationally. However, the
forces of globalization and inherent weakness in the present system of
global governance introduced in Chapter 1 raise doubts about the future
of democratic governance and human rights—two concepts central to
the rise of human development since 1990 as a chief international
policy concern.

Whereas human development involves the enlarging of people’s
choices to improve the human condition, democracy involves expand-
ing people’s choices about how and by whom they are governed. In
doing so, democracy brings participation, accountability, and other
principles to the process of human development. Similarly, human
rights intersect with and enrich human development by safeguarding
people’s political, civil, economic, social, and cultural rights. Without
democratic forms of governance and the promotion of human rights,
human development is more than impaired; it lacks an essential core.
And without a clear embrace and progress in advancing broad human
development policy priorities in both global and national governance,
democratic governance and human rights cannot be sustained.

Paradigm shift?

Democracy is associated with the idea of “the will of the people,”
which derives from the centuries long transition from “absolute sover-
eignty”—examined in Thomas Hobbes’ classic study Leviathan—to
“popular sovereignty,” where the people rule themselves. State author-
ity regulated by institutional checks and balances (constitutional
authority) and democratic norms, such as popular participation and
the peaceful contestation of power, were innovated in the Greek city-
state of Athens and later by political philosophers, such as John Locke
and Jean-Jacques Rousseau. “To understand Political Power right, and
derive it from its Original, we must consider what State all Men are
naturally in, and that is, a State of perfect Freedom to order their
Actions … without asking leave, or depending upon the Will of any
other Man,” writes John Locke.2 Christopher McMahon and other
modern-day political philosophers argue that democracy possesses
greater moral validity or legitimacy than any other way of exercising
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authority,3 and according to William Connolly, “The genius of
democracy is that it allows social conflicts to find open expression,
moderates the intensity of those conflicts, and provides procedures by
which to legitimize public resolution.”4 Consequently, democracy at least
maintains the potential to create favorable conditions for the concept
and policies linked to human development to take root and flourish.

Similarly, the modern definition and application of human rights is
both consistent with and reinforcing of current conceptions and efforts to
“operationalize” human development. In sum, human rights express
the bold idea that all people have claims to social arrangements that
protect them from the worst abuses and deprivations, as well as secure
human freedoms in seven fundamental areas:

� Freedom from discrimination—for equality.
� Freedom from want—for a decent standard of living.
� Freedom for the realization of one’s human potential.
� Freedom from fear—with no threats to personal security.
� Freedom from injustice.
� Freedom of participation, expression, and association.
� Freedom for decent work—without exploitation.5

From the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and International
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (both 1976), tre-
mendous strides were made in the twentieth century in the promotion
and protection of human rights worldwide. With these advances, human
development—which is also committed to securing basic freedoms—also
benefited through the enhancement of human capabilities of ever-
growing national populations, thereby further enlarging their choices at
the very heart of human development.

From a conceptual standpoint, the scholars and policy analysts pre-
occupied with democracy and human rights, on one hand, and human
development, on the other, hail from distinct traditions and divergent
strategies of analysis and action. But their parallel paths began to
converge in the 1990s in the aftermath of the Cold War. The political
scientists, lawyers, and philosophers advocating for the concepts of
democracy and human rights have placed the missing dimension of
politics squarely at the center of human development, with the growing
recognition that reducing poverty depends as much on whether poor
people have political power as on their opportunities for economic
progress. These scholars and analysts add value to the broader devel-
opment agenda by drawing attention to accountability and the
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fulfillment of human rights for all people. They further bring legal
tools and institutions—laws, the judiciary, and the process of litigation—
as effective and sometimes innovative means to secure basic freedoms and
human development.6 Moreover, they incorporate the principle of social
justice and lend moral legitimacy to human development objectives.

At the same time, human development enriches thinking on democracy
and human rights. First, it focuses attention on the often less under-
stood social and economic dimensions of democratic theory and prac-
tice, which if not effectively addressed can undermine democratic
political participation in a national polity.7 Similarly, as noted in the next
section, human development has established greater parity since the
early 1990s between economic, social, and cultural rights, on one hand,
and political and civil rights, on the other. Through the introduction of
new concepts, tools, and resources, it provides a systematic assessment
of economic and institutional constraints to the realization of all kinds
of rights.8 And in an era when people and governments demand sig-
nificant progress in real time, human development has helped to
temper expectations by bringing a much-needed long-term perspective
to the promise of both democracy and human rights.

Within global governance too, human development has intersected
with both democracy and human rights in innovative ways to push the
boundaries of both sets of concepts. With its emphasis on people as
agents for progressive change, the HDRs have reinforced the case for
“increasing pluralism,” by steadily expanding the space and influence of
nonstate actors in global decision-making, including through the devel-
opment of new mechanisms to moderate the behavior of private cor-
porations.9 This is no small feat given the continued sacrosanct view
with which many countries continue to hold on to the notion of absolute
sovereignty as the bedrock of the international system.

Simultaneously, the HDRs have sought to give countries from the
Global South a larger role in global decision-making by increasing
participation and accountability in multilateral institutions, as well as
by leveraging the established body of human rights laws, norms, and
instruments in a manner that steers greater political attention and
resources to the human development priorities of developing countries.
For instance, the special rapporteurs and independent experts estab-
lished by the United Nations to focus on development concerns,
including neglected economic, social, and cultural rights, have brought
greater attention to major challenges where a great majority of the
world’s population resides. In short, the end of the Cold War created
the conditions for both a conceptual and, as shown below, policy
convergence between the previously separate development and
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democracy-human-rights communities. This intersection has con-
tributed to conceptual innovations in the human development school
of thought and, in many ways, a paradigmatic shift in how one thinks
about development, democracy, and human rights.

Agenda-setting?

Beginning in the 1990s, the coming together of thinkers and activists
on development, democracy, and human rights through the vehicle of
global, regional, national, and sub-national HDRs contributed to
advances in international policy-making reforms and institution-building
in three ways. First, by encouraging the recent waves of democratization,
while stressing that democracies can only survive—let alone thrive—
when governments and societies invest in people. Second, by lending
support to civil-society-championed global governance innovations,
from the International Criminal Court to the Jubilee 2000 Debt Relief
and Ban Landmine campaigns. Third, by strengthening the tools and
increasing resources for promoting democracy and human rights as
integral elements of human development.

Investing in people as central to fostering and sustaining
democratic development

Stressing the centrality of human agency, the inaugural global Human
Development Report 1990 underscored the importance for governments
and donors alike to invest in the skills and aspirations of people to
both further and safeguard recent achievements globally in the expansion
of human freedoms. Alongside advocating for the need for citizens to
“have constant access to decision-making and power,” HDR 1993, for
instance, offered a checklist for effective participation that included:
equitable access to health and other aspects of physical well-being; equi-
table access to knowledge, skills, technology, and information; and
equal human rights.10 In subsequent global HDRs—dedicated to the
themes of empowering women (1995), eradicating poverty (1996), human
rights (2000), and deepening democracy (2002)—the case for targeted
investments in people, especially the most vulnerable in society, was
carefully laid out. Strengthening human agency, these studies argued,
was not only beneficial to the individuals involved but fundamental to
building strong and free societies.

At the same time, individual agency was, in part, contingent on recog-
nition and accommodation of their identities, whether based on gender,
religion, language, ethnicity or color, and so forth. Human development
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rejects cultural determinism, because to do so would be to deny indi-
viduals the power to shape their own destinies based on their own
expanding choices and capabilities. Yet, if cultural attributes became a
reason for exclusion of individuals or whole groups of people (exclu-
sions based on lifestyles or on broader political, social, and economic
participation), then progress in human development could be curtailed
or even reversed. Thus, HDR 2004 pushed the boundaries of democ-
racy, human rights, and human development by arguing in favor of
protecting and strengthening cultural liberties. The report was not a
celebration of the diversity in human cultures, but the liberties that
must be entailed within multi-ethnic, multireligious, and multilingual
societies for individuals to draw on their multiple identities. Put simply,
“cultural liberty is central to the capability of people to live as they
would like.”11

Balancing individual rights, choices, and freedoms with recognition
of community attributes was not going to be an easy task for democ-
racies. Measures relating to ensuring wider political participation (how
would minorities be treated within the constitution of a newly inde-
pendent state, for instance), ensuring religious freedom, permitting
legal pluralism, language policies, and policies targeting structural
inequities all were discussed in the report. A human development per-
spective on cultural liberties ensured that individual rights would still
need to be protected by state policy, rather than defend traditional
practices, which violated human rights. The same logic was extended
to knotty issues of how to engage with extremist ideologies and violent
movements, the role of indigenous knowledge (see Chapter 4), other
cultural products, and finally, migration and integration into host
societies.

Although it was nearly impossible to introduce language on demo-
cratization in UN resolutions and documents during the Cold War, the
waning years and period that followed were ripe for multiple con-
current international dialogues both parallel to and within the UN. In
1988, the first in a series of International Conferences on New and
Restored Democracies closely affiliated with the UN was convened,
and in 2000, the United States encouraged the formation of a “Com-
munity of Democracies” to strengthen democracy worldwide by pro-
viding support to emerging democracies and civil society. In the same
year, a breakthrough was achieved at the UN, when the Millennium
Declaration, signed by 147 heads of state and government, proclaimed
that “We will spare no effort to promote democracy and strengthen
the rule of law, as well as respect for all internationally recognized
human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the right to
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development.”12 And in 2007, the UN General Assembly declared 15
September as the International Day of Democracy, while simulta-
neously stressing that “democracy, development and respect for all
human rights and fundamental freedoms are interdependent and
mutually reinforcing.”13 Throughout the 1990s and 2000s, the HDRs
provided a high-profile, steady drumbeat in support of these democra-
tization support efforts, while ensuring that these forums and docu-
ments also afforded attention to the need for democratic governments to
demonstrate socio-economic development outcomes through strategic
investments in their most important national asset: their citizens.

The HDRs have consistently reinforced the argument that for
democracies to survive, let alone thrive, their governments must
demonstrate performance and respond to the growing demands and
aspirations of their citizens. Failure to do so places experiments in
democracy at risk, as shown over the past decade by the rise of right-
wing populism in large parts of Europe and the renewal of left-wing
populism across Latin America. The Economist attributes growing
disenchantment with democracy and a measured decline in global
freedoms by Freedom House and other sources to the financial crisis of
2007–08 and the rise of China, where “the Chinese Communist Party
has broken the democratic world’s monopoly on economic progress.”14

In many ways, building the institutions needed to sustain democracy
is more difficult than drafting a new constitution and convening elec-
tions. Ample evidence also suggests that nurturing democratic practice
requires a strong or at least aspiring middle class. By equipping
policy-makers with the analytical tools and role model stories on suc-
cessful democratic governance that simultaneously privilege social-
economic development, human development continues to make a
significant contribution to the institutions and practice of democratic
development.

Reinforcing global governance reforms endorsed by global civil society

Another policy area where the HDRs have placed a spotlight on the
democratization of global governance is in showcasing the influential
role of civil society organizations acting in concert globally. From the
earliest HDRs, the substantial contributions of civil society, including
international nongovernmental organizations, to addressing a range of
national and local human development challenges were documented
and examined through a critical lens. But the HDR 2002 represented a
breakthrough in underscoring the vital role of civil society campaigns
and associated “multi-stakeholder processes,” involving governments,
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international organizations, and business groups, in injecting greater
pluralism into international decision-making, thereby strengthening
global democracy.

Three issues stand out. First is the Human Development Report
2002’s analysis of the impact of the Jubilee 2000 campaign in winning
debt relief concessions, including an expanded heavily indebted poor
countries initiative and bilateral commitments by donor countries to
write off debt from developing countries. Second is the campaign for
an International Criminal Court (ICC), which was established follow-
ing the sixtieth ratification in April 2002 of the court’s founding treaty,
the Rome Statute. Third is the International Campaign to Ban Landmines,
which in concert with a coalition of like-minded countries brought
about the signing in 1997 of the Ottawa Treaty—the Anti-Personnel
Mine Ban Convention, or Mine Ban Treaty. The latter was later ratified
and became binding international law in 1999. Coming off the pro-
found impact of anti-globalization protesters at the 1999 World Trade
Organization Ministerial Conference in Seattle, the HDRs joined a
growing chorus of voices in demonstrating the tangible contributions of
civil society actors to international policy development.

Among the implementation challenges faced subsequently by these
global governance innovations is the criticism that the International
Criminal Court has only addressed cases from Africa and that 35
countries still refuse to sign the Mine Ban Treaty, including the United
States, Russia, China, Israel, and Iran. Meanwhile, another major
civil-society-championed global norm, the Responsibility to Protect—
enshrined in the 2005 UN Summit Outcome document—has been
rebuffed in connection with the on-going conflict in Syria, despite its
application in justifying airstrikes in 2011 in Libya by the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Nevertheless, the HDRs have
taken a stand in support of a multitude of influential global govern-
ance reforms endorsed by civil society over the past two and a half
decades, including in the promotion of democratic principles in the
United Nations, World Bank, International Monetary Fund, and
World Trade Organization.

Building on the 1995 Commission on Global Governance, the 1995
Independent Working Group on the Future of the United Nations, and
earlier global commissions and independent studies on the future of
the international system, successive HDRs in the 1990s and 2000s
advocated for the following reforms:

� Increasing civil society organization participation in the discus-
sions of the General Assembly, Economic and Social Council, and
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Security Council, as well as supporting calls for direct citizen
participation in the work of the UN system;

� Expanding the global economic decision-making clout of devel-
oping countries by transforming ECOSOC into a powerful 22-
member Economic Security Council, including 11 permanent
members from the main industrial and more populous developing
countries.

� Making the World Bank and IMF more accountable for their
actions to board members but also to the people affected by their
actions.

� Improving World Trade Organization consultations, discussions,
negotiations, and decision-making so as to make the WTO more
transparent, participatory, and democratic.

� Expanding the composition of the UN Security Council and
modifying the use of the veto by its Permanent Five (P-5) members
(China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United
States).

Besides providing creative reform proposals for civil society groups
and like-minded governments seeking to strengthen global governance,
several policy prescriptions have garnered some traction. For example,
civil society organizations have steadily expanded their political reach
and formal channels of participation in major UN organs, and the
Group of 20—meeting at the heads of state level since the 2008–2009
global financial crisis—has key global economic governance features
associated with the Economic Security Council proposal. At the same
time, proposed changes to the composition of the Security Council and
use of veto by the P-5 continue to meet resistance.

Strengthening the instruments and resources for democracy and human
rights promotion

A third and final area where the reports have shaped international
policy-making reforms and institution-building involves the careful
application of the tools and resources required for the effective pro-
motion of democracy and human rights. Much more than a technical
exercise, the HDRs highlight the political skills and contested approa-
ches associated with the burgeoning fields of democratic governance
and human rights assistance. The Afghanistan Human Development
Report 2007, for example, challenges the rapid introduction of Western
models of justice in Afghanistan, while recommending a “Hybrid
Model of Formal and Informal Justice” for a transitional period which
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could expand access to justice through a partial acceptance of tradi-
tional local jirgas for dispute settlement.15 Following an endorsement
of this approach by the Afghan Ministry of Justice in 2008, the United
States Agency for International Development (USAID) funded a pilot
program in several districts across Afghanistan. Similar questions had
been discussed in HDR 2004, such as power sharing arrangements in
post-conflict societies, federalism, self-rule for First Nation commu-
nities, or plural legal systems and customary law. Beyond investing in
modern institutions of democratic governance, the Kosovo Human
Development Report 2004 stressed the importance of family and
community-level networks, as well as the rise of nongovernmental
organizations, in helping to promote human security, deepen democracy,
and protect the rights of all Kosovans.16

Beyond specific recommendations considered by national and inter-
national policy-makers, the HDRs introduced new analytical and
measurement tools to assess progress in the areas of democratic devel-
opment and human rights promotion. A Human Freedom Index was
introduced in HDR 1991, followed by the introduction of a, similar,
Political Freedom Index for HDR 1992.17 However, these composite
indicators were widely criticized by UN member states which ranked
poorly, and they were subsequently discontinued.18 It was not until the
global reports on human rights (2000) and democracy (2002) that data
on political and civic freedoms were widely collected and introduced as
indicators for assessing progress and ensuring accountability. Alongside
the pioneering Human Development Index, Human Poverty Indices,
and Gender-Related Development Index (see Chapter 3 of this volume)
innovated in the 1990s, HDR 2000 and HDR 2002 demonstrated that
democratic development and human rights could be measured in
acceptable ways internationally. This has enriched the concept and
practice of human development in all societies, whether rich or poor or
from the West or East.

At the same time, as highlighted in the 1994, 2002, and 2005 HDRs,
and further elaborated in the section below on peacebuilding and human
development, the path for countries transitioning from authoritarian
regimes and violent conflict to more democratic and peaceful forms of
governance is rarely linear and can be fraught with challenges. In a
major 1995 study, for example, Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder
found that while mature, stable democracies are safe, states “ … usually
go through a rocky transition [to democracy] … Statistical evidence
covering the past two centuries shows that in this transitional phase of
democratization, countries become more aggressive and war-prone, not
less, and they do fight wars with democratic states.”19 This is, in part,
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why professionalizing a country’s security forces and placing them
quickly under the oversight of elected, civilian leaders is critical to a
nascent democracy’s development.

Similarly, the leaders of many state and nonstate actors worldwide
continue with impunity—as manifested in daily news reports—to
express a blatant disregard for accepted international human rights
norms. This despite refined tools such as human rights indicators and
monitoring, as well as new institutions from the ICC to the UN
Human Rights Council, for holding human rights violators to account.
In short, a solid understanding of a national context and a good sense
of timing also are essential for maximizing the impact of both tools
and resources allocated to democracy and human rights promotion.

New horizon issues

With the above conceptual innovations and policy reform ideas serving as
a starting point, two “new horizon” issues are identified below. Detailed
further in Chapter 6, they seek to strengthen the intersection between
democracy, human rights, and human development in global
governance.

The first is enhancing global governance tools for democratic gov-
ernance promotion at the national and sub-national levels. Encouraging
and sustaining democratic transitions are a fundamental challenge
worldwide, and the UN has only just begun to invest in the platforms
and instruments for strengthening and sustaining national and sub-
national democratic governance. The UN requires innovative tools to
build and sustain global networks for democratic change. This includes
revitalizing the International Conferences on New and Restored Democ-
racies (which the UN began to support directly in 1994); and increas-
ing the resources, technical assistance, and studies provided through
the UN Democracy Fund, UN Department of Political Affairs, UN
Development Programme, and UN University.

Although the effort may be global in nature, the UN’s focus should
be on deepening democratic institutions and practices within nation-
states, especially in connection with sub-national geographic units and
minority groups that may feel excluded from a country’s political,
economic, and social progress. This is also the essence of a human
development approach to engendering more inclusive and accountable
democratic systems of governance.

Second, is the need to place economic, social, and cultural rights on
a par with political and civil rights internationally. Despite coming into
force simultaneously with the International Covenant on Civil and
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Political Rights in 1976, the International Covenant on Economic,
Social, and Cultural Rights has not received the same high-level poli-
tical attention since its inception. Although innovations have helped to
place economic, social, and cultural rights on the international agenda,
these efforts remain inadequate. These include initiatives such as the
UN “independent experts” on human rights and extreme poverty
(1998) and on the effects of economic reform policies and foreign debt
on the full enjoyment of human rights (2000); as well as a “special
rapporteur on economic, social, and cultural rights,” and special rap-
porteurs on specific issues such as the human right to education (1998),
adequate housing (2000), food (2000), and safe drinking water and
sanitation (2008). A human development approach places economic,
social, and cultural rights on an even par with political and civil rights
in global governance, which would imply, for instance, that the UN
High Commissioner for Human Rights and the UN Human Rights
Council offer similar resources and high-level political attention to
these central aspects of the global rights agenda.

Peacebuilding

With an estimated 1.5 billion people living in fragile and conflict-
affected countries and the fact that no recent conflict-affected state has
achieved a single Millennium Development Goal,20 peacebuilding
matters to human development. Most of the citizens in these countries
lack basic human development opportunities, in part because of
uncertainties around the state’s ability to ensure the safety and protection
of its people. When individuals are consumed with fundamental issues
of survival and personal security, planning for and investing in the
future takes a back seat. In short, peacebuilding provides local actors—
both state and nonstate—with the tools for managing and addressing
the sources of violent conflict, thereby creating the conditions for human
development to flourish.

At the same time, human development has enriched thinking and
action on peacebuilding in two major ways. First, by demonstrating
how building durable peace requires people’s empowerment and the
development of inclusive institutions capable of safeguarding their
rights, as detailed earlier in this chapter. Second, through the corollary
concept of human security, the HDRs series analyzes the risks and
threats to human development when the security of people is not
balanced in relation to the security of states. Besides contributing to a
paradigmatic shift in how one understands the causes of violent con-
flict, human development and human security have expanded the
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peacebuilding toolbox for mitigating and neutralizing the drivers of
deadly political and criminal violence, including through an emphasis on
preventive development and holding state security institutions accoun-
table to elected civilian leaders. Despite some notable successes since the
end of the Cold War, pursuing this agenda has faced and continues to
face innumerable challenges and constraints.

Paradigm shift?

The Norwegian scholar Johan Galtung first coined the term peace-
building in 1975, defining peacebuilding as a means of “preventing
incipient violent conflicts by addressing root causes of poverty, political
repression and uneven distribution of resources.”21 In his 1992 An
Agenda for Peace, then-UN secretary-general Boutros Boutros-Ghali
both narrowed and deepened the concept when he wrote that “post-
conflict peacebuilding” refers to “action to identify and support struc-
tures which will tend to strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid
a relapse into conflict.”22 Alongside the related concepts of preventive
diplomacy, peacemaking, and peacekeeping, post-conflict peace-
building helped to reinvigorate support for international, and particu-
larly UN, responses to protracted armed conflict both between and
within states. From 1992 to 1996, UN peace operation and conflict
management budgets and staffing would witness the first of two growth
spurts in the 1990s and later in the 2000s, leading to engagements
heretofore unprecedented in size, scope, and level of political
intrusiveness.

As noted above and earlier in Chapter 2, human security, introduced
in HDR 1993 and subsequently elaborated in the HDR 1994, also
shaped how international policy-makers view the origins of and an
appropriate response to deadly armed violence. Defining human
security as “people exercising their human development choices safely
and freely” and “ensuring freedom from fear and freedom from
want,”23 the HDRs immediately contributed to a broader under-
standing of the sources of violent conflict and the need to inject tar-
geted resources for human development into any kind of strategic
framework or individual (sectoral) measures aiming to cope with vio-
lent conflict and reduce the likelihood of its recurrence. In particular,
human development and human security placed people at the center of
future conceptions of peacebuilding, serving as both the ends and chief
means towards achieving sustainable peace. Consequently, they mark-
edly changed the international mindset on the requirements for effec-
tive peacebuilding, freed in part by the lapse in the superpower (and
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modern military and state-centric) standoff that virtually paralyzed
global institutions such as the UN during the more than four decades
long Cold War.

Beginning in the 1990s and steadily growing in significance during
the first decade of the twenty-first century, development and, more
specifically, human security-related concepts and activities made their
way into UN and wider international policy statements, and informed
actions on conflict mitigation and response. For example, in 1999 the
government of Japan and the United Nations Secretariat launched the
United Nations Trust Fund for Human Security, which finances activ-
ities carried out by UN agencies and designated non-UN organizations
that seek to translate the human security approach into practical, field-
level actions. At the 2005 UN Summit, in the outcome document’s
“Human Security” section, the heads of state and government stressed
“the right of all people to live in freedom and dignity, free from pov-
erty and despair,” and recognized that “all individuals, in particular
vulnerable people, are entitled to freedom from fear and freedom from
want, with an equal opportunity to enjoy all their rights and fully
develop their human potential.”24

Also in the outcome document, world leaders endorsed for the first
time the norm of the “Responsibility to Protect” (R2P) populations
from genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleans-
ing.25 While the UN-sanctioned NATO air and sea mission in Libya
(2011), and French and UN peacekeeping intervention in the Central
African Republic (2013–14), represent applications of R2P, the failure of the
UN Security Council (resulting, in part, from vetoes by Russia and China
on successive resolutions) to prevent more than 200,000 civilian and
combatant deaths in Syria (2011–present) demonstrates the challenge to
consistent, universal acceptance of this new international norm.

In sum, human development and human security informed the evo-
lution of the similarly complex and integrative concept of peace-
building, paving the way for several innovative policy responses (see
below). At the same time, the experience and knowledge generated
through the policy and practice of peacebuilding over the past two
decades has further enhanced the meaning of human development and
how its various applications are understood in global governance.

Agenda-setting?

As seen through the lens of human development and manifested in the
writings of the global HDRs and related human development publica-
tions, peacebuilding has contributed to international agenda-setting in
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at least three concrete areas. It has shifted the focus of international
policy-makers from a predominant focus on the security of states to a
balanced emphasis on both the security of states and their citizens. It
has introduced both conflict analysis and sensitivity into the interna-
tional development discourse. And finally it has informed the need and
design of the new “Global Peacebuilding Architecture,” including the
UN Peacebuilding Commission (PBC), Peacebuilding Support Office,
and Peacebuilding Fund.

From security of states to security of both states and people

In 2007, the UN Secretary-General’s Policy Committee agreed on the
following conceptual basis for peacebuilding to inform UN practice:

Peacebuilding involves a range of measures targeted to reduce the
risk of lapsing or relapsing into conflict by strengthening national
capacities at all levels for conflict management, and to lay the
foundations for sustainable peace and development. Peacebuilding
strategies must be coherent and tailored to specific needs of the
country concerned, based on national ownership, and should
comprise a carefully prioritized, sequenced, and therefore relatively
narrow set of activities aimed at achieving the above objectives.

This broad conception of peacebuilding—subsequently enshrined in
2009 in the Report of the Secretary-General on Peacebuilding in the
Immediate Aftermath of Conflict and now considered UN orthodoxy—
stems directly from the earliest thinking on human security from HDR
1994 with its emphasis on people as the chief agents for achieving
sustainable peace and development. In this sense, subsequent international
policy discussions on the conflict-security-development nexus, including
calls for a Global Peace Dividend Fund, in the lead up to the 1995 World
Summit for Social Development set the stage for peacebuilding-related
policy debates in the 2000s at the international level.

As noted above, by 1999, the UN had established a new Trust Fund
for Human Security to translate the human security approach into
practical, field-level actions, and many lessons from this trust fund
were subsequently channeled to a new Peacebuilding Fund set up in
2005 as an integral part of the new Global Peacebuilding Architecture
(see below). Informing today’s approach to peacebuilding, the UN
Trust Fund for Human Security has contributed for over a decade to
“rebuilding war-torn communities; protecting people exposed to extreme
poverty, sudden economic down-turns, and natural disasters; and
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addressing urban violence, trafficking-in-persons, arms, and illicit sub-
stances; among others.”26 In addition, human security and peace-
building would prove instrumental in stressing the importance of
development—and the central role of people as drivers of their own
development—to conflict prevention and management in several influ-
ential UN reports in the early 2000s, including the 2000 Report on
United Nations Peace Operations (Brahimi Report); the 2001 Report of
the Secretary-General on the Prevention of Armed Conflict; the 2004
Assessment of the Ad Hoc Advisory Group of the Economic and Social
Council on African Countries Emerging from Conflict; and the 2004
Report of the Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges,
and Change. At the same time, it should be acknowledged that although
foreign aid levels among traditional OECD donors, including the
United States, and new emerging donors, including China and South
Korea, grew significantly over the past decade, their military expenditure
levels rose also, manifesting a continued reliance on twentieth-century
(traditional) means for promoting state security.

Conflict analysis and sensitivity

Beginning with the introduction of the concept of human security in
the early 1990s, the HDRs sensitized policy-makers to the need to
bring conflict analysis into decision-making about development poli-
cies and programs. At the very least, development decisions would
aspire to employ a “do no harm” principle in conflict-affected coun-
tries, but ideally, development activities would serve to build national
capacities for improved conflict management. This point is manifested
in a reference to the concept of peacebuilding in HDR 2002:

Securing a just, sustainable peace in conflict-prone situations
means building strong, transparent states with professional, civilian-
led military and police. It means developing a democratic frame-
work that tolerates diversity. It means building an open civil
society that promotes democratic governance and personal secur-
ity. And it means instilling in all state institutions—but especially
the security forces—a culture of democracy rooted in respect for
the rule of law and individual rights and dignity. This is the
essence of democratic peacebuilding.

The treatment of security sector reform and, in particular, democratic
civilian oversight of a country’s armed forces would soon become a
mainstream activity in the international development community,
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including through guidelines such as those on Security System Reform
and Governance in 2005 by the OECD Development Assistance
Committee.

In a chapter on “violent conflict—bringing the real threat into focus,”
HDR 2005 both captured and advocated for new approaches to aid for
“conflict-sensitive development.” In concrete terms, it called for govern-
ments, donors, financial institutions, and the UN to undertake compre-
hensive risk assessments to evaluate how specific policies affect conflict.
These should “focus on the risks related to recent or on-going conflicts
and on potential risks associated with inequality in the distribution of
benefits from development.”27 This growing emphasis would inform
the development of the United Nations’ Post-Conflict Needs Assess-
ment, tools innovated by the OECD-DAC’s International Network on
Conflict and Fragility, and approaches adopted by the new UN
Peacebuilding Commission (see below).

HDR 2005 also shaped international agenda-setting through its advo-
cacy for a “new deal on aid” for conflict-affected countries. Recognizing
that starving conflict-prone or post-conflict states of aid is unjustified
and bad for both human and global security, the report recommended
for donors engaging in war-torn societies: an increased aid effort,
greater predictability of aid through long-term financing commitments,
and more transparency about the conditions for aid allocations.28

These policy recommendations were later picked up by the Interna-
tional Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding, established by the
OECD-DAC and select conflict-affected countries. This culminated in
2011 in the “New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States.”

Complementing the Millennium Development Goals (2000–15), the
New Deal introduced five peacebuilding and statebuilding goals, as well
as guidelines for donor interventions that privileged greater transparency
and predictability of aid and the need for “fragility assessments.”29

Several of the conflict-development nexus related themes addressed in
HDR 2005were also elaborated on in theWorld Bank’s highly influential
World Development Report 2011: Conflict, Security, and Development.

New global peacebuilding architecture

A third and final area in which the human development school’s
approach to peacebuilding has shaped the international policy agenda
is in connection with the new “Global Peacebuilding Architecture.”
Once again, HDR 2005 lent support to efforts within the UN that
same year to establish an intergovernmental Peacebuilding Commis-
sion (PBC) that would support countries transitioning from war to a
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durable peace.30 In short, it recognized the potential of this new body
to address a glaring gap in how the UN applied peacebuilding in the
1990s: the lack of institutional capacity for designing policy or provid-
ing operational oversight in a way that ensures system-wide coherence
by bringing political processes in line with development assistance.31

Reporting to both the UN Security Council and the General Assembly,
the PBC was viewed as an important advance for international peace-
building by facilitating improved coordination and monitoring of the
activities and fund disbursement in a conflict situation from myriad
international agency, governmental, civil society, and private sector
actors.

Unfortunately, in comprehensive reviews of the Peacebuilding Com-
mission—and the associated Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) and
Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)—since their creation in late 2005, the
Global Peacebuilding Architecture has yet to live up to the full expec-
tations of its founders in terms of achieving a self-sustaining peace in
conflict-prone and post-conflict countries.32 Periodic violent outbursts
have occurred in Burundi and Guinea-Bissau, two of the six countries
on the PBC agenda, and in a third country, the Central African
Republic, violence increased to such a level in late 2013 that the UN
requested some 1,600 additional French peacekeepers to assist some
5,000 African Union peacekeepers already in the country. A lack of
formal political authority, tools for tracking progress, and the ability to
sustain donor financing have limited the Peacebuilding Commission’s
ability to prevent war recurrence, topics addressed in Chapter 6.

At the same time, through the PBC’s country-specific configurations,
lessons learned working group, and other innovations in the PBSO and
PBF, the commission has facilitated the engagement of new actors and
tools in international peacebuilding advocated by HDRs since the early
1990s. For instance, reflecting the emphasis placed on nongovern-
mental organizations as progressive actors for peace, justice, and
development in HDR 1993, civil society leaders are invited regularly to
speak and participate in PBC meetings, the advisory body of the PBC,
and the online “community of practice” of the PBSO. HDR 2005 spe-
cifically called for the Global Peacebuilding Architecture to explore
new approaches to create “the conditions under which private sector
recovery can help to reduce dependence on aid,” including public‑private
partnerships and the use of public finance or public credit guarantees
to reduce risk and create incentives for private investment.33 Again, the
PBC and PBSO regularly engage and study how the strengths of the
business community can be better employed in peacebuilding, includ-
ing by leveraging PBF resources to attract long-term financial and
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technical resources from the private sector in countries recovering from
deadly conflict.

New horizon issues

Building on the conceptual and policy advances outlined above stem-
ming from the human development‑human security‑peacebuilding
nexus since the end of the Cold War, several pioneering or “new hor-
izon” issues can be identified. Elaborated on in Chapter 6, three ideas
in particular stand out as having the potential to strengthen the effi-
cacy of global institutions in responding to transnational threats to
peace and security.

The first is peacebuilding as an organizing framework. The winding
down of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq by the United States, and its
mostly Western allies, positions peacebuilding to fill the intellectual
void following the disuse of the “global war on terror” organizing
principles of counterinsurgency (or COIN) and stabilization opera-
tions. Placing a premium on human agency and the need to balance
people’s security with state security, human development and human
security can ensure peacebuilding’s long-term utility as an instrument
and framework for advancing collective security at global, regional,
and national levels.

The second is strengthening the Global Peacebuilding and Conflict
Management Architecture. This would involve drawing on lessons
from global, regional, national, and sub-national HDRs to revisit the
mandates, functions, and resources associated with the UN Peace-
building Commission, Peacebuilding Support Office, and Peacebuilding
Fund. Contributing to the 10-year intergovernmental review of the
Global Peacebuilding Architecture in 2015, key reform ideas include
improving the use of peacebuilding benchmarks and indicators, as well
as innovations in mobilizing and sustaining resources from nontraditional
donors.

In addition to applying concepts and lessons on human development
from fragile and conflict-affected countries, the UN is poised to
strengthen the civilian dimensions of a new generation of integrated
peace operations better equipped and oriented towards building local,
indigenous capacities for conflict management and recovery. Moreover,
drawing on its unique contributions to conflict analysis and thinking
on human security, the human development school of thought is
equipped to help tailor the UN Post-2015 Development Agenda to the
special conflict-sensitive needs of the more than 1.5 billion people
living in fragile and conflict-affected states.
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The third is reforming the UN Security Council to reflect contribu-
tions to Human Security. The council was last reformed in 1965, when
amendments to UN Charter Article 23 (enlarging its membership from
11 to 15) and Article 27 (on the votes required for procedural and other
matters) came into force. To better reflect the contributions of UN
member states to advancing human security, participation in Security
Council decision-making should be based increasingly on, for example,
the level of financial, technical, and political contributions to the civi-
lian and military components of UN peacebuilding and peacekeeping
in fragile and conflict-affected countries.

As noted above, each of these “new horizon” issues draws on the
interplay between human development, human security, and peace-
building. Specific characteristics for each, including proposed steps
towards their realization, are further elaborated in Chapter 6.

Conclusion

As a result, in large part, of the 40-year Cold War standoff between
East and West, distinct political aspects of development—from the
choice of national political system to the promotion of political and civil
rights—led international bodies, from the UN to the international finan-
cial institutions and regional organizations, to steer clear of these “sensi-
tive and often highly charged” issues in the international sphere and,
instead, largely dedicate resources and attention to the socio-economic
dimensions of development.

Reflecting the changing international policy discourse of the 1990s,
the HDRs embraced and advanced the previously missing political
dimension of development in the research and policy dialogue of
global governance actors. Besides favorable conditions, this was inevi-
table, given that human development remains at its core the expansion
of people’s choices, whether economic, social, or political in nature.

Combining analytical tools from political scientists, lawyers, and
philosophers, in addition to the disciplines of development economics,
sociology, and women’s studies, thinking on democracy, human rights,
and peacebuilding has enriched significantly the concept of human
development. Likewise, by giving greater parity to notions of social
and economic democracy, the social and economic rights of the indi-
vidual, and the socio-economic dimensions of peacebuilding, human
development has greatly enhanced our understanding and contributed
to better applications of these fundamental pillars of both global and
national societies today. However, given the four transitions under way
in global governance—presented in Chapter 6—key policy and
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institutional reforms at the global level are necessary to respond to
severe risks, prevent backsliding, and ensure the continued relevance of
human development in global policy debates.
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6 Human development in
global governance
New frontiers

� The global governance of ends and means
� Four transitions in global governance
� Trade
� Energy and resources
� Sustainable Development Goals and the Post-2015

Development Agenda
� Democratic governance and human rights

reform recommendations
� Peacebuilding reform recommendations
� Conclusion

While achieving significant international recognition since its intro-
duction in 1990, particularly as a perceived counterweight to the
Washington Consensus and structural adjustment policies of the World
Bank and International Monetary Fund, human development requires
renewal and innovation today if it is to continue to shape deliberations
and the policies of global institutions. This concluding chapter pro-
poses a rethink of the ends and means of global governance, identifies
four new transitions under way in global governance, and considers
several “new frontier” issues for which human development analytical
tools and policy guidance can continue to make a contribution in the
work of global institutions.

The global governance of ends and means

If human development priorities have to be promoted in global insti-
tutions, which forums should be chosen? The history of the post-
Second World War global order is largely punctuated by the creation
of single issue international institutions. So the UN Security Council
continues to be the apex body for discussions on international peace

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



and security, even though its legitimacy has been questioned on
numerous occasions, whether for the democratic deficit in its member-
ship or its limited ability to constrain great powers from pursuing uni-
lateral actions. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and its
associated covenants had, for more than half a century, the UN High
Commissioner for Human Rights to serve as the prime proponent and
defender, despite concerns about the balance of treatment of different
covenants or the enforcement of basic principles beyond the power of
moral suasion. In trade the GATT morphed into the WTO as a forum
for rule-making (although developing countries continued to use
UNCTAD as a platform to articulate their grievances with the inter-
national trading system). The United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change has remained the main arena for climate negotiations
for more than two decades.

In each of the areas discussed in this book the trend is increasingly
towards finding multiple points of rule-making, implementation, and
enforcement, not to mention legitimacy and participation of various
constituencies of interests. The UN Peacebuilding Commission now
sits alongside the Security Council while security interventions and
peacekeeping missions have also been led by NATO or the African
Union. The UN Human Rights Council now adjudicates on the
human rights record of member states, while the International Crim-
inal Court has taken the lead for prosecuting crimes against humanity.
The WTO’s legitimacy was increasingly called into question during the
Doha Development Round as the longest running trade negotiation
failed to deliver many concrete results (only the December 2013
agreement on trade facilitation has given the WTO some more
breathing space to develop broader consensus on other trade issues).
Alongside this, major trade negotiations are under way under the
Trans-Pacific Partnership and the Transatlantic Trade and Investment
Partnership or existing regional forums such as the Asia-Pacific Eco-
nomic Cooperation (APEC). Hundreds of bilateral investment treaties
have been signed to overcome barriers to investment. The glacial pro-
gress in climate negotiations has led to calls for finding new venues to
pursue climate action or a division of labor for different institutions
involved in climate finance, technology development, mitigation action,
and interventions for climate adaptation.

Moreover, in certain issue areas, there is still a dearth of institutio-
nalized governance, with organizations and forums either lacking in
the scope of their membership or aspects needing attention. The pres-
sures of energy, water, and food can no longer be handled through
individual institutions. Yet, for example, there is no global energy
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regime. Water concerns often manifest through regional politics. Food
and agriculture have both humanitarian and industrial scale implica-
tions within the same country. To address such under-governed areas,
an integrated approach is essential (from village and city levels to the
national, regional, and international). New arrangements are needed to
tackle the convergence of energy, water, climate, and trade and their
further relationship to the broader concept of human development.

The G20 is one forum where developed and large developing coun-
tries are discussing some of these concerns. Meanwhile, the BRICS
countries have their platforms, offering new forms of international
financial assistance but also demanding more voice in global institu-
tions. The danger, however, is that the agendas of international insti-
tutions as well as plurilateral groupings of great and emerging powers
are shifting rapidly, partly in response to a series of crises (financial,
resource-related, ecological, and social) and partly thanks to competi-
tion between institutions and shopping for adequately representative
forums by member states.

Will human development remain a guiding principle or even have a
role in shaping agendas as international institutions evolve and new
norms of global governance develop? Institutional evolution is a pro-
cess but towards what ends? A reform agenda for global institutions
draws inspiration from human development priorities as their objec-
tives rather than fitting or limiting human development imperatives
within the binds of existing or proposed institutional mechanisms. The
choice between ends or means is likely to dictate how countries, their
citizens, civil society, transnational networks, and global institutions
themselves respond to current deficits in global governance.

Four transitions in global governance1

Understanding interconnections between issues and institutions at a
global level is a challenging exercise. It is not sufficient to simply analyze
governance structures as they exist or their historical origins. There is a
need to recognize that global governance is constantly evolving and
four on-going transitions are particularly relevant to developing and
emerging economies.

First, many emerging economies are gradually shifting from being
rule-takers to rule-shapers in global institutions. Whether it is interna-
tional trade or climate change, developing countries’ positions have,
historically, often reflected a North-South dynamic. With rapid eco-
nomic growth yet vast relative and absolute poverty and other social
deprivations, countries like India, Brazil, and China now have to
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straddle the worlds of emerging economies as well as developing
countries. The rules that govern international commerce, environment,
and access to natural resources have to balance these competing
imperatives. The question is how will these countries use their power to
shape negotiated outcomes, and on whose behalf?

Second, with a greater voice in negotiations, countries have to iden-
tify and articulate their interests not only with regard to specific rules
but also on the design of regimes and institutions. Emerging economies
are already at the top table of many international regimes, yet many
institutions still reflect structures and processes developed for a differ-
ent era. Regimes are intended to achieve outcomes that states cannot
ensure unilaterally. Hence, they have to be designed to deliver functions
that add to more than the sum of the interests of their members. With
growing power, how would emerging powers influence the redesign of
existing international regimes or the creation of new ones that would
align with the changing needs of the global system? How will regime
design vary for mercantilist issue areas (trade, investment, energy) as
means versus those intended to deliver global public goods for human
development ends (action on climate change, access to the oceans and
their resources, lowering the risk of pandemic diseases)?

Third, there is a shift from singular regimes in specific issue areas to
regime complexes, with multiple institutions serving as parallel and
nonhierarchical forums for negotiation. Historically, collective security,
a founding principle of the UN, has itself been delivered via multiple
channels (UN peacekeeping, regional peacekeeping by organizations
such as the African Union, formal alliances like NATO, etc.). Other
areas like trade and investment have also had competing institutions,
such as the GATT/WTO and the UNCTAD. But formal negotiations
and rule-setting have mostly occurred in singular institutions (say, the
UN Security Council or the WTO’s General Council). Now, partially
overlapping regimes have gained equal prominence. Rules on trade in
energy goods and services are framed in the WTO to some extent, but
are far more detailed under the Energy Charter Treaty or in the Inter-
national Energy Agency (where developing countries are not represented
at all).

Or take another example, climate change. Hundreds of billions of
dollars of climate finance are expected to flow in the coming decades.
It is very likely that only a small fraction of the investments/grants will
move through UNFCCC channels. Instead, the governance of multiple
sources of financing with dozens of disparate funds is interlinked, often
through multilateral banks. How would developing countries
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emphasize their actions in some forums over others? Does increasing
complexity in regimes increase or reduce their freedom of maneuver?

Fourth, developing countries have to recognize that the locus of
global governance often follows informal networks and not just formal
institutions. The G20 (before it displaced the G7/8), various trade
coalitions (the “Quad” countries of the United States, Canada, Japan,
and the European Union; the G20 group in the trade regime), or the
“BASIC” group—consisting of Brazil, South Africa, India, and
China—in climate negotiations are examples that illustrate these
trends. Informal networks (whether of government officials or non-
governmental experts and organizations) gain prominence and influ-
ence when intransigence characterizes formal multilateral negotiations.
Networks could develop internal institutional processes to coordinate
discussions and actions. But they operate best in small group settings,
thus adding to the tension between greater efficiency (promised by few
actors) and greater legitimacy (achieved through broader representa-
tion). Some larger developing countries are part of many such group-
ings. But smaller countries are also tied together in recent initiatives,
which in turn are led by developed countries (the Climate and Clean
Air Coalition is one recent example). With what capacity could these
countries manage the trajectory of negotiations as they shift from
multilateral forums to informal settings and back again?

In this chapter we outline reform proposals in a range of governance
areas. These proposals are best understood as responses to shifts in
rule-making capacity and power, the design of new regimes, leveraging
the multiplicity of regimes governing any domain, or using networks of
state and nonstate actors for human development gains.

Trade

Clean energy and trade rules

Nearly two billion people in the world have no access to modern
sources of energy. There remains a vast unmet demand for energy,
which is essential for human development. Renewable energy promises
to open up opportunities for economic growth for households without
electricity, progress in social development in the form of improved
education, health, and gender equity outcomes, and offers a credible
response to the global challenge of climate change.

Federal and provincial governments across the world have used their
authority to promote the development of renewable energy. Yet policies
to promote renewable energy often have multiple objectives, in addition
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to improving outcomes for energy access, such as generating fiscal
revenue, developing local industries, creating jobs, and stimulating the
economy. Some of these objectives can support renewable energy
deployment, and also generate value for the domestic economy across
the supply chain of renewable energy research, manufacturing, deployment,
and servicing.

But if policies to support renewable energy distort markets, then
renewables remain artificially more expensive than they need to be,
delaying access to the poor and postponing the day when they can
serve as viable substitutes for fossil fuels. Efforts to scale up renewable
energy are being obstructed by a range of barriers to sourcing the best
technologies from global markets. Subsidies, tariffs, standards, public
procurement policies, and local content requirements could slow down
or outright hamper possibilities for large-scale use of renewable sources.

Governments are in a dilemma. On one hand, they must recognize
that as renewable energy is widely deployed, all countries could benefit,
either from improved access to cheaper technologies or newer markets.
In fact, a global supply chain for renewable energy products is devel-
oping, increasing the likelihood that all countries could benefit from
trade in renewable energy products and services. On the other, they
need to find ways to promote renewable energy while fulfilling their
respective obligations as WTO members. Since 2010, 11 percent of
WTO disputes have related, at least in part, to renewable energy. The
rise in international trade disputes over renewable energy can serve to
hinder efficient renewable energy development and investor confidence
across jurisdictions.

Currently, WTO rules do not distinguish between the purposes of
government support measures, whether they are subsidies, tax benefits,
infrastructure support, or favorable regulations. But the promotion of
renewable energy has several benefits, including increasing access to
energy (a precondition for human development), and creating a global
public good by controlling greenhouse gas emissions. Government
support for increasing clean energy access for the poor or deploying
clean energy in response to climate change is of a fundamentally dif-
ferent nature to measures that largely seek to expand markets for the
sale of clean energy products and services. Treating all types of gov-
ernment support measures in the same manner equates aggressive
trade-distorting mercantilist policies with efforts to promote human
development.

If the WTO has to play a constructive role in promoting energy
access and preventing climate change, its rules have to be modified. To
minimize the potential for further disputes in this area, mutually
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agreed principles must be developed to harmonize international trade
and renewable energy policies. Four ideas are:

1 Recognition of the value of policies that support development of
high-quality renewable energy manufacturing and do not result in
significant distortion of domestic or global markets for renewable
energy goods, services, or technologies.

2 The practice of early bilateral consultation between governments
on national policies affecting renewable energy trade as one
important means of avoiding trade disputes.

3 Circumstances under which two governments would agree to exer-
cise restraint before initiating WTO disputes affecting trade in
renewable energy.

4 A Sustainable Energy Trade Agreement, which would distinguish
between the purposes of government support and permit exemp-
tions to governments that use a variety of support measures (such
as subsidies, feed-in tariffs) to promote energy access or install
more renewable energy capacity within their countries while con-
tinuing to prohibit or limit the use of trade-distorting government
policies aimed at unfairly securing access to export markets.

Energy and resources

The concern over securing predictable access to energy resources dates
back at least to the early part of the twentieth century. Despite the
continuing quest for energy independence, the reality is that the world’s
leading economies inhabit a complex world of energy flows compli-
cated by rising demand for energy in the developing world. The
resulting multipolarity of energy demand raises concerns about the
ability of existing arrangements for energy trade and investment to
adapt. Again, while global oil and gas markets are no longer controlled
by any single player, the threat of disruption continues.

Some of the largest energy companies are state-owned. The con-
tinuing controversy over Gazprom’s control over energy supplies into
Ukraine—and further into central Europe—underscores the inability
of energy markets to act as a sufficient bulwark against state-driven or
state-influenced corporate decisions among oil and gas majors. Climate
change, as discussed above, has also forced a rethink about the energy
mix and the need to develop cleaner energy, whether through more
efficient use of fossil fuels or by increasing investments in renewable
energy.
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Access to energy is closely related to other human development
outcomes, whether increase in incomes, better opportunities for edu-
cation, improvements in household air quality and health outcomes, or
reduction in gender disparities. In turn, with rising incomes, the
demand for modern energy sources also rises. Households are expected
to shift from solid fuels (such as traditional biomass) to liquid fuels
(kerosene) to gas (LPG), and eventually electricity. The challenge is
that there are no international mechanisms by which energy-consuming
and energy-producing nations can balance each other’s demands while
also ensuring that emerging large energy-demanding countries have
security of supply.

Governing supply not just demand

Although much of the focus of climate negotiations and energy mod-
eling scenarios has been on energy demand from emerging economies,
it is also important to identify the norms, rules, and institutions that
would govern energy supply. For developing countries, with per capita
energy consumption a fraction of the levels of developed economies
(India’s is one-twentieth that of the US, for instance), a human devel-
opment approach to energy security ought to focus on securing energy
supply, not just constraining demand.

A world with multiple poles of energy suppliers, energy demanders,
and emerging economies has direct implications for coherence between
different international organizations. The countries that are members
of the multilateral trade regime do not always overlap with those that
are part of producers’ cartels. Major energy consumers in the Asia-
Pacific region have formed the APEC Energy Working Group. There
are new calls for bringing together major suppliers and users under an
Energy Stability Board to coordinate emergency actions and give voice
to emerging economies. But it is unclear which forums countries will
choose to resolve contradictions and disputes.2

As a result, there are several deficits in the global governance of
energy.3 These include concerns about the way resource markets oper-
ate, the institutions that govern resources, worries about equity in access
to the global commons, and the means to mitigate or moderate resource-
related conflict. Global energy and food prices have become more vola-
tile in recent years and have also risen to levels not seen since the early
1970s.4 The success of any country’s strategies to secure resources will
be, in part, a function of how commodity markets operate and whether
large demanders of resources find merit in cooperation rather than in
resource nationalism.
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Moreover, given the pressures of energy security, climate change, and
trade liberalization, it is unlikely that energy trade and investment
could be governed through a single institution or regime. In response
to the governance deficits, countries will continue to “forum shop,”
choosing energy governing arrangements that deliver direct benefits,
rather than pursue elusive grand bargains. And it is also likely that
countries will not surrender their sovereignty over energy issues easily.
Rather than aim for an overarching global energy regime or organization,
a realistic and pragmatic approach could be to increase the consistency
of rules across otherwise fragmented regimes.

A human development approach would focus on increasing access to
energy to cover the gaping energy poverty still afflicting more than a
billion people on the planet, while reducing the vulnerabilities of the
poor and that of future generations. Thus, energy and resource security
should be defined as the availability of adequate quantities of critical
resources, at prices which are affordable and predictable, with mini-
mum risk of supply disruptions, to ensure sustainability for the envir-
onment and future generations. Within such a people-centered
framework, the global governance of energy and resources should draw
on the following suggestions.

The first is developing optimal infrastructure to deliver energy
resources to energy deficit regions. Rather than create competitive
infrastructure for, say, gas pipelines or oil refineries, regional networks
should be established, which would be more cost-efficient. For instance,
China and India could envision a network of pipelines which they
could share to tap resources in Russia, Central Asia, and West Asia.
As these efforts grow, they could partially mitigate strategic concerns in
both countries about the development of energy-related infrastructure
in their respective neighborhoods (the Indian Ocean or the South
China Sea). Given the political concerns about disruption of energy
supplies, investments in pipelines and refineries should have sovereign
guarantees from all parties involved.

Second, promoting business models in decentralized energy. There is
a strong case for promoting distributed energy infrastructure, through
a blend of different renewable energy sources and via smart “micro-
grids.” This will help to reduce the load on the main grid, offer energy
access solutions to those without basic forms of modern energy, and
create opportunities for productive uses of renewable energy (such as in
small agricultural operations, remote telecom infrastructure, schools
and hospitals, etc.). There are hundreds of firms providing decen-
tralized energy services, each experimenting with different business
models: selling products like lanterns, installing home systems (solar
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panels, biogas plants), or developing microgrids. These social entre-
preneurs should be supported through a multicountry network to scale
alternative business models for distributed generation in Africa, South
Asia, Southeast Asia, and remote regions in China that have struggled
to get connected to the grid. Moreover, firms in countries with a strong
manufacturing base should be encouraged to establish facilities in
other markets, to develop local capacity in technology innovation, and
counter opposition of dumping and unfair trade practices in renewable
energy products.

Third, conducting an internationally coordinated research program,
similar to the Green Revolution. These should be directed towards
energy storage technologies, and would be critical for both grid stability
and off-grid clean energy technologies.

Fourth, establishing an Indo-Pacific Forum (IPF) to promote a
regional energy order in the countries where the greatest growth in
energy demand is expected over the next few decades. The first task of
the IPF would be to increase transparency in energy markets with
regular information on oil and gas purchases, long-term contracts, and
spot market prices. Secondly, the IPF would facilitate discussions on
how each member country’s strategic reserves could be used to instill
confidence in energy markets to mitigate short-term supply shocks.
Thirdly, by offering an open membership platform, the IPF would
attract other second tier but rapidly growing energy demanders and
collectively press for a reduction in premiums charged on energy supplies
to the Indo-Pacific region. Fourthly, members could pool resources to
promote technology cooperation in the region. Fifthly, it could discuss
protection of key energy supply routes (via land and sea). Sixthly, in a
more institutionalized form, it could arbitrate on energy-related disputes
and protect overseas investments.

Effective international climate agreements

Reforming global governance for energy, with aview to securing supplies,
is one side of the coin. The other is to ensure that any eventual climate
agreement is effective in keeping emissions in the atmosphere to a level
that would give a reasonable chance of restricting the average surface
temperature rise worldwide to under 2oC compared with pre-industrial
levels.

For more than two decades this has been a largely fruitless ambition,
despite progress in some countries. It is clear that for various reasons
certain types of negotiations are not going to succeed. Some of these
are discussed below.
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One reason is empty promises. The UNFCCC architecture is
grounded in certain assumptions—technology leapfrogging, innovative
finance, cuts for cash, information-driven response—which have led to
a huge rise in expectations. However, nothing serious is on offer to
developing countries in terms of their equitable access to the global
atmospheric space. Nor has much occurred in delivering new and
additional finance. In technology and trade, there remain several bar-
riers to securing new technologies for climate mitigation or adaptation
as well as the rising threat of trade disputes. Moreover, information
about rising temperatures or warming oceans does not automatically
result in adequate response, so a different approach is needed.

Another issue is whether to conduct large-N or small-N discussions.
It is clear that negotiations involving 190-plus countries with each one
having a veto have not succeeded. But the other extreme of deals
between only the United States and China, or BASIC and the US, or
at the G20 assume that other countries have nothing to offer or lose
(and will be quiet spectators), and that large emitters have no poor
people (and so would happily enjoy their seat at the top table)!

(Artificial) coalitions of the willing are another issue. Some emphasis
has been laid in recent years on corralling small countries together to
apply pressure on large developing countries: for example, the Climate
and Clean Air Coalition on short-lived climate pollutants (CCAC).
Without China or India, however, there is little expected impact of the
CCAC except to harden positions within the negotiations.

Also relevant are values and ethics. For 20 years, climate negotia-
tions have been a “war of values”: equitable access to carbon space,
intergenerational equity, common but differentiated responsibilities,
uncompromising way of life, compensation and polluter pays principle,
etc. But their interpretations have been different and the analytics to
determine the costs and benefits have been affected by such differing
interpretations. Therefore, little common ground has been found to
convert the values into enforceable commitments.

An alternative response to climate change would depend on two
drivers, both of which are concerned with human development: how
soon the future is felt and how soon the costs of the response are
passed through to citizens. If too soon, vulnerability (say, sudden shift
in energy prices) is exacerbated and the poor are impacted the hardest.
But if the response is too late, then the crisis is magnified (with the risk
of stranded assets in terms of energy infrastructure, imposition of
carbon price in the future, water and food security crises). Neither of
the options is politically palatable in any country, rich or poor. If the
response has to be just right, an effective climate agreement would
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offer opportunities to leverage three growing demands: from the poor
for access to basic services (and their willingness to pay); from the
middle class for better quality of life (energy and water availability, air
and water pollution, health impacts, food inflation); and from the rich
world and upper middle class for better returns on investments in
technology and new business opportunities.

Structuring international climate negotiations and, more impor-
tantly, climate action as per the framework of access, efficiency, and
externalities would yield a governance process different from that
which has failed over two decades.

Climate negotiations structured around access, efficiency, and
externalities suggest a different way to aim for small-N deals. Here, the
groups would not be divided between developed/developing or Annex I/
non-Annex I countries or major economies and the rest. Nor would
they be exclusive or exclusionary. Furthermore, this approach would
avoid artificial coalitions and also avoid the trap of equity or respon-
sibility (although the final outcomes are intended to be equitable and
secure proportional response). Instead, the idea is to bring together
countries with clear representational interest in different areas. It would
open up the negotiations to a wider suite of interests (including the
public and private sector).

The negotiating tracks would no longer center on mitigation, adap-
tation, technology, and finance. We know that these are often over-
lapping and contingent on one another. Rather, discussions on
“access”-related initiatives would consider impacts on emissions,
energy access, adaptability to water stress, various technology options,
and sui generis financial models. Discussions on “efficiency” and
“externality”-specific initiatives could be structured and evaluated
similarly. Efficiency initiatives might include industrial energy effi-
ciency, water efficiency, fuel and water security for power plants, etc.
Externality initiatives could include developing chemical alternatives to
hydrofluorocarbons, R&D in energy storage technologies, R&D for
drought-resistant seeds, or fossil fuel subsidy reform.5

Implementation would largely be through private (and in some
cases, public sector) participation. This means a confluence of interests
of project developers, strategic investors, financiers, insurers, publicly
funded risk guarantee schemes, along with R&D and manufacturing
supply chains enveloping several economies.

As these would be cross-country projects and investment opportu-
nities, a global carbon market price could also re-emerge. In addition,
individual countries that impose a carbon tax need not be necessarily
disadvantaged as they would be stimulating cross-border investments
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rather than simply risking domestic industrial competitiveness. Once
the potential is recognized, the threat of border restrictions (via carbon
adjustments or trade barriers) would reduce also.

Monitoring and evaluation would be project-specific and determined
by the investors and developers, just like in any other sector. However,
reporting and verification would be the responsibility of independent
agencies (whether national or regional or multilateral).

Would this add up to the effort needed to keep carbon emissions
restricted to the trillionth ton of carbon or atmospheric concentration
to 450 ppm? It is unlikely, just as all other options being considered so
far are also unlikely, to deliver the ideal outcome we are pursuing. But
this arrangement has three main benefits over the others:

� It sets out a road map for mitigation and adaptation action at
scale rather than merely negotiations over reporting and monitoring.

� It prioritizes action now rather than those potentially driven by
unenforceable goals in the future, and thereby reducing the burden
on voiceless future generations.

� It overcomes concerns about the voice of small countries in the
governance of the climate regime, as small-N groups under such
an arrangement would not be exclusive clubs of major economies;
rather they would be effective coalitions of parties driven by eco-
nomic interests in providing access, increasing efficiency, and
seeking returns from responding to externalities.

Sustainable Development Goals and the Post-2015
Development Agenda

How should the success of the Human Development Index and related
composite indicators be measured against evolving policy priorities?
The human development composite indices not only managed to draw
attention away from a single crude GDP measure, they were also
instrumental in how the international community viewed development
priorities in the 1990s and 2000s. Setting the targets for the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) and tracking their progress subsequently
has been a significant undertaking for the UN system; but they are also
a consequence of the human development composite indices having
been “mainstreamed” into international development priorities. As
those priorities evolve, would new indicators be needed?

A case in point is the debate surrounding the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs) and the UN development agenda beyond 2015. A
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report of the UN secretary-general in July 2013, A Life of Dignity for
All, 6 suggested that sustainable development (“enabled by the inte-
gration of economic growth, social justice and environmental steward-
ship”) could become the guiding principle and operational standard for
the UN. This approach, it was suggested, could continue the work of
the MDGs and also end poverty within a generation. Among the var-
ious actions being considered are: eradicating poverty in all its forms;
empowering women and girls; providing quality education and lifelong
learning; improving health; addressing climate change; addressing
environmental challenges; promoting inclusive and sustainable growth
and decent employment; ending hunger and malnutrition; addressing
demographic challenges; enhancing the positive contribution of
migrants; meeting the challenges of urbanization; building peace and
effective governance via the rule of law and sound institutions; and
fostering a renewed global partnership.

As is evident, some of the suggested actions for the SDGs are con-
sistent with and a continuation of the MDGs. Others have been added
to account for emerging challenges. But two core problems remain:
how would countries determine their priorities among such a long list
of intended outcomes; and how would the international community
measure progress, if countries exhibited different priorities?

In various debates and statements, developing countries have indi-
cated their concerns about insufficient funds or the means of imple-
mentation (such as technology transfer) to achieve another wide slew
of development goals. India, for instance, has argued that there might
be too much emphasis on the environmental pillar of sustainable
development at the expense of the economic and social development
aspects of the SDGs. Equally, the G77 and China have prioritized
poverty eradication and decent employment as their core concerns.
China has resisted mandatory indicators for the “green economy” and
has reiterated positions similar to climate change negotiations about
common but differentiated responsibilities. Developed countries, such
as the United States, have, in turn, drawn attention to technological
innovation, investments in education and research, strong intellectual
property, conservation of natural ecosystems, and perhaps, most con-
troversially, arguing that the North-South divides between countries
are outdated.

The UN General Assembly, in 2015, by securing consensus, partially
resolved some of the above concerns and potential contradictions in
how countries interpret the wide berth of the SDGs. But the wider the
set of concerns and ambitions, the harder it will be to establish

142 Human development in global governance

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

N
at

io
na

l L
ib

ra
ry

 o
f 

th
e 

Ph
ili

pp
in

es
] 

at
 2

3:
06

 0
1 

N
ov

em
be

r 
20

17
 



common metrics for measuring contributions, performance, and
outcomes.

This is where the usefulness of the human development composite
indicators might offer insights for what the post-2015 agenda might
need. Instead of merely listing targets in individual areas, efforts would
be needed to develop new or, at the very least, significantly alter existing
human development composite indicators. Some ideas are listed below
(as elaborated on in Chapter 3):

� Resource foot-printing analysis could combine several dimensions
(e.g., water, energy, and carbon footprints) but distinguish the
impacts through alternative measurements. The purpose of such
analysis would be to draw attention to multiple SDGs (economic
development, employment, environmental sustainability, etc.)
rather than celebrate successes or shame failures on individual
indicators.

� Green accounting and accounting for the value of ecosystem ser-
vices has been suggested for some time. The purpose of new
accounting methods would not be to impose one solution on every
country, but to offer a toolkit for more informed decision-making.

� A third way in which new indicators would be helpful is in sup-
porting the focus of SDGs on delivering access to basic services for
all. This focus on reducing inequalities within countries (and not
merely measuring aggregate achievements at a country level)
would likely correct for a major flaw in how the MDGs were
designed; it would also endorse the human development approach
by focusing on the entitlements and capabilities of each individual.

� Integrating political, human rights, and cultural liberty dimensions
of human development within the HDI and other human develop-
ment composite measures. Learning from earlier attempts to con-
figure a Human Freedom Index and a Political Freedom Index in
the 1991 and 1992 HDRs, respectively, the conditions are now ripe
for a revisit to Mahbub ul Haq’s wish to someday fuse political
and other dimensions of human development into the Human
Development Index. This is a particularly necessary innovation
given the expected focus on national and global governance for
“delivering on the Post-2015 Development Agenda” following the
introduction of the agreed SDGs in September 2015.

The development of composite indicators to align with the SDGs
would build on the human development approach in at least three
ways: First, by focusing on the individual or the household as the
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core unit of analysis; second, establishing the core relationships
between various development goals; and, as a result, third, by ushering
in a “data revolution” and serving as new frameworks for reigniting
international development cooperation.

Democratic governance and human rights
reform recommendations

As presented in Chapter 5, just as democratic governance and human
rights have enriched our understanding and the practice of human
development, the inverse is also true; by expanding people’s choices and
their capabilities for both meeting their basic needs and achieving their
highest aspirations, human development has enhanced how democracy
and human rights are both comprehended and applied. In particular, two
“new frontier” proposals, discussed below, are designed to sustain the
relevance of human development in global institutions and international
policy debates on strengthening democratic governance and promoting
human rights.

Enhancing global governance tools for democratic governance promotion
at the national and sub-national levels

Shortly after the 40-year Cold War subsided in 1989, the UN began to
invest seriously in the platforms and instruments for strengthening
national and sub-national democratic governance. Over the subsequent
two and a half decades, it developed new tools—from revitalizing the
International Conferences on New and Restored Democracies (which
the UN began to support directly in 1994) to increasing the resources,
technical assistance, and studies provided through the UN Democracy
Fund, UN Department of Political Affairs, UN Development Pro-
gramme, and UN University—the UN recognized by the early 2000s
that it was insufficient to simply help initiate democratic processes;
institutions needed to be built and democratic cultures needed to take
root, and this took time. New innovations were required to sustain
global and national networks for democratic change, including in con-
nection with sub-national geographic units and minority groups that
may feel excluded from a country’s political, economic, and social
progress. Three particular steps that represent the essence of a human
development approach to engendering more inclusive and accountable
democratic systems of governance are discussed below.

First, the promotion of a democratic culture through the media, civil
society, and civil education. Although it may seem a more efficient
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course of action, it is important that the UN, other global institutions,
and the wider donor community not prioritize the needs of the execu-
tive branch of government at the expense of other actors. Building and
sustaining democratic governance means ensuring proper checks and
balances, open competition, and citizens’ participation at the earliest
stage of democratization. Serious investments, therefore, must be
undertaken to prepare effective watchdog bodies in the media and civil
society, as well as to inform citizens of their democratic rights and
responsibilities. Otherwise, executive-led power politics may soon
overwhelm nascent democratic practices and institutions shortly after
the executive’s election is deemed “free and fair,” with adverse con-
sequences for inclusive and transparent governance that is consistent
with human development.

Second, keeping democracy affordable and simplifying procedures.
Critics of externally supported democratization by global institutions
and other international actors complain that it has become far too
costly and complex an enterprise. In Afghanistan, for example, the
2004 presidential and 2005 national parliamentary elections alone cost
$318 million, exceeding the estimated total government revenue for
Afghanistan in 2004 ($269 million). Meanwhile, many countries are
also encouraged by foreigners to undertake elections on a frequent basis at
various sub-national governance levels, including provinces, districts,
and municipalities. Undoubtedly, democracy comes with a price, and
countries—particularly when foreign aid declines—must be prepared to
sacrifice for their democratic rights. But common sense, careful planning,
and some creativity can keep costs down and the management of
democratic institutions practical and sensitive to local realities.

Third, accelerating capacity development for elected leaders and
civilian administrators in newly established democracies. Democratic
authority cannot be embedded in a society simply by signing a legal
document that has been accorded international legitimacy, just as
peace does not automatically flow from the signing of a peace agreement.
Often in transitioning from either a conflict or an authoritarian regime
viewed as unjust and non-transparent, newly established democracies
must undertake a number of well-resourced capacity development steps
to ensure that, over time, the state and its newly elected authorities are
firmly established and legitimated vis-à-vis their citizens. Unlike tradi-
tional capacity development activities, such as classroom training and
foreign study tours, for an initial period of 5–10 years at the start of a
new democracy, one-on-one and small group mentoring and coaching
is often warranted to build the capacity of elected leaders and mid- to
senior-level administrators charged with executing national policy
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decisions. Besides core technical skills, mentors should emphasize the
transfer of “soft” leadership and management skills, such as motivating
staff, building a team dynamic, delegating responsibilities, and mon-
itoring and awarding progress. In addition, broader socio-economic
foreign assistance to a country in the early phase of democratization
should be carefully targeted to buttress and help legitimize newly elec-
ted authorities. This implies forgoing UN and broader donor-led
approaches that may be expedient in the short term, yet fail to serve
the broader goals associated with building durable democratic governance
at national and sub-national levels.

Placing economic, social, and cultural rights on par with political and
civil rights internationally

In terms of garnering the level of support policy-makers give to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the International
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights—which also came
into force in 1976—has come up short since its inception. Admittedly,
innovations such as the UN Independent Experts on human rights and
extreme poverty (1998) and on the effects of economic reform policies
and foreign debt on the full enjoyment of human rights (2000), as well
as Special Rapporteur on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights, and
Special Rapporteurs on specific issues such as the human right to
education (1998), adequate housing (2000), food (2000), and to safe
drinking water and sanitation (2008), have helped to elevate the place
of economic, social, and cultural rights on the international agenda.
Nevertheless, these efforts remain inadequate. Three key “new frontier”
reforms to strike a better balance are discussed below.

First, improving internationally sanctioned independent scrutiny of
states’ human rights records by strengthening the United Nations’
special procedures system, especially with respect to the enforcement of
contentious economic, social, and cultural rights within a state.7 This
entails improvements in the appointments process of UN Independent
Experts, the resources placed at their disposal, refinement of working
methods, increased cooperation by states, more training opportunities,
and enhanced coordination with relevant UN system bodies and
agencies. However, the most important reform involves measures to
strengthen the follow-up and implementation of UN Independent
Experts, such as requiring mid-term status reports (a practice already
begun by several states), encouraging treaty bodies to do more to
consult and build on the relevant UN Independent Experts’ recom-
mendations, and encouraging national human rights institutions,
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ombudspersons, and parliamentary bodies to play important follow-up
roles as independent facilitators and advocates.8

Second, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights and the UN
Human Rights Council should offer similar resources, status, and high-
level political attention to economic, social, and cultural rights as they
give to political and civil rights in global governance, including
through focused research, special policy reports, and frequent high-
level policy dialogues dedicated to economic, social, and cultural
rights.

Third, building on the path-breaking Human Development Report
2000: Human Rights and Human Development (Chapter 5) on “Using
indicators for human rights accountability.” This is to strengthen the
role of civil society actors in monitoring state compliance with their
human rights commitments, undertaking advocacy campaigns to press
for reforms, and keeping UN Independent Experts informed of pro-
gress and setbacks in the enforcement of human rights, including often
neglected and misunderstood economic, social, and cultural rights. In
short, statistics can help to raise important questions behind general
arguments and help to reveal broader social challenges in a society.9

When applied extensively and effectively to a society with a proble-
matic human rights record, indicators also can be useful in identifying
the unintended consequences of laws, policies, and practices; they can
prompt preventive action, by giving early warning of potential viola-
tions; and especially in connection with contentious economic, social,
and cultural rights, they can enhance social consensus on difficult
tradeoffs to be made in the face of resource constraints.10

Peacebuilding reform recommendations

Similar to democratic governance and human rights, peacebuilding has
also affected how human development is understood and applied, parti-
cularly towards the role of global institutions in responding to state
fragility and conflict. A successor concept to human security—pioneered in
the Human Development Report 1994—peacebuilding rests at the inter-
section of conflict, security, and development. With the advent of the New
Peacebuilding Architecture in 2005, consisting of the UN Peacebuilding
Commission, the Peacebuilding Support Office, and the Peacebuilding
Fund, peacebuilding has risen to prominence over the past decade in
some international policy circles. To continue to expand its global
reach, there are three primary new frontier reform initiatives, which are
discussed below.
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Peacebuilding as an organizing framework

Given the scale, scope, and attempted reach and ambitions of the
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq since the turn of the century, sta-
bilization and counterinsurgency (or COIN) operations largely enabled
the military’s objectives to trump the diplomatic and development
objectives of civilians. As the United States and its Western allies wind
down these wars, peacebuilding is poised to fill the intellectual void of
these “global war on terror” organizing principles. Contrary to
common definitions for stabilization and COIN, distinguishing features
of peacebuilding as a new organizing framework for global institutions
in fragile and conflict-affected states—consistent with its use in the
HDRs—should include:

� Fundamentally civilian-led efforts to build host nation institutional
and human capacities for managing and addressing the sources of
violent conflict.

� Second, a commitment to UN-led multilateral approaches to
building local and sustainable capacities for peace.

� Finally, the need to actively source talent from beyond Western donor
countries, especially as Diasporas and experts from the Global
South often can bring scarce language skills and cultural sensitivity,
in addition to technical expertise, to a peacebuilding mission.

In short, given that human development and the forerunner to
peacebuilding—human security—place a premium on human agency
and the need to balance people’s security with state security, both
human development and human security can help to ensure peace-
building’s long-term utility as an instrument and framework for
advancing collective security at global, regional, and national levels.

Strengthening the global peacebuilding and conflict
management architecture

Reforms under this heading can be grouped in three areas. First, is the
future of the new peacebuilding architecture. In 2015, a 10-year inter-
governmental review of the UN Peacebuilding Commission (PBC),
Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO), and Peacebuilding Fund (PBF)
is planned. Key ideas for strengthening this new framework for UN
peacebuilding support include: (a) expanding the Commission’s reach
by returning to the original expectation, back in 2005, of inviting each
year four-to-five conflict-affected countries to benefit from the work of
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the PBC; (b) measuring and facilitating the Commission’s progress
toward consolidating durable peace through concrete, time-bound, and
measurable benchmarks; and (c) redoubling efforts within the PBC to
marshal, align, and sustain donor resources in support of integrated
peacebuilding strategy objectives and commitments.

Second, strengthening the civilian dimension of integrated UN peace
operations. Over the past decade, with the advent of new offices such
as the UK’s Stabilization Unit, Canada’s START, and the US State
Department’s Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization, the international
community has come a long way in nurturing and retaining human
talent for peacebuilding. However, despite repeated calls from the G8
and other international forums, as well as important innovations such
as the UN’s CAP-MATCH initiative, much more can be done to foster
civilian capabilities for Integrated UN Peace Operations from the
Global South, which maintains a talent-base and skill-sets most in
demand for building local, indigenous capacities for conflict manage-
ment and recovery. Here, the UN Peacebuilding Commission can serve as
a champion and the PBSO can gather lessons from the various initia-
tives to train UN peacekeepers and police units, as well as UNDP’s
Capacity-Building Facilities, which source highly specialized coaches
and mentors from the neighboring countries to a conflict zone.

Third, developing conflict-sensitive SDGs. Just as human develop-
ment priorities in the 1990s served as forerunners to the MDGs (2000–
2015), theHDRs are informing the definition and associated time-bound
targets for the successor SDGs (2015–2030), as elaborated through the
UN Post-2015 Development Agenda. The human development school
of thought is also equipped, drawing on its unique contributions to
conflict analysis and thinking on human security, to help tailor the
Post-2015 Development Agenda SDGs to the more than 1.5 billion
inhabitants of weak and war-affected states. Such efforts should build
directly on A New Deal for Engagement in Fragile States, which has
built a diverse international consensus around five major peacebuilding
and statebuilding goals emanating from a three-year International
Dialogue on Peacebuilding and Statebuilding (2009–2011).11

Reforming the UN Security Council to reflect contributions to
human security

The last time the UN Security Council was reformed was 50 years ago,
in 1965, some 20 years after the founding of the UN. At the time,
amendments to Article 23 (enlarging the Security Council’s member-
ship from 11 to 115) and Article 27 (on the votes required for
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procedural and other matters in the Security Council) of the UN
Charter came into force. From the 2002 Human Development Report
and 2004 High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change to
more recent studies by scholars and policy analysts,12 much ink has
been spilled on the need to base Security Council decision-making
increasingly on, for example, the level of financial, technical, and political
contributions to the civilian and military components of UN peacebuilding
and peacekeeping in fragile and conflict-affected countries. This would
help to ensure that those UN member states most capable of shaping
human security outcomes are included in the Security Council’s member-
ship. A range of models have been proposed in this regard, normally
expanding the Security Council by 5–10 new permanent members con-
sisting of large countries from the Global North and South (e.g., Brazil,
Germany, India, and Japan). In lieu of a more far-reaching reform—
and hence amendment to the UN Charter, another novel idea would be
simply to remove from Article 23, section II of the UN Charter the
line: “A retiring member shall not be eligible for immediate re-election.”
This would allow for the possibility, at least, that large countries from
both the Global North and South could remain as sustained contributors
to UN Security Council decision-making for an extended period.

Conclusion

This book sought to examine the idea of human development and its
influence, since the end of the Cold War, in transforming our under-
standing of human progress in institutions of global governance.
Defined as “a process of enlarging people’s choices” to improve the
human condition, human development represents both an intellectual
and policy breakthrough in global governance, given its success in
reminding world leaders, scholars, and civil society at large of the
ultimate purpose of development: to treat all people—present and
future generations—as ends. When healthy, educated, well-nourished,
and empowered, people are also the chief means of development.

Through a review of the concepts, analysis, and policy and institu-
tional reform recommendations of UNDP’s flagship HDR series since its
inception in 1990, human development has contributed to a shift in
academic and policy arenas away from national income accounting to
people, their well-being, and the human capabilities to expand their well-
being. This was reflected in the outcome documents of UN world summits
in the early 1990s, to the advent of the United Nations’MDGs (2000–15),
to the announcement in New York in 2015 of the SDGs (2015–2030) at
the heart of the UN’s Post-2015 Development Agenda.
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In sum, the concept of human development and its skillful advocacy
through the HDRs are shown to have shaped multilateral policy discourse
over the past 25 years in global institutions in at least three distinct
ways: (i) shifting and expanding what is commonly perceived as the goal
of development today; (ii) innovating new means for gauging human
and national progress; and (iii) introducing many practical recommenda-
tions for change in international public policy. They garnered particular
international recognition in the early 1990s as a critical response and
alternative to the 1980s structural adjustment policies of the international
financial institutions, and to a preoccupation by wealthy donor nations with
GNP, per-capita income, and other national income accounting tools.

At the same time, a multiplicity of factors, ranging from the inter-
national financial crisis of 2008 to terrorism and other forms of extre-
mism, resource scarcity and climate change, have converged today to
place at risk both a continued commitment to human development
priorities and the tangible gains achieved in recent decades. As this
book argues, including through the presentation of a diverse reform
agenda in this chapter, the reinvigoration of international policy
debates about human development is vital to rejuvenate and sustain
existing global institutions, such as the UN, World Bank, and World
Trade Organization as well as new and emerging institutions. This is
especially the case with regards to “new frontier issues,” such as
energy, the environment, peacebuilding, and democratization, at all
levels of governance. And in doing so, the renewal of global govern-
ance can help, in turn, to enrich and expand both thinking about and
the application of human development to understanding and responding
to real-world problems.

From its origins in the classical economics of Adam Smith, David
Ricardo, Sir William Petty, and John Stuart Mill to the writings of
philosophers from both the East (Kautilya) and West (Plato and
Aristotle), human development has reintroduced a political economy
approach to an examination of today’s global challenges. By empha-
sizing principles of care, fairness, equity, and good democratic govern-
ance, it has further injected the ethic of social, economic, and political
justice into the deliberations, programs, and culture of global institu-
tions. Indeed, human development and global institutions maintain a
symbiotic relationship, and if global institutions are to remain relevant,
let alone thrive, in the twenty-first century and beyond, international
policy-makers and the citizens who bestow authority on them would be
wise to employ the analytical tools and policy guidance of the proponents
of human development.
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No. 1: 17, 64; Goal No. 7: 94;
HDI 48; HDRs 64, 149, 150;
human development 1, 26, 35;
human development
measurement tools 61–2, 141;
OECD 64; SDGs 142;
water target 82, 83–4, 85, 86, 94;
see also SDGs

methodology 3; research questions
15–16

the military: Global Demilitarization
Fund 26, 27, 39; military expendi-
ture 26–7, 36, 39, 122; see also
Global Peace Dividend

Mill, John Stuart 151
Mohamed, Mahatir 51, 63
Montreal Protocol 69, 89; 1990

London Amendments 89
MPI (Multidimensional Poverty

Index) 4, 14, 49, 50–1, 61; HDR
2013: 63; see also human develop-
ment measurement tools

multiculturalism 44
Murphy, Craig 6, 30

NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization) 114, 120, 130, 132

neoliberalism: growth-oriented pov-
erty strategy 33; human develop-
ment/neoliberalism distinction 33;
see also Washington Consensus

New Framework for Development
Cooperation 17, 35–7

NGO (nongovernmental organiza-
tion) 113; HDI and accountability
54; WTO 74 (TRIPS and access to
medicines 77, 78); see also civil
society

North-South Roundtable 10, 22, 24,
39

OAS (Organization of American
States) 108

ODA (overseas development aid) 25
OECD (Organisation for Economic

Co-operation and Development):
2005 Paris Declaration on Aid
Effectiveness 35; 2005 Security
System Reform and Governance
123; DAC 35, 39, 81 (HDRs 23,
32, 35, 37); HDI 44; MDGs 64

OSCE (Organization of Security and
Co-operation in Europe) 108

PBC (UN Peacebuilding Commis-
sion) 27, 40, 121, 123–4, 125, 128,
130, 147, 148; aim 21, 123–4; civil
society participation 21, 124; fail-
ure 17–18, 124; preventing the
recurrence of violent conflict 21;
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success 21, 124; see also
peacebuilding

PBF (UN Peacebuilding Fund) 27,
39, 40, 124–5, 128, 147, 148; see
also peacebuilding

PBSO (UN Peacebuilding Support
Office) 27, 40, 124, 125, 128, 147,
148; see also peacebuilding

peacebuilding 118–26; 2009 Report
of the Secretary-General on Peace-
building 121; aid 123, 124, 125;
conflict analysis and sensitivity
122–3; COIN/counter-insurgency
operations 125, 147–8; definition
119, 121, 122; democratic peace-
building 122; fragile or conflict-
affected state 118, 147, 148; from
security of states to security of
both states and people 121–2;
Global Peacebuilding Architecture
121, 123–5, 147; HDR 1993: 124;
HDR 2002: 122; HDR 2005: 123,
124; HDRs 118, 121, 148; human
development, agenda-setting 107,
120–5; human security, peace-
building and human development
40, 118, 119–20, 121–2, 125, 126,
147, 148; International Dialogue
on Peacebuilding and Statebuild-
ing 149; paradigm shift 13, 107,
118–20; sustainable peace 13, 121;
UN 119, 121 (UN reports 122);
see also PBC; PBF; PBSO; peace-
building, reform proposals

peacebuilding, reform proposals
125–6, 147–50; peacebuilding as
organizing framework 125, 147–8;
reforming the UN Security Coun-
cil to reflect contributions to
human security 126, 149–50;
strengthening the Global Peace-
building and Conflict Management
Architecture 125, 148–9; see also
peacebuilding

Pereira, Isabel 70
Petty, Sir William 9, 20, 151
PFI (Political Freedom Index) 4, 14,

49, 63, 128; ul Haq, Mahbub 51,
60–1, 143; HDR1992: 51, 60, 116,

143; see also human development
measurement tools

Plato 9, 151
pluralism 110, 112, 114
politics: HDR 2006: 83–4; integrating

political dimension of human
development into HDI 51, 60–1,
143; parity between economic,
social, cultural, political and civil
rights 110, 117, 126, 146–7; poli-
tical dimension of development
109, 126; see also democracy; PFI

populism 113, 127
Post-2015 Development Agenda 1,

61, 99; human development
measurement tools 56–7, 58;
human development school of
thought 125, 149; see also SDGs

poverty: the ‘bottom billion’ 54, 64;
energy poverty 60, 137; environ-
mental degradation and the poor
90, 91–2, 98, 139; HDR 1996: 111;
HDR 2006: 83–4; HDRs 31
(goal-oriented poverty strategy 33);
MDG Goal No. 1: 17; neoliberal-
ism, growth-oriented poverty strat-
egy 33; vulnerability and impacts
on the poor 99–100; see also HPI;
MPI

PPP (purchasing power parity) 46
PRSP (Poverty Reduction Strategy

Paper) 15, 34

‘Quad’ countries 133

R2P (Responsibility to Protect) 13,
114, 120

Ranis, Gustav 10, 64
Raworth, Kate 52–3, 64–5
religion 9, 111
Ricardo, David 151
Rousseau, Jean-Jacques 108
rural area: energy 94, 105; see also

urban area

SDGs (Sustainable Development
Goals) 1, 58, 141–4; challenges
142; energy 60, 96; environmental
issues 59; HDRs 149, 150; human
development measurement tools
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and SDGs 56, 57–61, 62, 141–4
(focus on access to basic services
to all 59–60, 143; green accounting
59, 143; integrating political,
human rights, cultural liberty
within composite measures 143;
resource foot-printing analysis 59,
143); A Life of Dignity for All 60,
141–2; MDGs 142; see also sus-
tainable development

Seers, Dudley 9
Sen, Amartya 20, 24; capability

approach 10, 11; HDI 14, 44–5,
57; human development school of
thought 10; intragenerational/
intergenerational equity 98; sus-
tainable freedom 101

Shiva Kumar, A.K. 52–3, 64–5
Singer, Hans 9–10
Smith, Adam 9, 20, 151
Snyder, Jack 116
social justice 101, 110, 142
Speth, James Gustave 30
state 132; over-concentration of

authority and resources 37; sover-
eignty 110; WDR 1997: 34, 41; see
also fragile/conflict-affected state

Stewart, Frances 10, 24, 64
Streeten, Paul 10, 24, 64
sustainable development 88–99; 2002

Johannesburg World Summit on
Sustainable Development 85; cli-
mate change 90, 92–3; definition
67–8; development/environment
sustainability tension 88; environ-
mental degradation and the poor
90, 91–2, 98; foundation of 68;
Founex Report 89; The Future We
Want 96, 99; HDR1992: 90; HDR
1994 68, 90–1; HDR 1998: 91, 94;
HDR 2011: 98–9; HDR 2014: 98,
99; human development, agenda-
setting 93–9; human security and
the environment 90–1; paradigm
shift 90–3; sustainable consump-
tion 69–70, 90, 93; sustainable
peace 13, 121; technology devel-
opment, transfer, and financing 93,
96–8; UN, sustainable develop-
ment as guiding principle 142;

see also climate change; energy;
environmental issues; SDGs; sus-
tainable development/human
development relationship

sustainable development/human
development relationship 4–5,
67–70, 88; access to opportunity
99; equity 68, 88 (inter/intragen-
erational equity 68, 69, 98); grow-
ing convergence in policy/practice
of sustainable human development
100; responsibility 68–9, 88; sus-
tainability as an end of human
development 70; sustainable
freedom 101; vulnerability and
impacts on the poor 99–100;
see also sustainable development

Syria 114, 120

technology: 2001 Marrakech Accords
97; Bali ‘Road Map’ 97; CTCN
97; HDR1998: 96; HDR 1999: 97;
HDR2001: 96; human develop-
ment approach 97–8; low-carbon
technology 96; technology devel-
opment, transfer, and financing 93,
96–8, 142; see also sustainable
development

terrorism 8, 77
textiles: trade liberalization 17, 21, 35
Tobin, James 42; Tobin Tax 42
trade 67, 70–81, 99, 130; capacity for

trade 67, 75, 80–1; clean energy
and trade 133–5; East Asian
Miracle 73; free trade 71, 73; HDR
1999: 74–5; HDR 2004: 78, 79–80;
HDR 2005: 81; HDRs 67, 71;
human-centered approach 67, 75,
80; human development 72;
human development, agenda-
setting 75–81; least developed
country 71–2; paradigm shift 74–5;
sustainability as an end of human
development 70; trade/human
development relationship 70–1;
trade liberalization 17, 21, 35, 136;
Trans-Pacific Partnership 130;
Transatlantic Trade and Invest-
ment Partnership 130; see also
WTO
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UN (United Nations): chief global
institutional champion of human
development 8; civil society 15, 21,
114, 115; collective security 132;
democratic governance 108, 117
(innovative tools for democratic
governance 117, 144); human
security 28; leadership and struc-
tural concerns within 8; ‘One UN’
31, 41; peacebuilding 119, 121,
122; reform of 28; sustainable
development as guiding principle
142; UN-Energy 95; ‘UN Human
Development Umbrella’ 32, 41;
see also the entries below for UN;
HDRs and UN

UN Charter 29, 126, 149, 150
UN conferences, summits, declara-

tions: 1972 UN Stockholm Con-
ference 68, 88, 89; 1992 UN
Conference on Environment and
Development/Rio Earth Summit
36, 56, 88, 89; 1995 Fourth World
Conference on Women 50, 56;
1995 World Summit for Social
Development 25, 37, 121; 2000
UN Millennium Summit 25, 85;
2001 Programme of Action to
Prevent, Combat, and Eradicate
the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and
Light Weapons 27; 2002 World
Summit on Sustainable Develop-
ment 85; 2005 UN World Summit
13, 81, 114, 120; 2012 UN Con-
ference on Sustainable Develop-
ment/Rio+20: 96; HDRs and UN
world conferences of the 1990s
23–4, 36–7, 150

UN Democracy Fund 117, 144
UN Department of Political Affairs

117, 144
UN General Assembly 77; civil

society 15, 21, 114; HDRs 30;
International Year of Sustainable
Energy for All 95; Resolution 62/7:
113, 127–8; Resolution
64/292: 85

UN Global Compact 21
UN High Commissioner for Human

Rights 118, 130, 146–7

UN Human Rights Council 86, 117,
118, 130, 146–7; UN Human
Rights Commission 108

UN Intellectual History Project 31
UN Security Council 28, 129–30;

civil society 15, 114–15, 126;
HDRs 15, 114–15; legitimacy
129–30; reform of 115, 126,
149–50; Resolution 1325: 28, 40;
use of veto by the P-5: 115, 120

UN Universal Declaration of Human
Rights 63, 109, 130

UN University 117, 144
UNCTAD (UN Conference on Trade

and Development) 76, 130, 132
UNDAF (UN Development

Assistance Framework) 31
UNDP (UN Development Pro-

gramme) 117, 144; accountability
40; HDRs, UNDP’s flagship
annual publication 22, 30, 31, 40,
44, 49, 150

UNESCO (UN Educational,
Scientific and Cultural
Organization) 64, 76

UNFCCC (UN Framework Conven-
tion on Climate Change) 69, 90,
96, 97, 130, 132, 138–9

UNHCR (UN High Commissioner
for Refugees) 40

UNICEF (UN Children’s Fund) 35,
40

urban area 24, 90, 98, 122; rural/
urban divide 48, 55; rural/urban
inequalities 84; rural/urban
migration 18

Uruguay Round 72, 74, 76
USAID (US Agency for Interna-

tional Development) 116

Washington Consensus 14, 32–4, 129;
HDR 2010: 41; market
fundamentalism/neoliberalism 33;
neoliberalism 14, 33

water 82–8, 130; access to water and
sanitation 67, 82; equity 70; HDR
1998: 82; HDR 2003: 82–3; HDR
2006: 83–4, 85–8, 91; human
development 67, 84; human
development, agenda-setting 84–8;
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International Decade for Action
‘Water for Life’ 67, 84, 85–6, 88;
IYS 85; MDGs 82, 83–4, 85, 86,
94; paradigm shift 82–4; trans-
boundary waters 67, 84, 86–8
(HDR 2006: 86–8; human security
86, 88); UN General Assembly
Resolution 64/292: 85; UN-Water
85; water as a human right 85–6

Weiss, Thomas 31, 54
WHO (World Health Organization)

76, 86
Williamson, John 32–3
WIPO (World Intellectual Property

Organization) 76, 77
Wolfensohn, James 14
Wolff, Hendrik 48, 63
women and girls 28, 40
World Bank 8; accountability 15,

115; civil society 114; economic
growth 9; HDN 34, 41; human
development 14–15, 34, 129; pre-
sident, selection of 21; PRSPs 15,

34; reform of 29; WDR 1997: 34,
41; WDR 2011: 123; see also
international financial institutions

World Commission on Environment
and Development see Brundtland
Commission

WTO (World Trade Organization) 8,
73–4, 130, 132; 1999 Seattle Min-
isterial Meeting 74, 77, 114;
accountability 15, 115; AFT
initiative 81; civil society 114;
developing country 74; HDRs 23,
32, 35, 37, 115; human develop-
ment 72, 78; indigenous knowl-
edge 67, 75, 78–80, 112; least
developed country 72; legitimacy
130; NGO 74, 77, 78; renewable
energy 134–5; TRIPS and access
to medicines 67, 75–8, 80; see also
Doha Development Round; trade;
Uruguay Round

Yumkella, Kandeh 95
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Routledge Global Institutions Series

115 Human Development and Global Institutions (2016)
Evolution, impact, reform
by Richard Ponzio (The Hague Institute for Global Justice) and
Arunabha Ghosh (Council on Energy, Environment and Water)

114 NGOs and Global Trade (2016)
Non-State Voices in EU Trade Policymaking
by Erin Hannah (University of Western Ontario)

113 Brazil as a Rising Power (2016)
Intervention Norms and the Contestation of Global Order
edited by Kai Michael Kenkel (IRI/PUC-Rio) and Philip Cunliffe
(University of Kent)

112 The United Nations as a Knowledge System (2016)
by Nanette Svenson (Tulane University)

111 Summits and Regional Governance (2016)
The Americas in comparative perspective
edited by Gordon Mace (Université Laval), Jean-Philippe Thérien
(Université de Montréal), Diana Tussie (Facultad Latinoamericana de
Ciencias Sociales), and Olivier Dabène (Sciences Po)

110 Global Consumer Organizations (2015)
by Karsten Ronit (University of Copenhagen)

109 Expert Knowledge in Global Trade (2015)
edited by Erin Hannah (University of Western Ontario), James Scott
(King’s College London), and Silke Trommer (University of Helsinki)
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108 World Trade Organization (2nd edition, 2015)
Law, economics, and politics
by Bernard M. Hoekman (European University Institute) and
Petros C. Mavroidis (European University Institute)

107 Women and Girls Rising (2015)
Progress and resistance around the world
by Ellen Chesler (Roosevelt Institute) and
Theresa McGovern (Columbia University)

106 The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (2nd edition, 2015)
by Julian Lindley-French (National Defense University)

105 The African Union (2nd edition, 2015)
by Samuel M. Makinda (Murdoch University),
F. Wafula Okumu (The Borders Institute), and
David Mickler (University of Western Australia)

104 Governing Climate Change (2nd edition, 2015)
by Harriet Bulkeley (Durham University) and
Peter Newell (University of Sussex)

103 The Organization of Islamic Cooperation (2015)
Politics, problems, and potential
by Turan Kayaoglu (University of Washington, Tacoma)

102 Contemporary Human Rights Ideas (2nd edition, 2015)
by Bertrand G. Ramcharan

101 The Politics of International Organizations (2015)
Views from insiders
edited by Patrick Weller (Griffith University) and
Xu Yi-chong (Griffith University)

100 Global Poverty (2nd edition, 2015)
Global governance and poor people in the post-2015 era
by David Hulme (University of Manchester)

99 Global Corporations in Global Governance (2015)
by Christopher May (Lancaster University)
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98 The United Nations Centre on Transnational Corporations (2015)
Corporate conduct and the public interest
by Khalil Hamdani and Lorraine Ruffing

97 The Challenges of Constructing Legitimacy in Peacebuilding (2015)
Afghanistan, Iraq, Sierra Leone, and East Timor
by Daisaku Higashi (University of Tokyo)

96 The European Union and Environmental Governance (2015)
by Henrik Selin (Boston University) and
Stacy D. VanDeveer (University of New Hampshire)

95 Rising Powers, Global Governance, and Global Ethics (2015)
edited by Jamie Gaskarth (Plymouth University)

94 Wartime Origins and the Future United Nations (2015)
edited by Dan Plesch (SOAS, University of London) and
Thomas G. Weiss (CUNY Graduate Center)

93 International Judicial Institutions (2nd edition, 2015)
The architecture of international justice at home and abroad
by Richard J. Goldstone (Retired Justice of the Constitutional
Court of South Africa) and Adam M. Smith (International Lawyer,
Washington, DC)

92 The NGO Challenge for International Relations Theory (2014)
edited by William E. DeMars (Wofford College) and
Dennis Dijkzeul (Ruhr University Bochum)

91 21st Century Democracy Promotion in the Americas (2014)
Standing up for the polity
by Jorge Heine (Wilfrid Laurier University) and
Brigitte Weiffen (University of Konstanz)

90 BRICS and Coexistence (2014)
An alternative vision of world order
edited by Cedric de Coning (Norwegian Institute of International
Affairs), Thomas Mandrup (Royal Danish Defence College), and
Liselotte Odgaard (Royal Danish Defence College)
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89 IBSA (2014)
The rise of the Global South?
by Oliver Stuenkel (Getulio Vargas Foundation)

88 Making Global Institutions Work (2014)
edited by Kate Brennan

87 Post-2015 UN Development (2014)
Making change happen
edited by Stephen Browne (FUNDS Project) and
Thomas G. Weiss (CUNY Graduate Center)

86 Who Participates in Global Governance? (2014)
States, bureaucracies, and NGOs in the United Nations
by Molly Ruhlman (Towson University)

85 The Security Council as Global Legislator (2014)
edited by Vesselin Popovski (United Nations University) and
Trudy Fraser (United Nations University)

84 UNICEF (2014)
Global governance that works
by Richard Jolly (University of Sussex)

83 The Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial Telecommunication
(SWIFT) (2014)
Cooperative governance for network innovation, standards,
and community
by Susan V. Scott (London School of Economics and Political Science)
and Markos Zachariadis (University of Cambridge)

82 The International Politics of Human Rights (2014)
Rallying to the R2P cause?
edited by Monica Serrano (Colegio de Mexico) and
Thomas G. Weiss (The CUNY Graduate Center)

81 Private Foundations and Development Partnerships (2014)
American philanthropy and global development agendas
by Michael Moran (Swinburne University of Technology)
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80 Nongovernmental Development Organizations and the Poverty
Reduction Agenda (2014)
The moral crusaders
by Jonathan J. Makuwira (Royal Melbourne Institute
of Technology University)

79 Corporate Social Responsibility (2014)
The role of business in sustainable development
by Oliver F. Williams (University of Notre Dame)

78 Reducing Armed Violence with NGO Governance (2014)
edited by Rodney Bruce Hall (Oxford University)

77 Transformations in Trade Politics (2014)
Participatory trade politics in West Africa
by Silke Trommer (Murdoch University)

76 Rules, Politics, and the International Criminal Court (2013)
by Yvonne M. Dutton (Indiana University)

75 Global Institutions of Religion (2013)
Ancient movers, modern shakers
by Katherine Marshall (Georgetown University)

74 Crisis of Global Sustainability (2013)
by Tapio Kanninen

73 The Group of Twenty (G20) (2013)
by Andrew F. Cooper (University of Waterloo) and
Ramesh Thakur (Australian National University)

72 Peacebuilding (2013)
From concept to commission
by Rob Jenkins (Hunter College, CUNY)

71 Human Rights and Humanitarian Norms, Strategic Framing, and
Intervention (2013)
Lessons for the Responsibility to Protect
by Melissa Labonte (Fordham University)
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70 Feminist Strategies in International Governance (2013)
edited by Gülay Caglar (Humboldt University, Berlin), Elisabeth Prügl
(the Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies,
Geneva), and Susanne Zwingel (the State University of
New York, Potsdam)

69 The Migration Industry and the Commercialization of International
Migration (2013)
edited by Thomas Gammeltoft-Hansen (Danish Institute for International
Studies) and Ninna Nyberg Sørensen (Danish Institute for
International Studies)

68 Integrating Africa (2013)
Decolonization’s legacies, sovereignty, and the African Union
by Martin Welz (University of Konstanz)

67 Trade, Poverty, Development (2013)
Getting beyond the WTO’s Doha deadlock
edited by Rorden Wilkinson (University of Manchester) and
James Scott (University of Manchester)

66 The United Nations Industrial Development Organization
(UNIDO) (2012)
Industrial solutions for a sustainable future
by Stephen Browne (FUNDS Project)

65 The Millennium Development Goals and Beyond (2012)
Global development after 2015
edited by Rorden Wilkinson (University of Manchester) and
David Hulme (University of Manchester)

64 International Organizations as Self-Directed Actors (2012)
A framework for analysis
edited by Joel E. Oestreich (Drexel University)

63 Maritime Piracy (2012)
by Robert Haywood (One Earth Future Foundation) and
Roberta Spivak (One Earth Future Foundation)
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62 United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
(2nd edition, 2012)
by Gil Loescher (University of Oxford), Alexander Betts (University of
Oxford), and James Milner (University of Toronto)

61 International Law, International Relations, and
Global Governance (2012)
by Charlotte Ku (University of Illinois)

60 Global Health Governance (2012)
by Sophie Harman (City University, London)

59 The Council of Europe (2012)
by Martyn Bond (University of London)

58 The Security Governance of Regional Organizations (2011)
edited by Emil J. Kirchner (University of Essex) and
Roberto Domínguez (Suffolk University)

57 The United Nations Development Programme and System (2011)
by Stephen Browne (FUNDS Project)

56 The South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (2011)
An emerging collaboration architecture
by Lawrence Sáez (University of London)

55 The UN Human Rights Council (2011)
by Bertrand G. Ramcharan (Geneva Graduate Institute of International
and Development Studies)

54 Responsibility to Protect (2011)
Cultural perspectives in the Global South
edited by Rama Mani (University of Oxford) and
Thomas G. Weiss (The CUNY Graduate Center)

53 The International Trade Centre (2011)
Promoting exports for development
by Stephen Browne (FUNDS Project) and
Sam Laird (University of Nottingham)
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52 The Idea of World Government (2011)
From ancient times to the twenty-first century
by James A. Yunker (Western Illinois University)

51 Humanitarianism Contested (2011)
Where angels fear to tread
by Michael Barnett (George Washington University) and
Thomas G. Weiss (The CUNY Graduate Center)

50 The Organization of American States (2011)
Global governance away from the media
by Monica Herz (Catholic University, Rio de Janeiro)

49 Non-Governmental Organizations in World Politics (2011)
The construction of global governance
by Peter Willetts (City University, London)

48 The Forum on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC) (2011)
by Ian Taylor (University of St. Andrews)

47 Global Think Tanks (2011)
Policy networks and governance
by James G. McGann (University of Pennsylvania)
with Richard Sabatini

46 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) (2011)
Creating norms for a complex world
by J.P. Singh (Georgetown University)

45 The International Labour Organization (2011)
Coming in from the cold
by Steve Hughes (Newcastle University) and
Nigel Haworth (University of Auckland)

44 Global Poverty (2010)
How global governance is failing the poor
by David Hulme (University of Manchester)

43 Global Governance, Poverty, and Inequality (2010)
edited by Jennifer Clapp (University of Waterloo) and
Rorden Wilkinson (University of Manchester)
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42 Multilateral Counter-Terrorism (2010)
The global politics of cooperation and contestation
by Peter Romaniuk (John Jay College of Criminal Justice, CUNY)

41 Governing Climate Change (2010)
by Peter Newell (University of East Anglia) and
Harriet A. Bulkeley (Durham University)

40 The UN Secretary-General and Secretariat (2nd edition, 2010)
by Leon Gordenker (Princeton University)

39 Preventive Human Rights Strategies (2010)
by Bertrand G. Ramcharan (Geneva Graduate Institute of International
and Development Studies)

38 African Economic Institutions (2010)
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