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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to explore the nexasnvden the sustainable
development agenda -- from the Earth Summit in 18Rio+20 in 2012 -- and

development cooperation. It explores the evolutbimternational cooperation, and
in particular finance, in response to the emergeasfcthe sustainable development
agenda, and its contribution to supporting thatndge We then examine how the
elaboration of Sustainable Development Goals (SD&s)proposed by the Rio+20
outcome document, could provide a framework for eneffective international

cooperation for sustainable development.

Disclaimer: Rio+20 Working Papers are preliminary documents posted on the
website of the Division for Sustainable Development to stimulate discussion and
critical comment. The views and opinions expressed herein are those of the authors
and do not necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations or its senior

management.
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Development cooperation in the light of sustainabldevelopment
and the SDGs: Preliminary exploration of the issues

1) Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to explore the nexiwéden the sustainable development agenda
-- from the Earth Summit in 1992 to Rio+20 in 2042and development cooperation. It
explores the evolution of international cooperatiand in particular finance, in response to
the emergence of the sustainable development agandatheir contribution to supporting
that agenda. We then examine how the elaboratiofsusftainable Development Goals
(SDGs), as proposed by the Rio+20 outcome docurentd provide a framework for more
effective international cooperation for sustainatdeelopment.

This paper does not engage in detailed examinatiorthe financial flows related to
international cooperation — a topic that is coveststwhere. Instead, it tries to identify the
main weaknesses in the current framework for irtiional cooperation in regard to bringing
humanity to a more sustainable development patth,th@ potential for improvement. The
paper draws on material published since the Eanthndt, including material prepared for
the UNCSD (Rio+20j.

Il) Sustainable development and international cooperation
[I.1 Earth Summit in Rio, 1992

One of the defining moments for sustainable devekn was the United Nations Conference
on Environment and Development (UNCED, known as‘Bath Summit”) that was held in
Rio de Janeiro in 1992. The Rio conference camentywgears after its predecessor
conference in Stockholm and translated into intéonal agreements ideas expressed in 1987
by the World Commission on Environment and Develepm(WCED or “Brundtland
Commission™). The WCED (1987) defined sustainaldeefopment as “development that
meets the needs of the present without compromtlim@bility of future generations to meet
their own needs” (United Nations, 1987).

UNCED gave birth to a number of international instents that continue to provide the
framework for sustainable development. This inctutlee groundbreaking Agenda 21, which
offered a practical approach to applying sustamat#velopment policies at the local and
national level, and the Rio Declaration on Envireminand Development.

The Rio Declaration on Environment and Developmarsiet of 27 principles, was at the time
perceived as a progressive statement by all natibats enshrined the recognition of the
indivisibility of the fate of humankind from thatf éhe Earth and established sustainable
development in an international framework. The Beation promoted concepts such as the
centrality of human beings to the concerns of $uabde development (Principle 1); the

primacy of poverty eradication (Principle 5); tepiortance of the environment for current
and future generations and its equal footing wethelopment (Principles 3 and 4); the special
consideration given to developing countries (Ppleci6); the principle of common but

! This paper was initially prepared as an inputi®forthcoming International Development
Cooperation Report, scheduled for publication imilA2013.
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differentiated responsibilities (CBDR, Principle )also enshrined the two critical economic
principles of polluter pays (Principle 16) and thecautionary approach (Principle 15). It

introduced principles relating to participation atite importance of specific groups for

sustainable development (Principles 10, 20, 21, 283tly, it requested Member states to put
in place adequate legislative instruments to addeasironmental issues.

Agenda 21 was meant to be "a programme of actipeustainable development worldwide".
Furthermore, as stated in its introduction, it tad ambition of being "a comprehensive
blueprint for action to be taken globally, from namto the twenty-first century". The
ambition was high, and so were the stated goalshef Agenda: improving the living
standards of those in need; better managing anteqtimg the earth’s ecosystem; and
bringing about a more prosperous future for all.

According to some of the experts present at théhEBmmmit, the deal arising from Rio took
a three-pronged approach:

» Developed countries would take the lead in changiraguction and consumption
patterns (their economic model);

» Developing countries would maintain their developtrgoals but take on sustainable
development methods and paths;

» Developed countries committed to support developiogntries through finance,
technology transfer and appropriate reforms to dlodal economic and financial
structures or practices.

Issues requiring an integration of economic andrenmental concerns (such as climate, the
interaction of trade and environment, and the i@idbetween intellectual property rights and
environmental technology and indigenous knowledg&re to be resolved through
international cooperation, in which the developmeeéds of developing nations would be
recognised (Khor, 2011).

The documents that emerged from the Earth Sumnotveti a clear recognition that
concerted efforts were needed to achieve sustamsielopment, and had a strong emphasis
on international cooperation in all its forms, imting finance, technology, capacity building,
and scientific cooperation.

Agenda 21 had a framework for action relying oniaratStates acting on their own for
delivery, with some international coordination. Bason estimates provided by the UN
agencies in charge of drafting its chapters, Age2ilavas costed out at $625 billion USD a
year, although this estimate was not validated ®wyegiments (Agenda 21, chapter 33). It
also had meant to create a doubling of Official ®epment Aid (ODA) to $125 billion USD

a year after Rio. At the end of the Earth Summéréhwas a perceived agreement that
funding, capacity building and technology transfesuld be forthcoming once developed
countries moved out of recession. What was se¢hea'peace dividend’ from the fall of the
Soviet Union was where funding would come from kBteolder Forum, 2012).
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1.2 After Rio

Overall, since 1992 progress on sustainable dewedap has been limited. Various chapters
of Agenda 21 have progressed at different pacesiddudevelopment has seen progress on a
global level. Some countries have developed rapkilggress has been registered in access to
education, on the health front, and in access giclkservices such as water and sanitation.
Areas of progress also include increased accesstinéns to information and increased
participation in decision-making, human rights,htsy of indigenous peoples, and gender
equality. However, numerous gaps remain on theldpreent agenda.

At the same time, at the global level, the impactthe human enterprise on the environment
have been increasing. An important indicator of ghewing ecological scarcity worldwide
was provided by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessnizd®5), which found that over 60%
of the world's major ecosystem goods and servicee wlegraded or used unsustainably
(MEA, 2005). Many resources on which humanity dejsefor survival are witnessing trends
that, if continued, would lead to depletion or apke. Eighty percent of fish stocks are
estimated to be used at or beyond capacity, andighee has been increasing since four
decades at least. Deforestation, although curbédgithe past decade, has continued. What
is known of the loss of biodiversity points to awurrent inability to limit it. Some of the
major ecosystems such as oceans are thought bytistseto be approaching dangerous
thresholds that could trigger collapse.

Since the Earth Summit, private consumption haswgraremendously. Significantly,
developed countries did not alter their consumptatterns significantly and failed to find
sustainable development paths built on sustainadglduction methods. As a result, pressure
on the global environment continued to rise. In ynamerging countries, middle-income
groups have been growing fast, contributing tordq@d emergence of a global “consumer
class” whose consumption choices tend to follovtgpas observed in developed economies.
In rapidly developing countries, the trends in aonption are set by their fast-growing cities.
Many large cities of the developing world now appeamparable to cities in developed
countries as far as carbon emissions and resoorimption are concerned -- so far, there
is no clear evidence that the impacts of urbaropatin consumption patterns are going to be
substantially different in newly urbanizing couesifrom what they are in OECD countries.

On the other hand, examples of efficiency gainsuadoFor example, global primary energy
efficiency has increased by a third since 1980. Thebon intensity of each dollar of
economic output has fallen by about the same amoHoivever, historically, reductions of
impacts through improved technology have been fitseiit to counterbalance increases
linked with those in population and affluence. Eaample, between 1990 and 2007 carbon
intensities have declined on average by 0.7% par. \®opulation has increased at a rate of
1.3% and average per capita income has increasédibly each year (in real terms) over the
same period. Efficiency has not even compensatethéogrowth in population, let alone the
growth in incomes. Instead, carbon dioxide emissiteve grown on average by 2% per year,
leading to a 40 percent increase in emissions letvi®90 and 2007.

To date, Government actions at all levels to litihé@ negative impacts of human activities on
the earth’s ecosystem have focused heavily on &oby. Population has proved difficult to

address in a coordinated way among nations, tha@aghe countries have seen dramatic
reductions in population growth rates in a shoriqekof time. Income growth has been the
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stated objective of all development policies inahgdthose focused on poverty eradication,

and is seen as indispensable. Directly influencmgsumption patterns, which together with

income determine the “affluence” factor of envir@mtal impacts, has also been considered
undesirable as a policy goal in many countries.

In practice, the reluctance or practical difficully address a range of issues related to
population and affluence has left technology as tien policy lever of focus in the
sustainability debate. In such a growth-focusedestive, absolute decoupling is necessary
to achieve sustainability. Hence, policy effortvddocused on enhancing and accelerating
technological progress, in particular in terms fifceency and pollution reduction. Actual
progress in technology performance at the glohall leas fallen short of requirements. While
over the long run increasing eco-efficiency of teabgy use has greatly reduced the amounts
of resources consumed and pollution produced pdr afnoutput, absolute amounts of
consumption and global pollutants like greenhoweseg have continued to increase.

The scope of current national and global policied gechnology programmes does not “add
up” to the scale of actions required, calling farality check of current plans. For example,
the goal of establishing a renewable low-carborrggneechnology system on a global scale
remains elusive, with modern renewables jointlyoacting for less than 1 per cent of

primary energy, compared to fossil fuels’ sharamiund 80 per cent. Global CO2 emissions
have increased considerably faster in the 2000@sitharevious decades, in spite of the brief
decline in emissions registered during the recesf)espite national and international efforts
to accelerate and direct energy technology chatigepace of the global energy and fuel
transitions has slowed significantly since the JO@ONDESA, 2012a).

Despite the deal struck in Rio, action has fallearsof ambition, both in terms of progress
towards sustainable development and in terms afriational cooperation. Specifically,
despite continued intergovernmental processes ¢rgate change, biodiversity talks and
further conferences), progress has slowed towatdeeasing major sustainable development
challenges.

Funding arrangements and transfers of technology fdeveloped to developing nations
around the Agenda 21 outcomes have not been dsfivas promised. No “additional
resources” were initially provided to facilitateethransition. In fact, Official Development
Aid (ODA) fell from $62.4 billion in 1992 to $48Fillion in 1997. It was not until 2002 that
it again topped the $60 billion mark. This “lostcdde” was marked by regression of key
development statistics with many of the world’s b countries suffering from worsening
poverty. However, aid flows from donor countrietated $129 billion in 2010, the highest
level ever At the Monterrey Financing for Development Confere in 2002, world leaders
pledged “to make concrete efforts towards the taofe.7%” of their national income in
international aid. However, as of 2003, only fivamiotries had already met or surpassed the
0.7% target. In 2011, net official development sissice stood at 0.31 percent of DAC
countries’ GNI. In practice, ODA is often unpredicle, poorly targeted and does not make it
to where it is needet!.

Disputes continue on how to implement Agenda 2. é@mple, according to a review of
Agenda 21 undertaken during the preparation of RiofStakeholder Forum, 2012), the

%Al ODA figures are from the OECD statistics websithttp:/stats.oecd.org/qwids/
3Sachs, Jeffrey. The End of Poverty - http://wwwileaolumbia.edu/pages/endofpoverty/oda
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Group of 77 developing countries still favour tingplementation of the financial agreement
in Rio and this would include a separate, spegfabal fund, as well as commitments that
financing will not be obtained through reallocatioh existing development assistance.
Developed nations favor financing sustainable dgwelent through bilateral, regional and
multilateral mechanisms and more and more througkidn direct investment -- a path
promoted in the 1990s after Rio which has benefibedtly a small number of countries --
and other funding sources, both public and priatg. remittances, portfolio investment).

Looking at the institutional landscape, the twoatkss since the Earth Summit in Rio in 1992
have witnessed the diffusion of the concept ofanable development in international and
national law, as well as in public consciousnesan core principles of sustainable
development, such as participation, the precautyoaad polluter pays principles, common
but differentiated responsibilities, the need fdernational cooperation to protect and restore
the Earth's ecosystem, have framed our undersrdinlevelopment issues. On the other
hand, since 1992 development as a discipline aactipe has remained largely independent
from sustainable development. Although some comsciptn sustainable development have
progressively been integrated into developmenttmecin particular at the level of project
implementation, development paradigms that franee dbntext of international assistance
have continued to evolve largely in isolation fremstainable development. As a result, there
are dual tracks in development assistance, whesiisable development coexists (on an
unequal footing) with “development” in the old sensn the UN arena, in international
financing institutions and in bilateral cooperatagencies (SD21, 2012a).

Countries have tended to pursue a “multi-track epgh” to sustainable development
financing, the goal being to secure additional ueses from specific tracks (e.g. climate,
CBD). The various Conventions have also collecyiveteated support instruments on
finance, technology transfer, and technical agstgtaWhereas some of these efforts have
resulted in breaking the status quo (for examle,financial provisions of the Copenhagen
Accord, wherein developed countries commit to thevision of USD 100bn per annum in
climate finance for developing countries by 2028)s has resulted in the multiplication of
financing channels and instruments, including forareple the Clean Development
Mechanism (CDM) and Joint Implementation mechan(3i), Reducing Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD), varitechnology and climate funds, and
many others. The overall result is a highly segeeténdscape, where sector or instrument-
based financing channels predominate, often usiegame ultimate sources of resources (for
example, ODA). The impacts of specific instrumefatsfinancing sustainable development
such as GEF, CDM, REDD+ have been questioned.

The fragmentation of the landscape of sustainableldpment financing has been mirrored
in the mainstream discourse, which often convegsstinse that sustainability can be equated
to a collection of low-carbon investments in specsectors, which can be "addressed" at the
national level, given appropriate support. Thiseisforced by reports or visuals that present
sectoral breakdowns of the “needs” associated witinsitions to e.g. climate-friendly
economies (for example, see McKinsey, 2009).

Even so, some sectors are not adequately addrelgprbaches through finance encounter
typical problems of lack of reach of formal finané®r example, private sector finance has
been widely embraced as an important part of effotscale up resources for developing
countries to respond to climate change. Yet the® lbeen little analysis of what private
finance means for developing countries, and whetheitl really deliver what is intended. A
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recent study focusing on finance for climate chaaggptation for developing countries found
that private sector finance is unevenly distribué@dong countries and among sectors, and
often does not match developing countries’ mostsgng needs. The study also notes
important differences among different financialwk — foreign direct investment equity
versus portfolio equity, for example, and equitysus lending. The study concludes that “It
should not be taken for granted that the privatgosewill succeed in tackling adaptation
challenges...” (Atteridge, 2011). In general, thecdimect that exists between the “needs”
(the sectors or activities that would need decddinyg) and the reach of formal private
finance is often important in developing countrigeg more so where the income level of the
country is low (UNDESA, 2012b). Therefore, overdlhere are reasons to believe that
expectations should not be set too high on actioagsed on finance alone, at least in the
short and medium run (Box 1).

BOX 1: Finance as an entry point to greening the gbal economy

Greening the stock of physical capital in a compredive manner implies simultaneously addressing at
least several “big ticket” sectors: housing, eneend transport, both in developed and developing
countries. Using finance as an entry point for ppting a more sustainability-friendly allocation of
capital is one of the options that governmentsamarsider, along with other types of policies.

The approach followed so far by the internatiomahmunity has mainly focused on channeling
resources to specific sectors or activities throagihoc vehicles tied to international agreemerits
approach results in a broad section of sectorsaateo the greening of the economy being left but.
addition, differences in capacities often resuitsome of the neediest regions or actors not access
such resources.

Finance supply chains differ markedly across ttsestors as well as across countries, reflecting
differences in terms of macro-economic conditigtgjsical supply chains; size of investments; spati
concentration versus dispersion of the investnésks involved in commercial lending; and the leve
at which investment and financing decisions arenaR herefore, the choice of high leverage poiots
finance should be based on detailed examinatidimafice supply chains in specific countries and
sectors, with the general objective to addresddrstks.

a

—_ —

Overall, expectations should not be set too highaions focused on finance alone, at least in the
short and medium run, as a large part of the pragluof physical capital is still out of reach afral
finance. However, there are a number of ways irctvfinance facilitation could be used (at the
national level) as an entry point, along with otpelicies. Four main directions for consideratibatt
have been tested at small scale are:

1) Improving the risk-return profile of investments

2) Providing liquidity to lending institutions whethis is the limiting factor;

3) Supporting the build-up of pipelines of bankabejects through capacity building both in the
financial sector and in the business sector, aralth supporting mechanism that allow the poolihg o
demand for finance;

4) Enabling the mobilization of capital from pubtic para-public institutions.

There are also a number of areas where coordisatezh from the international community could
accelerate the greening of the stock of capitah bodeveloped and developing countries. Going
forward, three important directions should be kephind:

1) Correct the imbalance between the “needs” aaddbource flows: if global decarbonisation is to
occur, allocations should reflect needs at the tgland regional level.

2) Find ways to reach segments and actors thatairer are only loosely connected to formal finange
(e.g. municipalities, SMEs, ESCOs, households).

3) Find ways to better address the greening otiegisapital, in addition to new capital.

Source: UNDESA (2012b).
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[1.3 Where we are today

In recent years, in particular within the contekthe work of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), attempts have been madadntifly the investments that would be
needed to achieve specific carbon emissions remtudiirgets, and increasingly other
sustainability objectives (e.g. universal accesndolern energy).

A key conceptual difficulty surrounding such exeed is the loose connection that exists, in
the context of sustainability, between financingd anvestment on the one hand, and
outcomes on the other hand. This is an importdfgrdnce with similar exercises which try
to estimate the costs of eradicating poverty. frueshell, in the latter case fairly direct links
exist between investments (e.g. in education oesxto water and sanitation) and poverty
reduction. Such connection is weaker on the enmimntal side. For example, although the
rapid expansion of energy efficiency could be agbdo global growth, it would not on its
own guarantee significant reductions in £gnissions. As described above, so far, absolute
decoupling of growth from environmental degradati@s been elusive at the global level.
Therefore, in the case of sustainable developmédrdrevmultiple, sometimes conflicting
goals are used, investment is not a synonymoustizcess”.

To this, one has to add problems of defining “Foiag for sustainable development”, which
have still not been well addressed. Given thatstistainable development agenda basically
covers the whole range of human activities, howdfine the scope of finance for sustainable
development? This results in difficulties to idéntrelated “needs”, and to assess what
“supply” may be. A classic example is the defimgoof “green” investments, both public and
private, and their relation with objective sustditigy criteria. More basically, the statistical
apparatus necessary to assess what current fihdloeis are in relation to environment-
related investment does not always exist — for gtanit is unclear what proportion of global
Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) is targeted towagdsironmental investments.

In spite of these difficulties, a few lessons relgay the investment needs associated with
reaching specific sustainability objectives can drawn from exercises that have been
conducted — often related to climate change mitigadnd adaptation and energy. A short
selection of estimates, represented as additicuts” above business-as-usual (BAU), are
summarized in Table 1 along with comments on theithodology and coverade.
Importantly, each study begins with different asptions regarding targets or objectives.
Very few if any of those have considered a “fullysginable world”, in the sense that the
number of sustainability objectives that they imiguin their calculations is limited. Taken
together, however, they provide a strong sensehefpotential requirements for various
sustainable development-relevant outcomes andeofithency of international development
cooperation to mobilize large scale investment.

* The notion of “costs” can be understood in différeays and this can generate confusion. For a
review of the difficulties in defining the “costsf MDGs, see for example Reddy and Heuty (2008).
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Table 1: Select Estimates of Financing Needs Assatgd with a Low-carbon Economy Transition

Source

UNDESA,

Estimate Coverage

Usb 1.1

Incremental investment

Comments

Study assumes that 60% of global expenditure

World trillion per | to achieve sustainable | requirements are in developing countries. Global

Economic | annum development targets in| estimates based on results of a range of studies.

and Social| over 2000 | developing countries. | Assumed targets in sectors covered by the

Survey — 2050 estimates are:

(WESS) « Energy supply and end use efficiency to stabilise

(2011) greenhouse gas concentrations t@ €Jwith at
least 50% probability)

« Adaptation: minimum investments in securing
livelihoods, assuming successful mitigation.

« Agriculture and food: increasing agricultural
yields to ensure global food security without
further expanding agricultural land (developing
country only).

Does not include estimates for other major uses

such as sustainable freshwater management,

forestry, fisheries etc.
UNEP, 2% global | Additional investments| Both Green Economy and business-as-usual
Green GDP per | in “green economy” (BAU) scenarios assume an increase in investment
Economy | annum of 2% global GDP (USD 1.3 trillion in 2010). The
Report over 2000 Green Economy scenarios allocate this investment
(2011) — 2050 across green activities in the following sectors:
(~USD energy (15-26%), transport (16-17%), buildings
0.78 (10%), waste (8-10%), agriculture (8-10%),
trillion in fisheries (8-10%), water (8-10%) and forests (2-
2010) 3%). BAU scenarios make investments according
to existing patterns. The study then contrasts the
economic, social and environmental outcomes of
the scenarios.
Internatio | USD Additional investment | Based on modelling undertaken with the IEA
nal 197bn in energy infrastructure| World Energy Model. Contrasts a Reference
Energy each year | and capital stock in Scenario with a 450ppm greenhouse gas
Agency 2020 in non-OECD concentration scenario. The scenarios assume
(IEA) countries. alternative policy measures (including emissions
(2009) trading in OECD+ countries by 2013, and 2021 in
other major economies) and assumptions about
technological feasibility of certain energy options

(such as Carbon Capture and Storage).

USD 35bn| Annual investment Estimates based on providing 1 bn more people
each year | needed to achieve with access to electricity and 2.8 bn people with

universal access to
modern energy service
by 2030.

clean cooking facilities, mostly in sub-Saharan

5 Africa. In year 2008 dollars.

Source: Authors’ elaboration.

Although the coverage, assumptions and methoddogie various studies differ, the
estimates in Table 1 are clearly an order of mageitgreater than current flows directed to
activities that form part of sustainable developtmeBven if all concerned donor
Governments were to meet the target of 0.7% of {BNifficial development assistance, this
would provide only USD 270 billion a year for akes. Clearly, new finance for sustainable
development cannot derive solely from official gearand development assistance. The
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current gaps in finance, therefore, suggest an itapb role for private investment in
achieving sustainable developmém.does not mean, however, that less attentionlghioe
paid to more traditional sources of developmerdrite. Indeed, for least developed countries
and fragile states, financing gaps are likely totowme to be filled by ODA, rather than
private capital, while private flows may play mangoortant roles in fast-growing developing
economies and middle income countries.

Therefore, it is critically important to find wayer the private sector to contribute to more
sustainable outcomes. How to steer private investrite a sustainable direction? At the
broadest level, the question is how to evolve ysesn of rules governing private actors’
investment decisions in order to make investmetiepegs more compatible with sustainable
development. The way resources are channeled nujegs and investment is shaped by
rules and institutions that together constitute ‘ttregine” of the economic system. Those
include trade rules, financial and capital markdes, rules applying to corporations, and
rules applying to the broader system of public pridate institutions. Many observers share
the concern that, taken as a whole, the “engineit &s currently is not geared to deliver
sustainable outcomes across the board.

One major difficulty is that the increasing cosssaciated with rising ecological scarcity are
not routinely reflected in economic signals. Thiaswalready recognized by Agenda 21 in
1992 (see Agenda 21, chapter 8). For example, torseebave to invest resources into projects
whose environmental and social impacts are nog feflected in the bottom line of the firms.
Firms that do not pay for resources, pollution @ste disposal have no incentives to make
their production processes more resource efficidfinost none of the major degraded
ecosystem goods or services listed by the MillemnEcosystem Assessment is marketed.
Some goods, such as capture fisheries, fresh watket,foods and wood fuel, are often
commercially marketed, but due to the poor manageérné the biological resources and
ecosystems that are the source of these goodmadheet prices do not reflect unsustainable
use and overexploitation. Often, policy distorti@aml failures compound these problems by
encouraging wasteful use of natural resources avidommental degradation (Barbier, 2011).

The problem is broader than the mere absence dketsarand involves systemic issues.
Households cannot recycle domestic waste if thastfucture that allows for separate waste
treatment is not in place. Commuters have to usenzbiles if no public transport systems

are in place. In other words, the adoption of snatde behaviours by individuals and firms

alike is in no small part conditioned by the braadies and institutions in society.

The contribution of the private sector to sustai@atutcomes has remained a vexed issue
since the Earth Summit. The main question in debasebeen that of the relative importance
of voluntary versus policy-driven approaches tovieg) sustainability issues. Since 1992,
voluntary initiatives have flourished in areas aovg all the stages of private investment
chains, from principles for responsible investmapplying to various types of investors to
due diligence principles for financial intermedesito transparency initiatives in extractive
industries to corporate social responsibility pielcto standards for environmental and
sustainability reporting. However, those voluntamitiatives are far from having achieved
universal take-up. Large parts of global supplyimharemain outside of sustainability
initiatives, especially small and medium entergiskloreover, adhering to sustainability
principles may not always make sense from a puoétgbility perspective. For example,

® See for example Gates, 2012.
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there is mixed evidence on the relative performanicethical and responsible investment
funds relative to other funds. This limits take-afpvoluntary initiatives to situations where

so-called “win-win” solutions are available. Howeyein—win solutions do not always exist.

As importantly, there is no convincing evidencet tthee sum of voluntary initiatives could

make private investment flows compatible with sinstiility (UNDESA, 2012a).

Various components of society, including businesslérs, have framed sustainability visions
that are based on structural changes in rulesrestiduitions that would allow for business to
deliver sustainable outcomes “naturally” (e.g. WBC2012). Going forward, we will have
to assess or re-assess a few critical questioosvhat extent are current rules and institutions
governing private investment at odds with sustalitglobjectives, and how best to achieve
consistency? To what extent are voluntary appraaebé to bring business and industry as a
whole closer to sustainable practices globally, whére do they need to be accompanied by
stronger regulation? What strategy should be faidwo align rules and institutions with
sustainability objectives? What high-leverage poiof intervention in investment chains
should be targeted? (UNDESA, 2012a).

Turning to the institutional framework for interi@tal cooperation, a major difficulty that
has been pointed out by commentators is that thgéegies of the most important actors are
not necessarily aligned with long term sustaingbiibjectives (as suggested by “science”).
As an example, critiques have emerged from ciGlety regarding the energy strategy of the
World Bank, and similar critiques have pointed ¢hat sectoral strategies of the major
international financial institutions are not “cliteacompatible” (see e.g., Friends of the Earth
et al., 2011). On the other hand, many developmgntries, which are the main clients of
these institutions, have consistently and stroragigued that sustainability considerations
should not be turned into “green conditionalitiess, far as ODA in general and lending from
those institutions in particular are concerfied.

Traditional aid architecture is still catching up deal effectively with the management of
global common pool resources. Problems in the ¢éraaea are well known, but difficulties
have also been present in the case of other conpnohresources such as fisheries and
biodiversity. In this regard, there clearly is adiing challenge. There remains a large gap
between the global benefits that humankind receifresn ecosystems and what we
collectively are willing to pay to maintain and senve them (Barbier, 2011). Overcoming
this funding gap is critical if the current declioé global ecosystems and the benefits they
provide is to stop.

One source to bridge this funding gap would beetimination of subsidies that are proven to
encourage unsustainable behaviours, such as foskubsidies. In practice, this has been a
politically difficult area, and attention has befatused on finding so-called “innovative”
sources of finance. The search for innovative fi@gamechanisms to finance global commons
or global ecosystems is in itself an example agrftantation, as illustrated by Table 2.

® The rejection of “green conditionalities” was asfethe most consistent threads of the discussians o
a green economy during the preparations for Rio¥8{ is reflected in the Rio+20 outcome
document, which explicitly states that such coodilities should not be contemplated (United
Nations, 2012, para. 58).
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Table 2: Examples of proposed or existing internatinal sources of “Innovative Finance”
aiming at funding global ecosystem conservation

Mechanism Description

Global Environmental Facility (GEF) A multi-donoloppal mechanism to meet the
additional costs of developing countries in
achieving global environmental benefits from
biological diversity, climate change, international
waters, ozone layer depletion, reduced land
degradation and abatement of persistent organic

pollution
International payment for ecosystem service# global mechanism for raising and distributing
(IPES) funds from beneficiaries of ecosystem services to

those who conserve them
Reduced emissions from deforestation and A specific IPES aimed at reducing greenhouse gas

forest degradation (REDD) scheme emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
(REDD) in developing countries
Global carbon cap and auction systems Allocatipgoportion of funds raised from a cap

and auction scheme for G@missions among
wealthy nations

Global carbon tax Allocating a proportion of fundssed from taxes
on CQ emissions among wealthy nations
Financial transaction taxes (FTT) Taxes collectedhe sale of specific financial

assets, such as stock, bonds or futures
Currency transaction taxes (CTT or Tobin  Taxes applied to currency exchange transactions
tax)
International Finance Facility (IFF) Mobilize fineing from international capital
markets by issuing long-term bonds repaid by donor
countries.
Taxes on airline travel or fuel Taxes applied teinational airline ticket sales or
fuel use

Taxes on global arms trade Taxes applied to intimal export sales of
armaments

Source: Barbier (2011).

Most importantly, the traditional conception of @ntational cooperation in terms of
developed versus developing countries does notuadely address issues such as limiting the
global footprint of humanity, for which the “proloie is not limited to developing countries
or to lack of resources. For example, buildingsated in developed countries are a major
source of energy consumption and carbon emissibaige scale investments in energy
efficiency in buildings in developed countries shibuherefore be part of any global
decarbonization strategy. Similarly, a significguatrt of the current investments in energy
infrastructure that lock in countries on high-carbjpaths for several decades are done in
developed countries and emerging economies thatotioely on international assistance to
finance them. Most importantly, the poorest cowstr{those most in need of aid) are not
those who have the greatest negative impacts dmalgtlommons such as the atmosphere;
therefore, development aid alone is quite powetlesgldress those issues.

Finally, the importance of the political context mhich discussions on sustainable
development happen must not been underestimatesl.p@kt decade has seen significant
shifts in economic and geopolitical power, with thise of large emerging economies.
International institutions, including those for @mational cooperation, have just started to
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adjust to this new reality. This comes on top oftpg mistrust between developing countries
and developed countries regarding the deliveryoohroitments related to development and
sustainable development. Both these issues hayedhhe tenor of the discussions at the
UN, including lately at the United Nations Confereron Sustainable Development (Rio+20),
held in Rio de Janeiro in June 2012.

Significantly, the Rio+20 conference, althoughatme to a successful conclusion, left open
for further negotiations many issues that relateeay to international cooperation.
Governments agreed to launch processes under thedsidral Assembly to: establish a new
high-level political forum on sustainable developitieto establish a set of sustainable
development goals; to provide a revitalized intdomal cooperation framework for
sustainable development, including a sustainableldpment financing strategy for resource
mobilization and a technology facilitation mechamisThe outcomes of these processes will,
to some extent, shape the direction of internationaperation for sustainable development
over the coming years.

I1.4 What does the future hold?

No one knows which path the world will take in thext 40 years. But there has been a strong
consensus among experts about the major sustaipabgues and the broad direction of
trends. In contrast, big differences exist on thggested policy solutions arising from
different world views, grounded in different valuellany “business-as-usual” (BAU)
scenarios have explored the potential consequesfctee world’s continuing its dominant
development model. Most recent scenarios of thpe tgre “dynamics-as-usual’ (DAU)
scenarios that assume across the board incremenpabvements in technologies, for
example for energy efficiency, following past dynesn In principle, these scenarios are the
closest to future projections. They provide a dketicwhat the world could look like in 2050,
if we were to continue the historical path of imoental improvements in reaction to
perceived crises, instead of a shift toward a Iamg: perspective that aims to anticipate and
avert serious — possibly catastrophic — environaiedisruptions to human societies and
economies (UNDESA, 2012a).

This DAU world in 2050 is a more crowded, urban Mpin which poverty and hunger
persist among riches. While great progress is dggdezn making not only primary but also
secondary education universal, one billion peoplaain without access to basic services.
Gross world product quadruples to US$300 trillior2D50, with Brazil, Russia, India, China
and South Africa (BRICS) alone accounting for 40% tlee world economy. Income
convergence across countries continues rapidly.édew some of the most vulnerable and
poorest economies remain marginalized. This worlould still be energy-hungry and
powered by fossil fuels. Two thirds of world popida would be living under water stress.
Competing demands for freshwater resources woubk pocreasingly difficult allocation
problems and limit the expansion of key sectorspanticular food and agriculture. Major
environmental trends would be accelerated: increa§&HG emissions and global warming;
decreasing forest area and more land for agriaulatileast until 2030; and unabated loss of
biodiversity. By its sheer scale, human activityl mave transgressed the majority of the
planetary boundaries as defined by J. Rockstrom afiéagues in 2009, with unknown
effects but increasing the long-term risk of glolmllapse of the earth’s ecosystem.
(UNDESA, 2012a).
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BOX 2: Sustainable development scenarios develtmeio+20

High level of agreement on overall conclusions

Despite their variety in terms of modelling apprioaand desired goals, the sustainable development
scenarios developed for Rio+20 agree to a largenéxt their overall conclusions.

. There are numerous feasible pathways to sustaid@yelopment.

. There is no agreement on “must have” lists, lmenarios show the benefits of reining|in
overall material and energy use, increased encffiseency, and reduced poverty.

. A broad pursuit of sustainable development issigperior in performance to pursuing single

objectives in isolation (e.g., promote economicwgtofirst and introduce greenhouse gas mitigation
policies later).

. Complex trade-offs related to the global commoeesd to be tackled globally.

. While sustainability goals put forward by poliios have become increasingly ambitious,
their attainment has become increasingly difficult.

. Education, RD&D and population goals are esskntiith very large synergies with the

development and environmental dimensions.
Little agreement on specific policy suggestions

There is no single solution or policy for sustaileatievelopment. Bottom-up measures and policies
need to be tailored to each issue, country, antbise@reat differences remain in terms of specific
policy recommendations that are drawn from sceneggults. A key problem is the existence |of
important trade-offs across time, sectors, andessiany “green” scenarios are unsustainable in at
least one or more dimensions. None of the mainstreeenarios for Rio+20 illustrate a path toward
sustainable development in 2050 that would keepamitynwithin the “safe operating space” suggested
by science (Rockstrom et al., 2009).

Proposed “solutions” are often inconsistent aceesdors. For example, all the mainstream sustanabl
development scenarios for Rio+20 see substantiaééses in biofuel production and deployment of
modern renewables, and consequently lead to signifly increased water and land use, increased
water stress for the majority of the world popwati as well as anthropogenic interference with
phosphorus and nitrogen flows at a level that leenldeemed incompatible with planetary limits |by
environmental science.

D

In other words, it is highly likely that scenarigs general tend to underestimate the challenge of
moving humanity onto a sustainable development.palklis calls for greater caution and humility
about what can be achieved.

Source: UNDESA (2012a).

Sustainable development scenarios produced for ZRid3y various research groups have
explored a broad range of sustainability goals, trassociated with major international
development and sustainability goals that are eittgeeed or have been under discussion.
They are also grounded in (subsets of) existingistegam scientific sets of goals, but clearly
leave out elements of wider sustainable developnpemspectives that typically include
community or society aspects, such as peace ana sapital. The sustainable development
scenarios describe a much “better world” than BARBD a world that is more sustainable in
important environmental and social dimensions. Yaten this world is not free from
contradictions and confronts decision-makers withuenber of unresolved trade-offs. They
highlight the enormity of the global sustainableselepment challenge, and suggest that at
some point in the future we may be forced to makehrmore drastic behavioral changes
(UNDESA, 2012a).
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Given the available evidence and scenarios, whatbeasaid of the role of international
cooperation in finding solutions to sustainable elegment challenges? First, a framework
for international cooperation that aims to suppodtainable development would necessarily
put a heavy emphasis on three dimensions: (i) #eel o eradicate poverty and hunger; (ii)
the global ecological footprint of humanity; anii) (he management of global commons.

Ideally, such a framework should be adapted toctredlenges of the future. This raises a
number of difficult questions, the answers to whialh condition what international
cooperation should look like. For example, what senreasonably say about the extent and
location of extreme poverty and hunger in the 20430 years?Centers of poverty have
shifted over time and are likely to continue toftsfiom middle-income countries to least
developed countries and those in fragile situatiém®ther question for consideration is, how
to break through current deadlocks in cooperatianagement of global commons? Yet
another question is, how to integrate sustaingtslitall levels in the delivery of international
cooperation (e.g., in international financing ingtons)?

From this brief discussion, it follows that specifecommendations on changes needed in the
framework for international cooperation are quitechto produce, unless backed up by clear
visions for the future and goals for sustainahilifable 3 below gives examples of general
objectives and principles that could be followedlifferent levels.

Table 3. Examples of general objectives that mighie adopted to align international
development assistance with sustainability objectes

Level Concern for international cooperation

1: Adopting sustainability as | Ensure international assistance as a whole is stippof SD
overall paradigm

2: Vision for sustainability End the dual track éeapment versus sustainable development

3: Strategy to achieve Follow cluster/nexus approaches to increase ai@gainp
sustainability
Improve donor coordination

Make IFls and bilateral assistance more suppociv&D

Make aid more responsive to countries’ needs aludifies (e.g.
Paris Declaration level)

4: Plans of action See how aid can best contritugpecific sectoral objectives. Ex:
review energy strategy of international developnietks; same
for agricultural and rural development strategy.

5. Implementation Put in place monitoring and répgrmechanisms that allow
tracking of the performance of development assigtavith
respect to sustainability goals.

Source: Authors’ elaboration

" For a recent discussion based on a scenario f@rfyoin 2025, see for example Kharas and Rogerson
(2012).
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lIl) SDGs as a potential game-changer

[11.1 Rio+20 and the agreement to develop SDGs

One of the main outcomes of the United Nations €amfce on Sustainable Development

(Rio+20), held in Rio de Janeiro in June 2012, thasagreement by member States to launch
a process to develop a set of sustainable develupgoeals (SDGs) that could be a useful tool

for pursuing focused and coherent action on susbééndevelopment (United Nations, 2012a,

paragraph 246).

BOX 3: SDGs as defined by the Rio+20 outcome docunte

In paragraph 246 of the Rio+20 outcome documenibes States agreed that a set of SDGs must

a) Be based on Agenda 21 and the Johannesburg Plampleimentation

b) Fully respect all the Rio Principles

c) Respect national policies and priorities

d) Be consistent with international law

e) Build upon commitments already made

f) Contribute to the full implementation of the outasof all major summits in the economic,
social and environmental fields, including the f@et] outcome document

9) Focus on priority areas for the achievement ofanable development, being guided by the
outcome document

h) Address and incorporate in a balanced way all tHneensions of sustainable development
and their interlinkages

i) Be coherent with and integrated into the Unitediddest development agenda beyond 2015

)] Not divert focus or effort from the achievementta Millennium Development Goals

k) Include active involvement of all relevant staketesk, as appropriate.

It was further agreed that SDGs must also be

a) Action-oriented

b) Concise

c) Easy to communicate

d) Limited in number

e) Aspirational

f) Global in nature

9) Universally applicable to all countries, while tagiinto account different national realities,

capacity and levels of development, and respediignal policies and priorities.

Source: United Nations ( 2012).

In the Rio+20 outcome document, member Stateslglstated that the SDG process “needs
to be coordinated and coherent with the processeisider the post-2015 development
agenda.” During both SDG and post-2015 consultatifiormal and informal), member
States, civil society, and UN stakeholders consitexpressed their desire for a single set
of development goals to complement the MDGs. Atdéme time, at Rio+20 member States
explicitly agreed that SDGs should be based on Age2l and the Johannesburg Plan of
Implementation, and contribute to the full implertaion of the outcomes of all major
summits in the economic, social and environmerigddd.

The contemplated scope of the SDGs is broader thah of the MDGs. They would
encompass the completion of the work on social ldgwmeent reflected in the MDGs, while
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integrating better than the MDGs did all three digiens of sustainable development. In this
framework, SDGs could become a framework for thermational community for prioritizing
key global challenges, much as the MDGs are to@lag. SDGs would, unlike the MDGs, be
universal, applicable to all countries irrespecifdevel of development, while allowing for
differentiation across countries. The SDGs woukbalerve to ensure better coordination at
the global, regional and national levels.

Such an approach would integrate the economicakacid environmental dimensions by
recognizing that development must proceed by bmopghll human beings at least to a
minimum social development threshold — and idealgll beyond it — while humanity as a
whole stays within ‘planetary boundaries’, or egieyns’ carrying capacities.

This approach combining a social development tlulestvith environmental limits makes
clear the universality of the SDGs and the impararof addressing, for example,
consumption and production patterns and so-caltamogical footprints of all countries,
whether developed, middle income or developing. diedlenge is to reorient those patterns
so as to create space for all people to achieveahumevelopment. Notably in the case of
managing the global commons and staying within globcological thresholds, the
strengthening of the global partnership for sustiai@ development is essential.

[11.2 MDGs as a catalyst for development cooperatio

Many important lessons have been drawn from the M®@erience; the strengths and
weaknesses of the process have been analyzedtim @ep for example UN, 2012c), which
provides a benchmark for SDGs.

There seems to be a consensus that over time, Mia@s helped focus ODA, in particular
because they were adopted by major donors asdiggnizing framework for aid delivery. It
is also conjectured that MDGs may have contribtitethe increase in ODA observed in the
2000s. While it is not possible to find a clear sauink between the MDGs and the scale of
ODA flows, the fact is that, after declining forrmmber of years before the turn of the
millennium, ODA flows doubled between 2000 and 2&bdn $53.9 billion to around $128
billion, the highest real level of ODA ever (OECDAD, 2011). The MDGs also focused
ODA on targeted areas such as health and shifiad fiowards measuring outcomes rather
than merely the aid amounts. As commented in UNR®LY), “the ODA landscape has
changed markedly over recent years in relationaw much aid is provided, by whom, to
which countries, through which modalities, as vesdithe purposes to which it is put.” The
experience from MDGs seems to suggest that SDGd sogceed in mobilizing significant
additional resource flows from developed to deviglgountries.

Another strength of the MDG framework is that itded major international institutions, in
order to monitor the goals, to set up the statikapparatus necessary to collect relevant data,
which often was not available at the start of thecpss. This has since developed into
improved indicators, available for a broader setmintries and on a regular basis, and made
accessible to the public through friendly interface
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[ll. 3 Could SDGs play a similar role?

Given the important role played by the MDGs in fiagninternational cooperation in the past
decade, it is natural to envision a similarly imtpot role for SDGs in the future. And while
there clearly are similarities between the twas #lso clear that important differences exist.

Potential similarities/ sources of inspiration

Similar to MDGs, SDGs could play a critical rolefo€using lens allowing all stakeholders to
focus on the “bigger” issues. It could also playoée of focusing lens and catalyst for
international aid, including finance and capacityiding but also scientific cooperation. The
importance of the financial dimension in particweas clear during the discussions in the
preparation for Rio+20. During the Rio+20 negotiafi, a large number of member States
raised questions about the financial resource oaftins of agreeing to a new set of
sustainable development goals, suggesting thatoimsidering SDGs it is important to
consider also a strategy for mobilizing financimgsupport their attainment. The Rio+20
outcome document makes an explicit link betweerSilD&s and the sustainable development
financing strategy mentioned above. Lastly, SDGsldobenefit from the experience
accumulated around the MDGs regarding data callectmonitoring and evaluation; this
would likely constitute significant progress comgurto the current relative lack of
monitoring of all the internationally agreed comméints on sustainable development.

Differences

A first important difference between the MDGs ahd S§DGs is the degree of agreement that
exists among countries on the broad underlyingadivges. Whereas eradicating poverty as a
broad objective and economic growth as the wayclieze it have enjoyed broad consensus
among countries, much weaker agreement existseowdlys and means by which sustainable
development can be achieved. The “conflict” betwerwironment and development has, to
some extent, never been fully resolved since thekBblm conference in 1972.

There has long been a tension between developedieveloping countries regarding the
interpretations of the concept of sustainable dgrakent, and more specifically the priorities
that countries at different levels of developmehbwdd give to economic, social and

environmental objectives. However, this is not tidy tension that exists. In developed
countries, the shift to sustainability is an exaenpl a “difficult problem”, where future gains

have to be traded for immediate losses (at leasbagpared to pursuing our current way of
doing things). When push comes to shove, no oeager to pay the price now in the hope
that future generations will reap the dividendsrfrour prudent behaviour.

Many experts agree that the position of sustaina@eelopment in the competition for
legitimacy among world views has not strengtheriadesthe World Summit on Sustainable
Development in 2002, but may on the contrary haseesd. Relevant for policy consideration
is the presence in all countries of a wide spectafirapinions regarding the seriousness of
environmental issues, the priority that they shorddeive compared to other issues, and
ultimately the electability of governments that geign on them.

It seems fair to say that there is no broad agraeesgither regarding the means through which
sustainable development could be achieved. Oneeofnibst divisive fault lines concerns the
compatibility of sustained economic growth at theobgl level with environmental

sustainability, and by extension the compatibildfy societies based on ever expanding
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material consumption with global planetary limigs.recent global survey of experts found
them split on this issue (see Figure 1). Anothengxe of this may be the range of value
assessments that have been made of globalisattooh Was been a defining feature of the
evolution of the world for some decades. It hamljesented both as a blessing and a curse
by different communities that proclaim sustainabd®elopment as their overarching goal.

Figure 1: Experts’ views on sustainable consumptioissues
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A second difference between the contexts of the EIRGd the SDGs is the prevalence of
collective action problems at the heart of sustadmaevelopment, and the frequent failure of
countries at solving those problems. In many césescritical issue is the lack of credible
enforcement mechanisms that could constrain goventractions. In the absence of such
mechanisms, the default solution has often beemelp on national voluntary actions.
However, in many cases the addition of these iplgimot adequate to solve the problem.
This issue has been abundantly analyzed in theatadenate change. Figure 2, taken from a
recent report done by UNEP, illustrates how nalipfedges — not even speaking of national
actions, which may or may not reflect such pledgedo not suffice to achieve the kind of
emission reductions that science says would bessacg

Simply put, regional and global commons cannot laeaged through purely national actions
(i.e., without any coordination with what otherse adoing). This has been clearly
demonstrated in the case of fisheries, transboyndaliution, and in other cases (Dinar,
2011). However, in general governments have beductamt to create supra-national
institutions that could effectively enforce collieet agreements. When such institutions exist,
they may be weak and compliance may be low — a go@adnple of this is the case of the
bluefin tuna in the Mediterranean, which has narbmanaged sustainably, even though all
the “right” institutions are in place to do so (UNBA, 2012a). On the other hand, examples
of international cooperation to manage regionajlobal resources have been successful. For
example, international cooperation for ozone lgyretection is often hailed as a success, as is
European cooperation on acid rain.
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Figure 2. Differences between desired GHG emissiongductions and the sum of pledges
(“emissions gap”)
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BOX 4: lessons from international cooperation on tansboundary environmental issues

A few lessons can be taken from an examinatiorrasfstnational institutions for the management of
shared resources.

First, the management of regional or global commensompasses much more than economic |and
financial instruments. Treaties, laws and regufetjalata collection and exchange, joint modellind
research, capacity building, and other componeiatg Ine critical for rapid progress.

[

Second, the diversity in institutional models aat s is significant, both across environmentlés
and across regions for the same issues; and dmebaghe speed of progress.

Source: Dinar (2011).

Development cooperation in the light of sustainatd@eelopment and the SDGs: Preliminary 19
exploration of the issues



A third difference between MDGs and SDGs lies i@ prerspectives that undergird them. In
the former, the perspective is one of “us” and fithewith one group of countries helping the
other to develop, implicitly by catching up andléating the same development model as the
“successful” countries. In the latter, common atii® needed to solve common problems (as
enshrined in the first part of Principle 7); and ttevelopment path of “successful” countries
is explicitly designated as one of the causes®ptioblem (this interpretation is already clear
in the UNFCCC, which recognizes the historical oespbility of developed countries); and
ultimately, developed countries have to leave “aprg space” for developing countries to
develop while keeping humanity as a whole withife gscosystem limits.

The fact that sustainable consumption and prodactmong all the elements of the initial
“Rio package” of 1992, has been the one whereipaliprogress has arguably been the
weakest, suggests that the difference in paradigghseen the “traditional” development and
the sustainable development approaches may cdaséittundamental obstacle — something
that is also illustrated by the reluctance of ernmgrgeconomies, who are now major
contributors to pressures on shared environmerdgaburces and sinks, to envision a
reconsideration of their rights and duties underghnciple of “common but differentiated

responsibilities” (second part of Rio Principle 7).

Foreseeable challenges

Based on the above discussion, difficulties in tingaSDGs and adopting them as a guide for
international cooperation for sustainable develapnean be foreseen in several areas. First,
as already mentioned, political difficulties withet sustainable development agenda could
result in an agenda that does not fundamentallyeaddsustainability issues — for example
because the goals are vague or weakly formulateishsafficiently ambitious to address the
issues at hand, or inconsistent among themselves.

Second, the compact nature of the SDGs (the “lomitamber” of goals mentioned in the
Rio+20 outcome document) is likely to create a cefitipn among sectoral interests to
“make it” into the SDGs, potentially at the experafeleaving out critical parts of the
sustainable development agenda. As an examplairsailsie consumption and production,
which in view of past development is probably neeeg to any meaningful sustainable
development agenda, has no real “champion” to defenit would run the risk of being
excluded of the final list of goals, if competiti@mong sectoral interests prevailed in its
definition.

Third, resistance of “traditional” international aperation institutions to integration into a
broader sustainable development framework is tepected. Institutional inertia is not new,
and this is no surprise; however, the experienagb@iast two decades indicates how strong
resistance to change may delay the adoption okisadtie development as a paradigm for
international cooperation, in practice if not inné®. Such resistance can be expected from
development aid institutions and more broadly fidonor countries, but also from recipients,
as long as there remains uncertainty on the stnenfjtcommitments that are made for
supporting international cooperation.

Stepping outside the domain of international coafpen stricto sensu, , and given that
success or failure on sustainability will ultimagtéle largely the result of private sector action
and investments, what type of accountability frammewcould be devised to ensure that we
stay on the right course?
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IVV) Conclusion

International cooperation for sustainable develaprhas not delivered enough to achieve all
the international commitments made at the EarthrSitiaind after. As measured by its ability
to support a global shift to SD, the current frarmagwfor international cooperation, while
constantly evolving, suffers from important shortings. The management of global
common resources is perhaps the area where gagss(akes) are the highest. But other
problem areas have been pointed out in this paper.

Many of the difficulties mentioned here are not n&wnsidering only issues related to the
management of common resources, from transbouraargollution to climate change to
regional and global fisheries to the ozone layee, last decades have witnessed searches for
cooperative solutions, with an impressively widagea of associated outcomes going from
recognized failure to broadly hailed success. Shiggests that no simple, uniform “solution”
to these issues should be looked for — be it thatmn of markets or other tools. Rather, trial
and error is likely to continue to be the main wyough which collective progress is
achieved.

For those who believe that sustainable developmeptesents the correct paradigm to
address global development challenges, a critigastion is: how could the post-2015 period
see the integration of the development and sudtlErdevelopment agendas? It is clear that
such integration would require deep changes, stastiith a convergence of processes and
institutions, from the international level, incladithe UN system, to the national level.

Because the decision of UNCSD to create a set dbsSboincides with the period of
reflection on a post-2015 development agenda,piiist in time provides an opportunity for
accelerated convergence of the sustainable develupand development agendas. Solid
SDGs could provide a strong operational basis fimhdntegration to happen, by enabling
sustainability to be systematically “factored iritérnational cooperation from a high
leverage point. The SDGs will conceivably help forg more integrated approach to
sustainable development by connecting social, enmiental and economic goals; addressing
varying conditions and levels of development; eimgumore equitable access to resources at
a time when global consumption patterns are appipgc(and in some cases exceeding)
ecosystem carrying capacities; and involve all mcfoom both developed and developing
countries.

Such prospect, however, faces important challepgesining to the design of the SDGs
itself, political difficulties still associated whitthe sustainable development agenda, and
multiple vested interests. This paper has tridaigblight some of those challenges.
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