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1. The background of the World Summit for Social Deelopment (WSSD)

Following two years of preparation, the World Surmrdar Social Development
(WSSD) adopted its Declaration and programme abaain 12 March 1995. This
fell in the middle of the last decade of thé"afntury, which was characterised by
important political changes and by optimism in intgional relations. The fall of the
Berlin wall and the consequent breaking up of ti&SB ended the cold war mentality
which had dominated not only the discussions in Wmted Nations but also the
relation of capitalist and communist developed ¢oes with developing countries.

As the ideological east-west discussion becamedisyent, there was more room
for reflection on more fundamental issues of dewelent. However these reflections
took also place in an atmosphere of increasing alidition. Globalization was
especially in the beginning of the 1990’s underpihiby the so called Washington
Consensus, a set of policy measures recommendttk Bretton Woods Institutions
(IMF, World Bank) which purported countries to ast®m of greater openness,
especially in trade and capital flows, a primacythef market and thus reductions of
government expenditures and increasing flexibilmain different markets, notably
the labour markets.

The Washington Consensus was the ultimate fornwnadi different generations of
structural adjustment policies, which had dominateational policy making,
especially in those countries, which were depemuedinancing from the Bretton
woods institutions. Structural adjustment polidiesugh received a lot of criticism as
they, especially when they were initially formuldtelid not take social issues into
consideration. From the mid-eighties a groundswkfirotest emerged from scholars
and policy makers in these countries as well invilr@us agencies in the UN system.
However, in the early nineties it was generallyegted, even in various departments
in the Breton Woods Institutions themselves, thaicsural adjustment policies had
been found wanting, not only because of their negatocial aspect but even on
economic grounds, as they often did not managétedtart inclusive growth.

The end of communism, in 1989-99, added also in sineke some thirty former
communist countries to the market economies. Tisesealled transition countries
(transiting to more open markets economies and deatio governance) were also in
need of structural change. The beginning of treowsiin these countries was
characterized by large declines in incomes andcgess to social services, due to a
stark economic decline as well as to the dismathihsocial institutions often linked
to former state enterprises.

The Northern American countries and Europe had sedhe 1980’s a change in
policies of privatisation and liberalisation epitsed by the Reagan presidency in the
USA and the Thatcher regime in the UK. The primaicthe market propagated under
these regimes also meant a diminishing role ofstla¢ée and a dismantling of the
northern welfare state, which had contributed anphevious decade to the golden age
of strong growth in the capitalist countries. Hoeevhe promised growth by these
models did not match the earlier growth in Westeunope and North America, and
the certainly did not trickle down to poorer and renadisadvantaged groups.
Unemployment and inequality increased and eleasraivere searching for
alternatives.



It is thus against a context of, on the one harel disappearance of East-West
tensions in international relations, and at theeothand a social system that was
threatened by economic reform, in some countrigsarform of structural adjustment
programs, in other countries as part of a transitda more market-oriented system
and yet in other countries because of a dismantihghe welfare state, that the
preparations for the World Summit for Social depatent took place in the early
90's, and that in March 1995 the Copenhagen Dealawrand Programme of Action
of the World Summit for Social Development ( WSSas adopted.

The WSSD was however not a single exercise, bt ptace as part of a series of
important summits and conferences, often at the béatate level, fostering national
and international action on development:

* New York: World Summit, for Children, 2000

* Rome: Nutrition Conference, 1992

* Rio de Janeiro: UN Conference on Environment angeld@ment, 1992
* Vienna: World Conference on Human Rights

» Cairo: International Conference on Population aegdlopment, 1994
» Copenhagen: WSSD, 1995

» Beijing: Fourth World Conference on Women, 1995

* |stanbul: Habitat I, 1996

» Dakar: Education Forum, 2000

 New York, Millennium Summit, 2000

These truly international gatherings were made iplesssamong others, by the
increased willingness to find common solutions riobems that were perceived to be
global and culminated in the Millennium Summit ireW York at which heads of
states pledged the Millennium Declaration, whictswased on the outcomes of the
summits and conferences of the 1990’s. We will cdoaek to the Millennium
Summit in chapter 4.

2. The Declaration and the ideals and principlesfaghe WSSD.

The Copenhagen Declaration consisted of 10 commisndsee below). The
programme of action of the WSSD grouped these bindéments in a programme of
action consisting of 4 major areas of action 1) érmabling environment for social
development; 2) Eradication of poverty; 3) Expansid productive employment and
reduction of unemployment and 4) Social integratibhe other commitments were
integrated under these 4 major points of action.



WSSD Commitments

* Achieve equality and equity

Create an economic, political, i GainEn and Frien

social, cultural and legal
environment that will enable

people to achieve social * Attain universal and equitable
development. access to education and primary
health care.

* Eradicate absolute poverty by *  Accelerate the development of
a target date to be set by each Africa and the least developed
country. countries

* Support full employment as a * Ensure that structural adjustment
basic policy goal. programmes include social

development goals.

* Promote social integration
based on the enhancement
and protection of all human
rights

* |ncrease resources allocated to
social development.

* Strengthen cooperation for social
development through the UN.

The commitments and the plan of action was basetth@mrurrent social situation in
world (UN, 1995, p.5-6) brought about by growinglaglization, which, while
opening up new opportunities for sustained econagevth and development, was
accompanied by intensified poverty, unemploymend aocial disintegration, all
profoundly changing the parameters of social deprakent in all countries. Progress
though in some areas of economic and social denedapis acknowledged, such as a
seven fold increase in global wealth over the BBtyears and an even greater
increase in international trade, increases indipectancy and other social variables
in the majority of the countries, and the expansiin democratic pluralism,
democratic institutions and fundamental civil lithes.

However the WSSD also recognised that far too np@ople are vulnerable to stress
and deprivation and that poverty, unemployment sodal disintegration too often
result in isolation, marginalisation and violendetensifying insecurity about the
future. Worrying facts and trends which the dedlaraobserves are: growing gap
between rich and poor in many societies, more thaillion people living in abject
poverty, social problems in countries facing ecoimoor social transformation, a
deterioration of the environment, strong populatigrowth in some countries,
continues un- and underemployment especially feryihung, and the special plight
for women, disabled and refugees.

An important element was also that the observationthe declaration and in the
programme of action acknowledges strongly the itgmir effect that economic
policy and especial economic reform policies cdudare on the social situation in a
country and that economic policies could no lonigerdesigned ignoring the social
outcome of these policies. Commitment 8 (ensutingt structural adjustment
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programme’s include social development goals) tttds that, as does more
implicitly commitment 1 (on creating an economiolipcal, social, cultural and legal
environment for achieving social policy). Since theclaration was the outcome of
long negotiations, commitment 1 was less explisitt@ which economic policies
should be undertaken and how concerns for socibitig® and greater inequality
should inform these policies. (UNRISD, 2000)

The ideals and principles which guided the dedlamateflect very much the notion of
an integrated approach to social policy at variwels: firstly an integration of
concerns of all family members (women, man, youtld ahildren) as well as the
importance of the family itself, secondly an intipn of economic, cultural and
social development, so that these become mutuafipative, thirdly an integration
of the private and the public sphere of nationdiviaies and fourthly a strong
recognition of the interdependence between natiandlinternational policies and the
need for international collective commitment. Imaot among the principles were
also the promotion of an universal respect for hunmmmghts and fundamental
freedoms including the right to development, praorobf social integration and the
promotion of equitable distribution of income anm@afer access to resources through
equity and equality of opportunity for all.

Although the term it self was not yet used at th83M®, it can be argued that the
principle outcome and the set of policy recommeiodatof the WSSD reflected very
much what later was called policy coherence, tormg#ertaken at the national as well
as at the international level (WCSDG, 2004).

3. How relevant have the declaration and the idealand principles of the WSSD
been?

Twenty years have passed since the Copenhagerratemiaand the programme of
action have been adopted. Two questions arisetlyFirow relevant was the

declaration and the programme of action and segdmall relevant, giving the many
economic, social an political changes countriestandvorld as a whole underwent is
the declaration and the principles on which itasdd today?

Past relevance can be understood in different wityis.report looks at past relevance
in three ways:

Firstly did the WSSD generate new ideas and ditllézal immediately, or over time,

to new International Policy Commitments?

Secondly did the WSSD generate at the nationaingitless and policies to adapt the
commitments of the WSSD and did the capability tgplement necessary policy

changes increase?

Thirdly can one observe positive developments enttlree main areas of concern of
the WSSD, namely poverty reduction, productive ewplent and social integration?

The next chapter 4 discusses how the WSSD hasilwatei to new ideas and
international policy commitments beyond those & WSSD itself. Various global
events and activities will be considered here, fohiBmong these are however the
policies and commitments emanating from the Milienm Summit in 2000, the
consequent acceptance of the Millennium Developn@dls in 2001, for which a
target was set by 2015, and the follow up summotghe Millennium Summit.
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Chapter 5 gives a broad overview of how nationdicps have taken unto account
the commitments of the WSSD, and a short overviéhgiven how national policies
have been changed, or not, in the areas of povertgmployment and social
exclusion. However such policies will not been ledkupon from an isolated point of
view but mainly from the point of view of policy herence i.e. how tradeoffs and
synergies between these social policies on the loewed and economic and
environmental sustainable policies on the otherdhaswve been handled. Chapter 6
gives an overview of the results in the three maieas of the WSSD: poverty,
employment and social integration, based upon titeome of parallel papers on
these issues. This overview will not deal with dethoutcomes, as these can be
found in parallel papers, but concentrate more aierg trends in these three areas
and whether the trend in each of these three aidadevelop in isolation or whether
one can detect some covariance between these.

After having considered the past relevance of tH&SW in 1995, the next section of
the report deals with the question how relevantcttramitments and principles of the
WSSD are today. Chapter 7 provides first a shoeraew of the major geopolitical,
economic and social phenomena and events whichth&ee place since the summit
took place in 1995, in order to place the questibtihe contemporary relevance of the
WSSD in a proper context. The main body of Chaptemphasizes therefore how the
commitments and principles of the WSSD relate ® ¢hrrent discussions on the
Sustainable Development Goals and the post 201®Ib@went Agenda and what
lessons could be drawn from this.

Chapter 8 discusses how the deliberations and gutecommendations of the
Commission for Social Development, based on the@lbeview of the commitments
and principles of the WSSD, can supplement the,2bQ5 agreed, Sustainable
Development Goals.

Chapter 9 concludes.
4. Impact: International Policy Commitments
a) The Millennium Declaration and the MDGs

As mentioned above, the WSSD in 1995 was one aftaolsmajor global policy
initiatives, which culminated in the Millennium Suamt in September 2000. At this
summit heads of states adopted the Millennium Datittn (MD). This declaration
was based on the outcome of the various globahiiviés that took place in the
1990’s. The Declaration is based on six fundamerdlues — freedom, equality,
solidarity, tolerance, respect for nature and shaesponsibility. The declaration
itself consisted of 8 chapters, which are indieatof the breath and scope of the
Declaration:

1.Values and Principles

2. Peace, Security and Disarmament

3. Development and Poverty Eradication

4. Protecting our Common Environment

5. Human Rights, Democracy and Good Governance
6. Protecting the Vulnerable



7. Meeting the Special Needs of Africa
8. Strengthening the United Nations

A substantial part of the text of the declaratieflects the outcomes of the WSSD.
Chapter 3 on development and poverty eradicatiatircos the commitments of the

WSSD, as did chapter 6 on protecting the vulneraklso chapters 7 and 8, and to a
lesser extent other chapters, were build on théadd®mn and the programme of
action of the WSSD.

The Millennium Declaration was operationalized ime tform of a number of

guantitative goals (MDGs) to be achieved by 2016e MDGs are seen as the
crystallization of goals agreed earlier at inteioval conferences in the 1990s.
However the MDGs did not emanate as a matter ofseofrom the Millennium

Declaration. A few years earlier the OECD DevelopmAssistance Committee
(DAC), in its 1996 publication ‘Shaping the 21stn@ey: The Contribution of

Development Cooperation’, made an attempt to foateuldevelopment goals by
synthesizing the goals agreed at the various wsualehmits. However, unlike the
commitments of the world summits, which were molabgl in nature, these goals
focused mainly on measurable criteria for povertpcial development and a
sustainable environment; they distanced themsdhoes the rights-based approach
and emancipatory development, which characteribed dutcomes of the WSSD.
These goals initially provoked little response froleveloping countries, the World
Bank or the IMF. However the UN secretariat, sgeiihe DAC initiative as an

attempt by the rich countries to control the UNradge devised its own list.

Furthermore many civil-society networks (like themen’s and peace movements,
the churches and Jubilee 2000) called on world desado develop at the 2000
Millennium Summit a global development vision. R@® from developing countries
and civil society led to goals for the rich couasrirelating to trade access, debt relief
and ODA, and to an appeal to the pharmaceuticaising to make AIDS medicines
cheaper. In an unprecedented display of unitylgaders of the IMF, OECD, UN and
World Bank published the document ‘A Better Wortd fAll: Progress towards the
International Development Goals’, based on the OEEelopment goals mentioned
above. This document was largely in line with thdl $ecretary-General’'s draft
declaration, with the addition of infant and matdrmortality. Fearing that health
budgets might otherwise become unbalanced, theagassn combating HIV/AIDS
was expanded to include other diseases.

It is important, in understanding the process tedtto the MDGs, to be aware that
the MDGs are grounded in the Western trend, deeelop the 90s, of results-based
management and accountability in development polésy reflected in the OECD
development goals. This was in the end coupled tmoge visionary objective of
social and human development, originating in the $édretariat and in UNDP. The
UN was end 1990’'s faced with the problem of howrézoncile the OECD’s
development goals with its own Millennium Declaoati After all, the UN Secretary-
General was a signatory to the former, but alsotbadke all 189 member states into
account, which adopted the Millennium DeclaratiorAt a meeting of donors,
developing countries and multilateral institution®2001, led by the World Bank, the
two sets of goals were integrated. A joint workimgoup representing the
OECD/DAC, WORLD BANK, IMF and UNDP elaborated thermihe goals on
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climate (MDG7) and the contribution of the rich oties (MDGS8: global
partnership), which were still the subject of fierpolitical negotiation, proved
especially difficult. The goal on a sustainableismvment (MDG7) was extended to
include biodiversity and a number of other new ¢atiors. MDG8 was eventually
finalized with not less than seven targets andntiicators, but without a deadline,
making it the most comprehensive, yet least spgeoifimeasurable goal.

The final agreed list of MDGs in 2001 contains ¢igbals:

. Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger;

. Achieve universal primary education;

. Promote gender equality and empower women;
. Reduce child mortality;

. Improve maternal health;

. Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases;
. Ensure environmental sustainability;

. Develop a global partnership for development

O~NO U~ WNPE

As can be seen form the list of the 8 MDGs (anthefsub-goals and targets which
we omit for sake a brevity) only one of the 3 mawncerns of the WSSD was
included in the MDGs (Poverty in contrast to Emph@nt and Social Integration).

However in 2005 Full Employment was listed as a-go&l to the primary goal of

eradicating poverty. The MDGs were also, as alreadicated above, much more
reductionist that the Millennium Declaration whicbntained a much richer set of
commitments than the MDGs.

Table 1 gives a comprehensive overview of timenootargets in the WSSD and the
relevant MDG goals targets. The only addition bidgulgy the MDGs was to set a
target year for poverty reduction to the commitmehthe WSSDreducing overall
poverty in the shortest possible time, reducingjiradities and eradicating absolute
poverty by a target date to be specified by eachnttyg in its national context.
However the target date related only to povertyucidn and not to reducing
inequalities, which was mentioned neither as a MD@Gr, as a target nor as an
indicator.

When considering the MDGs they clearly reflect arerading concern for social
goals, the first six goals have an explicit sodbhbracter and were also the most
elaborated goals. However as the architects ofMb& wanted clear measurable
goalsthere was no mention of social integration in the MDGs and the MDGs also

did not encapsulate sub-goals about an enabling environment for social
development.

As mentioned earlier the last two goals (environiremd global partnership) were
added later in the process and were much less faetiulated. At first such an
overriding emphasis on social goals could be seseanamportant step forward in the
new millennium. However what bothered many soc@érgtist and policy makers
was that the social goals of the MDGs were not eldeéd in a coherent (social)
development agendaSocial development is more than progress on adanitumber
of human development variables and should rathemiderstood as progress towards
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social justice (understood as a fairer distributibmesources)Development efforts
were therefore more channelled to social programmes and projects rather than
to policies. It is not clear whether the MDGs reflected an odang concern for
social justice in view of the absence of issue® ldquality, participation, and

inclusion.

Tahble 1, Targets in the MDGs relevant to the outcome of the WS5D

egal environment that
will enable people to
achiewe sacial
devclopment.

: Quantitative Time-Sound Targets Relevant MDG Aazlevant
ok Iwher applicable) Goal/Target Indicators
{1} Croate an
ecoromic, political,
=sacial, cuttursl and

S MIA A

|2} Eradicate absoluse
poverty by a target
date to be set by each

[Za) Formulate or strengthen, as a
matter of wrgency, and preferably by
the year 1996, the International Year
far the Eradication of Poverty, national
aolicies and strategies geared to
substantialiy reducing aweraél poverty in

1.4: Halwe, between
1930 and 2015, the
propaortion of people

1.1 Prapartion of
population belows
51 (PPP| per day
1.2 Paverty gap
ratio

courkry, the shortest possiole time, reducing gtnglr:ud:ﬂ il pi th':- E ?F-'I i
ineguatities and eradicating absolute ' ¥ tvimbinry ool
poverty by a target date to be specified ey
by each country in Tts mational contest. consLmgtion

1.4 Grawth rate of

GOP per person

emploped

1.5 Employment-
1.8: Achisve full ang to-poputation ratio

[} Supmort Full ::rn-:;: .T-:-“: i 1.4 Prapartion ?r

emaloyment as 2 basic NI i) 1 Ll ployed s

sokicy goal. dec.:ﬂt wark for all, .n-1n$ bembover G4

including women and [PPR) per day

WOUNg peopie. 1.7 Propartion of
own-account and
contriduting family
workers in total
employment

4} Pramote social

integration based an

tihe erfiancemant and HUA HiA L

protection of all human
righis.

Source: UN DESA. World Summit for Social Developméopenhagen Declaration on Social Development -
Part C. http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/wssd/text-version/agrents/decpartc.hjmrhanks to Amy Orr, Power of
Numbers project, New School and Harvard, Scho#ludflic Health, New York and Boston.

* For the sake of simplicity, this chart does natlude the underlying actions listed under eactheften
commitments from the Copenhagen Declaration. ldstédists only the quantitative time-bound tagttat
roughly compare to the subsequent MDGs.

The absence of a coherent development agenda weslaa@ deliberate feature of
the MDGs, as developing countries did not wantaocefagain a one size fits all
approach, as was for example propagated earliethén structural adjustment
programmes and the Washington consensus propaigatieel 80's and early 90’s by
the Bretton Wood institutes (UNRISD, 2000). Someldanterpret this as strength.
However most commentators (Saith, 2006, Fukada-P@t4, van der Hoeven, 2014)
regard this as a weakness, as the MDGs have beemmantra for an all-

encompassing development ideology. They have beamselute targets, backed up
with the reasoning that whatever is not in the MO&®0 longer important. As a
consequence, every self-respecting group hastwiget its area of activity included
within the MDGs. This fixation with bringing evehihg under the umbrella of the
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MDGs has resulted in too much attention to detimetimes at the expense of the
realization that sustainable and participatory ecoin growth with a conscious
policy of structural change and redistribution gast as easily contribute to social
progress as direct attention to the social sebtough a number of isolated goals and
targets. In analyzing progress reports on the implgation of the MDGs van der
Hoeven, 2012b, shows that more attention was divesolated employment creation
programs than to structural and macro economicigslito create employment. The
absence of a well-founded development theory melaat in practice in many
countries development policies remained businesssaal, considerably influenced
by the Poverty Reduction Strategies, the succestdhe Structural Adjustment
Policies of the World Bank. As Saith (2006) putRoverty reduction is somehow
detached from the constraints imposed by structuratualities and antipoor and
anti-labour policy biases. The answer is held tih the simple equation: external
assistance + technological fixes + good local gmaerce = poverty reduction.

In 2005 both the ten-year anniversary of the WS8® the 5-year anniversary of the
Millennium Summit took place. The Commission forctb Development reiterated
the principles and declaration of the WSSD, its sage however got somewhat lost
in the preparation for the 2005 Summit. At that mitra concerted effort by UN, ILO
and civil society led, amongst a few other aud#iomo the inclusion offull
employmengs sub target to the goal of poverty eradicatidre &ddition of a new
sub-target 1Bto Achieve full and productive employment and decemkvior all,
including women and young peopled to the inclusion of four new indicators: (1)
Growth rate of GDP per person employed, (2) Empleytrio-population ratio, (3)
Proportion of employed people living below $1 (PPB) day, and (4) Proportion of
own-account and contributing family workers in toatanployment. These indicators
were the outcome of technical deliberations betw@&CSD-DAC, the UN and the
ILO. They were less politically underpinned thag thiscussions on the Employment
goal itself and have their strengths and weakne@dagins and Takeuchi, 2013) as
they intend to measure progress on structural ghang on type of employment as a
proxy for full employment but fail to record thechease in precarisation of labour
which has taken place since 2000 (van der Hoevé#)20

b) Other relevant global events and activitiesdaling the WSSD

Besides the summits and meetings in respect tdollev up of the MDGs, other
activities took place at the global level, whichrevénformed by the declaration and
the principles of the WSSD.

In 2004 the World Commission on the Social Dimensib Globalization published
its report: A fair Globalization: Opportunities for all (WCSDG 2004. The
commission was established by the then DirectoreGerof the ILO, Juan Somavia,
who was the secretary general of the WSSD. Therregmwnfirmed much of the
declaration and principles of the WSSD, but giviea fast proceeding globalization,
emphasized the need for a global approach to déhl tiwe social dimension of
globalization, though embedded in stronger natisoaial and economic policies. It
observed that at the beginning of the 21th centulgbalization is generating
unbalanced outcomes, both between and within cesntwealth is being created,
but too many countries and people are not shannigsibenefits. People also have
little or no voice in shaping the process. Accogdino the commission globalization
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has, seen through the eyes of the vast majoritwahen and men, not met their
simple and legitimate aspirations for decent jaiis @ better future for their children.
The commission observed that the problems idedtdie not due to globalization as
such but to deficiencies in its governance. and tlencern is rising about the
unfairness of key global rules on trade and finaaé their asymmetric effects on
rich and poor countries. An additional concernhis failure of current international
policies to respond adequately to the challengeseghoby globalization. The
multilateral system responsible for designing anglementing international policies
is also under-performindt lacks policy coherence as a whalad is not sufficiently
democratic, transparent and accountable.

The commission calls for a process of globalizatidrich puts people first; which
respects human dignity and the equal worth of evenyan being, seeking a more
inclusive process which is fair and brings benefid real opportunities to more
people and more countries; and one which is mommodeatically governed.
Globalization is seen through the eyes of womenraad in terms of the opportunity
it provides for decent work; for meeting their edsd needs for food, water, health,
education and shelter and for a livable environm@fithout such a social dimension,
the commission argues, many will continue to videbglization as a new version of
earlier forms of domination and exploitation. Tresentials of this social dimension,
according to the commission, include firstly a ms® of globalization based on
universally shared values, which require all acttwsassume their individual
responsibilities demanding respect for obligatiansl duties under international law
and requiring economic development to be basedespect for human rights. The
social dimension of globalization implies furthema@n international commitment to
ensure the basic material and other requiremenksimian dignity for all, enshrined
in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Thadécation of poverty and the
attainment of the Millennium Development Goals (M&Ghould be seen as the first
steps towards a socio-economic ‘floor’ for the glbleconomy. All this calls for
greater coherence between economic, social andoanvental policies and a more
democratic global governance of globalization, Wwhadlows for greater voice and
participation, and ensures accountability, whildlyfuespecting the authority of
institutions of representative democracy and the otilaw.

In 2008 theCommission on Social Determinants of He&@$DH 2008) also echoed
the declaration and principles of the WSSD. Itsnmfanding was that the unequal
distribution of health-damaging experiences, whidiiad documented extensively, is
not in any sense a ‘natural’ phenomenon but isréisailt of a toxic combination of
poor social policies and programs, unfair econcaniangements, and bad politics. It
argued that fairness should be at the heart gidities and that health inequalities
result from social inequalities, which requiresi@tton all the social determinants.
The commission mentioned this “the causes of thises!. It warned, as the WSSD
did, that focusing solely on the most disadvantageitl not reduce inequalities
sufficiently and called for action across the sbdistribution.

At the meeting on the MDG +10 governments agreed, tim order to face the
vagaries of globalization and the volatility in @oonic and social development that it
brought with it, a global social protection flodnouild be introducedAn Advisory
Group chaired by former president Bachelet of Cdmld convened by the ILO, with
the collaboration of the WHO, issued in 201la csacieport entitledSocial
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Protection Floor for a Fair and Inclusive Globalizan. The report argued that
many ways the power of the social protection flb@s in its simplicity. The floor is
based on the idea that everyone should enjoy st besic income security sufficient
to live, guaranteed through transfers in cash okind, such as pensions for the
elderly and persons with disabilities, child betsgfincome support benefits and/or
employment guarantees and services for the unemgblagd working poor. Together,
in cash and in kind transfers should ensure thatyewe has access to essential goods
and services, including essential health servipesjary education, housing, water
and sanitation. The report shows that the extensicsocial protection, drawing on
social protection floors, can play a pivotal roterelieving people of poverty and
deprivation. It can in addition help people adapeirt skills to overcome the
constraints that block their full participation & changing economic and social
environment, contributing to improved human capdalelopment and stimulating
greater productive activity, as stated in commitménof the declaration of the
WSSD.

The World Bank Group (2013) has recently also distadd ambitious but achievable
goals to anchor its overarching mission and to ayake international and national
efforts in this endeavor. It notes that althoughgsty has declined rapidly over the
past three decades, humanity still faces urgentcangplex challenges: More than 1
billion people worldwide still live in destitutiora state of affairs that is morally
unacceptable given the resources and the technawgifable today. The World
Bank Group also stresses that rising inequality aodial exclusion seem to
accompany the rising prosperity in many countries.

World Bank, 2013, indicates that it will strive (i end extreme poverty at the global
level within a generation and (ii) promote what nieeycalled “shared prosperity”: a
sustainable increase in the well-being of the posegments of society. This second
goal reflects the fact that all countries aspireaoid and sustained increases in living
standards for all of their citizens, not just theady privileged. These two goals and
their respective indicators can be summarized astErid extreme poverty: the
percentage of people living with less than $1.28ag to fall to no more than 3
percent globally by 203@&nd 2)Promote shared prosperity: foster income growth of
the bottom 40 percent of the population in everynty. It cautions however that
while these monetary measures will define our goaéswill continue to maintain a
strong focus on multiple dimensions of welfare. difg poverty and promoting
shared prosperity are unequivocally also aboutnesggin non-monetary dimensions
of welfare including education, health, nutriti@md access to essential infrastructure,
as well as about enhancing voice and participatibrall segments of society in
economic, social, and political spheres.

Regarding the fact that poverty is not restrictedoiv income countries The World
Bank stresses that its mission of a world free ofepty involves a continuing
commitment to increasing the welfare of the poad &anlnerable in every country.
Ending extreme poverty wherever it exists is anigip but the World Bank argues
that its mission is not just about the poorest tmieg countries, but about poor
people everywhere. Judged by the standards of saeciety, significant levels of
poverty remain in most developing countries andtrbesaddressed if societies are to
achieve the stability and well-being to which thespire. It stresses that its shared
prosperity indicator implies a direct focus on fineome of the less well-off, as

13



opposed to the common practice of focusing onlygmwth of GDP per capita and
implicitly relying on the “trickle down” impact ofyrowth on the bottom of the
distribution: Shared prosperity, understood in thvgy, is not an agenda of
redistributing an economic pie of a fixed size.laf it means expanding the size of
the pie continuously and sharing it in such a weat the welfare of those at the lower
end of the income distribution rises as quickly possible. It also requires that
progress is sustainable over time and across genmesain terms of the environment,
social inclusion, and fiscal prudence.

The World Bank, 2013, concludes that a healthy statlle social contract is needed
to ensure that growth includes the poorer segmemtsociety. This requires
investments that improve opportunities for allzgtis, including women and youth,
and that provide safety nets to protect the vulsleragainst extreme deprivation and
shocks. The social contract would also include adtgy mechanisms to raise
resources to support these policies, includingxasystem that creates incentives for
economic growth and promotes fairness.

The most recent global on-going activity, relevianthe follow up of the WSSDhe
Post 2015 Development Agenddl be discussed in chapter 7.

5. Impact: Policy changes at national level

The WSSD and the MDGs increased attention, espeamlinternational circles for
social aspects of development. Indeed as table@sskhat according to the OECD-
DAC estimates the share of Social Infrastructurd &ervices in bilateral aid has
increase considerably since the WSSD: from 43%9B512000 to 57% in 2001-2006
and to 55% in 2007-2011.

Table 2 Percentage of Development Assistance Cdee(iOECD-DAC) bilateral
commitments by sector ( % of allocable aid)

Major categories of sector allocable Average Average Average
aid and selected subcategories 1995-2000 (%) 2001-2006 (%) 2007-2011 (%)
I. Social infrastructure and services 43 57 55
Education 10 14 2
Health 6 B 6
STD and HIV control 1 4 7
Water supply and sanitation 10 s 7
2. Economic infrastructure and services 2 21 22
3. Production sectors 13 10 ]
Agriculture T 5 5
Food erop production <l <1 <1
4. Multisectorfcross-cutting 2 12 I3

Source: Fukada-Parr et. al. 2014, p.109

Exact figures for these expenditure categoriesational level and regional level are
more difficult to come by. But one of the major ipgl instruments developing
countries had applied following at the time of eclaration of the Social Summit
were expressed in the Poverty Reduction StrateBegsers anch more detailed
analysis of t 22 PRSPs in developing countries gdakParr 2008) shows that social
policies are narrowly interpreted. The emphasisaieer on economic growth (‘pro-
poor’ in a minority of cases), on certain sociattees (primary education, health and
sanitation) and governance (the rule of law, deeéimbtion and anti-corruption
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measures:). Issues like hunger, gender equalitycggtbn, political representation),
reproductive rights and decent work receive lessndbn, while equity (income
equality), violence against women, human rightsngrities, migrants), participation,
democratic governance and partnerships with cieiety organizations and the
private sector are ignored completely. Ethical tesmlike human dignity and
equality, which were part of the WSSD principlese aot addressed in the PRSPs.
This leads Fukuda-Parr to conclude that the PRSPspamarily based on the
thinking of the 1980s, with its focus on income wtio and poverty reduction as a
secondary goal, and that they ignore modern appesacthat focus on
multidimensional poverty caused by a lack of baticg and access and vulnerability
to external shocks. The PRSPs also tend to focuspewcific budgets and avoid
making total cost estimates, as these needs assgtssane controversial.

A recent study (Elkins, 2014) provides a comprehanreview of social protection
packages in Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers evides an index to evaluate the
extent of a country’s level of social protectiongans of a Social protection Index (
SPI) in its development strategy. Elkins shows that social protection agenda in
Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers is more pronalimceountries with higher levels
of income and lower levels of ethnic diversity ahdt social assistance packages are
more aligned to higher levels of official developthassistance and governance. She
argues that disaggregating the SPI into three casggparts: social insurance; social
assistance and labour standards is important. sbighal assistance index were found
to have a positive association with higher levdl©BA, higher governance scores,
more homogeneous ethnic populations and were highie regions of Europe and
Central Asia and South Asia than the other two camepts of social protection.
Elkin notes that of all the components of socialtgction, labour standards were the
least implemented programs in the PRSPs.

This result infers that whereas social insurancéicips may be beyond the
administrative capacity of some developing natighs, temporary nature of social
assistance policies may allow for greater scopeirfgplementation in the PRSPs.
However, the PRSPs only represent the plans toeimgaht policies and the ability to
follow through on these plans is contingent on thetivation of donors and the
national governments’ political will and adminigive@ capacity, which we will
discuss in chapter 6.

The last decade has seen a dramatic expansior imuthber of developing countries
that have established relatively large cash transfegrams focused primarily on
low-income and excluded groups in society (Hanlehal, 2010). Fiszbein et.al
(2014) argue in that context that for many coustriexpanded social assistance
programs are important enablers of progress inrokey development goals:
conditional cash transfer programs (CCTs) have gulag significant role in the
achievement of the health and education MillenniDavelopment Goals (MDGs);
social safety nets have avoided negative impactsinger and poverty crise§hey
provide growing evidence that the impact of safety programs has facilitated their
expansion, including in low-income countries analt tmost recently, under the threat
of the food, fuel, and financial crises, dozenscofintries have created new social
protection programs, expanded old ones, and imgr@administrative systems to
modernize governance and make their programs mii@ent (Fiszbein, et. al.,
2011).
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Social assistance may be a more appropriate taopdor countries (with large
informal sectors etc.). However one can pose tlestipn whether social assistance
measures, alone, are sufficient to ensure the fuedtal right to social security by all
and whether social assistance programmes like bagskfits are in effect narrow,
temporary measures that leave people, who beneim fthem still vulnerable to
poverty? Various authors (Barrientos, 2013) arghoizations (ILO, 2014b) argue
therefore that social assistance programs shoald fe more comprehensive social
insurance in order to arrive at a more solid b&sisocial policies.

Figure 1. Figure 7.2 Trends in government spendingsocial protection, 1990 to
2011-12
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On this one notices some progress. ILO, 2014afiger1) reveals a rising trend in real
expenditure on social protection5 at all levelsdefelopment. In 2011/12, developing
countries spent, on average, 2 7 per cent of GDSoboial protection, compared with 3.8
per cent in 1995. During the same period, in ldaseloped countries (LDCs)spending
on social protection as a percentage of GDP rase 1.9 per cent in 1995 to 3.6 percent
in 2011/12. The rise in low-income countries (LMigs from 2.3 per cent in 1995 to 3.7
percent in 2011/12 and, in EEs, from 5.7 per cert995 to 9.6 percent in 2011/12 (or
12.9 per cent excluding China). ILO, 2014a, obsethat in 2012, Emerging Economies
(EEs) represented 42.6 per cent of the populatiateweloping countries and accounted
for a massive 83.3 per cent of public spending oadiat protection in developing
countries. In EEs, economic growth has facilitatesl extension of social protection by
broadening the revenue base of governments andingrespace for strengthening
administrative capacities. In addition, using lesstearned from previous crises, some
Latin American countries (Argentina and Brazil, particular) and Asian economies
(such as China and Thailand) have expanded fipealesto deliver social protection.

% The definitions of these country classificationtbg ILO can be found in ILO, 2014a , Chapter 1,
Appendix A.
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Fiszbein et. al., (2014) note that comparing 19%h 2015, it is striking how the
focus on social assistance and protection has eldanm reality and in the
development discourse. Ass indicated earlier sqoiatection was largely absent
from the original MDG discourse, and from the MDthemselves— as a goal, as a
target, or as an indicator. Today, Fizsbein eR@l4 observe that social protection
has stopped being a silent partner to developnfémtie They warn however that,
while most countries in the world use multiple sbgrotection instruments, their
simple presence is not a sign of their effectiven@se scale, coverage, and adequacy
of social protection differ a great deal acrossntnes. Hence their real impact on
poverty and inequality is also likely to vary a.lot

As to national policies for full employment van ddoeven (2014) argues that the
declaration of the WSSD and the addition of Fullpsyment in 2006 as a target in
the MDGL1, did in most countries not mean a fulhieking of all economic and
financial policies to make reduction of unemployinarprimordial goal. The setting
of the goal of full and productive employment lesaveany questions about
implementation. For example, the review of the MOG2010 (UNDG, 2010) gives
narratives of 18 countries how particular developimgrojects have contributed to
more or better employment in these countries. Tkamgles include successes of
employment schemes, training schemes for entreprenand training schemes for
unemployed youth, improved collective bargainingd @ocial security. But looking
at the different examples chosen, it is far fromaclhow these activities have in
general contributed to more and/or better overalpleyment. Most of the examples
of national policies don’'t make use of any courtetdial analysis or even mention
whether other schemesiutatis mutandiswere also contributing to employment
creation. Notably absent in the country policieany macro analysis of the effects of
these individual schemes and their possible impacemployment. It thus remains
difficult to distil from that 2010 outcome reviewoW successful national development
efforts have been at creating more and better gmy#at as a result of the inclusion
of full and productive employment in the declaratiaf the WSSD and as an MDG
goal.

The policy reactions to the 2008 financial crisie also illustrative in analyzing the
country policies in respect of the 3 main concerhthe WSSD, are. That crisis had
major consequences for labor markets all over tloeldv(UN DESA, 2011). In
developing countries, employment in the export ascidecreased with negative
consequences for other sectors in the economyieStud earlier ‘business cycles’
and earlier financial crises (Reinhardt and Ro@o9) have demonstrated that after
a crisis employment recovered more slowly and tdesser degree than other
economic variables (‘jobless recovery’). This wdsoathe case with the crisis of
2008. However, that crisis was different because/aam der Hoeven (2102a) argues,
the boom before the crisis already produced leserdgobs than normally would
have been expected. On top of that the very fragitevery phase was characterized
by a slow growth in decent jobs. In comparison wiith 1930s it could however have
even been worse. Right after the outbreak of tilsgscmany governments took robust
measures to avoid a repeat of the experiencesot980s. Countries that had fiscal
space decreased taxes to stimulate demand. Thisraeaoto 1.7 per cent of world
GDP. A joint monetary policy resulted in historigallow interest rates, while
governments massively supported banks. The bilitHer United States of America
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and Europe was $11.5 trillion, about a sixth of @ DP. These measures supported
the economy and according to Torres (2010) helpesave about 20 million jobs.
Some countries also used their stimulus measurexpgand their system of social
security (Brazil, India), to increase or extend mpéoyment benefits (Japan, United
States of America) and to implement working timduetions (France, Germany, the
Netherlands).

The crisis of 2008 and its consequences could tizefore been a signal to arrest
the globalization trends indicated above (Ghosli12@nd to arrive at a more stable
and fair economic and social development, for thgiscin 2008 was to a very large
extent the consequence of financial globalizatiod ahe ensuing increase in
inequality, which, for example, left many Americiamilies indebted (Stiglitz, 2012).

One can pose the question why national politicienshe national political system
have often not taken these social concerns seyiarsli why the concern that so
many people have for a decent job neglected intipains mind? Why could
governments (rightfully) act as bankers of lastoreswhich engaged trillions of
dollars, but could governments, not act as emplafelast resort? Why such an
asymmetric approach to capital and labor? One re@sideological: the thinking of a
broad group of politicians, both in developing amdeveloped countries is still based
on neo-classical thinking that was the basis fer ¢arlier mentioned Washington
Consensus: trust financial and economic markets raa#le labour market more
flexible.®> A second reason is that politicians often do nat @mployment at the
centef. A third reason is that continuing liberalizatiisna politically easy solution. It
requires less: less public sector which acts iather reactive way, spends money to
keep up the financial system and translates spolaies into safety nets.

Attention to poverty, decent work and other sodssues require, however, more
involvement from governments in these times of glaation and greater policy

coherence among almost all aspects of socio-ecangrulicy: macroeconomic

policy, sectoral and structural policies, educapoficies and social security policiés.

This requires attention to work and especially deesrk to be not only of concern

to the ministry of labour and social affairs — fnimany countries, especially in

developing countries, not always an influential istty — but also to the highest
political level. International financial agencidwsld not only be accountable on how
they contribute to growth and stability but alsolmw many decent jobs have been
created.

6. Impact: outcomes of the main areas of concern tfie WSSD
Mehrotra (2014) argues that unlike the 1980s, wtienpoverty rate increased in

Africa, and the 1990s, when it increased in Latimekica and the former Soviet
Union, poverty reduction in the first decade of #igh century has been taking place

3 These findings shed new light on the role of goweent in developing countries. According to
conventional wisdom, selective interventions amdeted support would be a source of distortions and
economic inefficiency. In reality, success depewdsareful diversification strategies in the comiax
gradual trade liberalizationconsistent with mutélal commitments. ILO 2014a p xxi,

See also UNCTAD, 2010, p.143-144

4 UNCTAD, 2010, p.146
S WCSDG, 2004, p122-114, UNCTAD, 2010 p 145
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in all regions of the world since the late 1990egSigure 2). Asia has seen the
sharpest fall in poverty. East Asia, in particusltina, saw a huge fall in poverty
between the 1990s and 2005. This trend is continuAithough there are differences
between experts on the extent of the decline, Medr2014) finds that there is a
general consensus about the trends by region.

Mehrotra (2014) stresses the fact that even inSatmran Africa (SSA), poverty has
fallen. Between 1980 and 2005 the region’'s Headn€&overty Ratio (HCR) had
been around 50 per cent, but because of SSA’s figiulation growth, the actual
number of poor rose consistently. This situatisnchanging. SSA’s population
growth rate remains well above that of other regiand hence the absolute numbers
of the poor have still risen from 330 million in@®to 390 million in 2002, thereafter
slowing in the rate of increase especially until020(399 million), but rising
thereafter, as a consequence of the global recessng again to 414 million in the
next two years.

However, as Mehrotra (2014) observes, it is Chind bdia that have shown the
most rapid progress in poverty, both in terms af tread count ratio as well as
absolute numbers. China is far and away the fronter: it saw the HCR decline
from 54% in 1993 to 12% in 2009. The absolute nemds poor in China fell from
633 million in 1993 to 446 million in 1999; the nber then less than halved by 2005
to 212 million, and falling further to 150 millian 2009. India too saw the decline
in head count ratio from 49 percent in 1994 to 8&ent in 2010 (again according to
the World Bank poverty line). There was no falkibsolute number of poor between
1990 (464 million) and 2005 (469 million). Howevesince then there has been a
sharp fall by 2010 (to 394 million), despite thepimat of the global economic crisis.
In fact, national data reveal that between 20094id) 2011-12 there was a very sharp
decline in the head count ratio and numbers opt@, much faster than in the period
between 2005-2010.

There are however a few qualifications to the drt&ndecline in global poverty.

Firstly the global decline is mostly on the accoohtprogress in China, India and
Basil. Secondly one has to realize that officiavgrty figures are mostly relating to
the $ 1.25 dollar a day poverty rate, the so-caégtteme poverty rate, which is
extremely low and, does not guarantee families wittecent living. A better poverty
rate is that of $2 dollar a day. However accordioghis rate progress in poverty
reduction is less spectacular (see figure 2).

Figure 2 Head Count Poverty rates according to defition of extreme poverty
($1.25 a day) and of poverty ($2 a day), various géons 1990-2008

19



Poverty Rates @ $1.25/day

m ._III__;:x
=

S
«q:ﬂffb

05885883

& B

Poverty Rates @ S$2/day
20
T
Li ]
Sy
: t t I =
i ]
"o I —
#qﬁ“{#ﬁ' = & ?ﬁ“’a;"}‘,ﬂaﬁ’

5 = g

Source: UNDP Poverty Group

A second qualification is that the declaration lo¢ WWSSD also stressed the non-
income element poverty. To that extent the UNDP hasently developed, in
cooperation with the Oxford Poverty & Human Develgmt Initiative the multi-
dimensional poverty index (MPI), The usual cut pdiints for extreme poverty and
poverty are 1.25 and 2.00$ a day as described alfowe according to the latter
definition fifty percent of the World Population etassified as poor. The MPI has its
own definition of poverty, which includes severabnAincome components, and
arrives at an estimation of 45.5 poverty less tti@nincome definition of poverty.
However the MPI also has a definition of extremevguty According to that
definition 30% of the World population s poor comgmhto 22% according to the
extreme poverty criterion solely based on incotne.

A third qualification is that focusing only on Heamint Poverty Ratio’s leaves out
any notion of inequality. Yet, unlike the MDGs, thenciples and goals of the WSSD
did, besides emphasizing eradicating poverty, alsgphasize the need to reduce
inequality. Para 26- g) of the declaration of thes$D, clearly statesPromote
equitable distribution of income and greater accessesources through equity and
equality of opportunity for alllt is thus necessary to complement an analystheof
development of poverty since 1995 with that of teelopment of inequality. The
latest report on the World Social Situatidnequality Matters (UNDESA, 2013)
clearly spells out that progress on reducing inbtyuaas been less successful than on
reducing poverty.

® There is some criticism on the multi dimensionafgrty index, as it does not gives a better haadle
necessary policy actions than the more traditiordites. Mehrotra 2014
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Figure 2: Gini Index of Household Income Inequalityby Development Status

(Early-1990's and Late-2000's)
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Data on household income inequality shows a risiagd from the early 1990’s to
the late 2000's in a majority of countries. In angde of 116 countries, household
income inequality as measured by the populatiorgited average level of the Gini
Index increased from 41.4 to 45.3 (9 per cent)tiergroup of high-income countries
and from 38.5 to 41.5 (11 per cent) for low & miekdhcome countries (Figure 2). A
global overview masks of course variations oveetand between countries. Various
countries and regions have not seen a linear tlendhave witnessed periods of
increasing and decreasing inequality during thigetiperiod. Similarly, in the same
regional and income grouping, countries have véifgrént trajectories resulting in
some cases in a net increase in income inequaléy the mentioned time period and
in other cases in a net decrease as was explairibd previous chapter

Regarding progress on reducing unemployment Le&4()2&rgues thain contrast to
the generally upbeat assessments of global trentieilevel of poverty, assessments
of employment trends have been persistently sonvitele it is widely accepted that
there has been a sharp reduction in extreme poirettye world since 1995, there is
no similar shared position in the case of employmere stresses that a general
assessment seems to be that there has beemiiftteviement, or even deterioration,
in the overall employment situation. For exampkhes tegular reports of the ILO on
the global employment situation such@®bal Employment Trendsnd The World

of Worktypically paint a dismal picture and highlight new worsening problems
each year. While it is true that the Global Finah@risis and the slow and hesitant
recovery from it has dominated the tenor of thesgessment in recent years, it
remains true that even well before the crisis thgeasments were not significantly
more optimistic.
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Lee, 2014 recalls that expansion in the scope obalization has expanded the
opportunity set available to developing countrigs their efforts to harness

globalization to achieve higher rates of econommwgh and employment creation

and that in principle, therefore, this could hagsulted in a significant increase in the
number of developing countries that have managexti@eve higher growth through

productive structural transformation based on figdniches in the expanding global
production systems in manufacturing, services agicc@ture. Lee 2104 shows that
countries that have managed to achieve this haanebgal beyond the original group
of Asian NICs but this increase in such countrias been surprisingly limited. While

there have been impressive instances such asgliegewth of ICT-based modern

services in India and the growth of labour-inteesmanufacturing in Bangladesh,
this has been far from a general norm.

Lee 2014 observes that most of Sub-Saharan Afnwh laatin America has not
achieved significant structural transformation otleis period. In the case of Sub-
Saharan Africa, there has nonetheless been a rablarikcrease in rates of economic
growth from the late 1990s onwards. But most of tiriowth was propelled by rising
commodity prices, increased exports from the mirsiagtor, and an expansion of land
under cultivation rather than from productive stanal transformation. In the case of
Latin America growth has not been significantlytég than in the 1990s even though
it has benefitted from higher commodity prices #melgeneral buoyancy in the global
economy in the decade before the Global FinanaiaiCstruck.

In assessing the global trends in social integnatine has to take the observation of
Larsen (2014) into account that social integratao social cohesion are difficult
terms to define. He proposes defining social irgggn as the process that lead to
social cohesionOne is thus left with the job of defining socialhesion, which
ordinary citizens, policymakers and social scigstisften just refer to as the “glue”
or the “bonds” that keep societies integratéde suggests defining social cohesion as
the belief held by citizens of a given nation-stidu&t they share a moral community,
which enables them to trust each other (Larsen 23t the very discussion of
social cohesion often implies its absence and, ewvere specifically, the decline of
social cohesion or “social erosion”, which we d¢endefined as fewer citizens in a
given nation-state having the belief that they shamoral community that enable
them to trust each other. Larsen 2014 also notdsatiother commonly used term is
social inclusion, which has its origin in the EUipgmaking process. For Larsen it is
a difficult term, as it is both used to define aqass (primarily the process of
bringing segments of the adult European populaitiba the labour market) and to
define a state (to what extent this and other geaisre achieved). He sees little link
between the term social inclusion and social camesis social inclusion is much
closer linked to material conditions and often nuees of a poverty rates and
unemployment level are used as indicators of legkocial inclusion. This leads to
the collinearity between on the one hand indicatérpoverty and employment, and
on the other hand indicators of social inclusion.

Based on surveys on social trust among citizena large number of countries,
Larsen argues that little has been achieved in geomsocial integration within

countries in the last two decades, Larsen cautomemark this does not necessarily
imply that world has not become a better placeesthe WSSD in 1995. In terms of
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number of humans lifted out of severe poverty, hseoves that the development in
emerging countries is indeed remarkable.

Larsen’s observation is not at variance with therease in national social protection
policies, which were discussed in chapter 5. Theemses in these policies have
contributed indeed to less poverty, but were ofterertaken in a situation of

growing income and other types of inequality. Lars2014, conjures that that social
trust is inversely linked to income inequality, lpdses the question, why levels of
economic inequality are so strongly linked to sbtiast have been somewhat of a
puzzle for trust research. He argues that develapsrie the social trust indicators are
closely linked to perceptions of living in a medtatic middleclass society.

The above discussion points to progress in sontleeofain areas of concern of the
WSSD. But progress has been rather uneven andwaysawell distributed.

According toOcampo and Vallejo (2012) increas@spublic spending have been
reflected in advances in education, health and ssc¢e basic utilities in Latin
America. In contrast, the region has experienceakwabor market performance and
limited advances in social security. An intermeeliaituation has characterized
poverty and income distribution, where there hasnbienportant progress during the
first decade of the twenty-first century after afiha quarter century of unsatisfactory
performance. Ocampo and Vallejo (2012) describe ganorama as a process of
social development with precarious employment arwhemic insecurity. It indicates
that Latin America has found it easier to respondthie challenge of human
development than to the reduction of inequality ahé expansion of ‘labor
citizenship’

Most authors note only a weak correlation betwdwnachievements in the areas of
concern of the WSSD. For example Fiszbein et.@l42observe a close relationship
between the scale of inequality reduction and tbeefy gap reduction by social
protection programs, even though the relationslsipnot one-to-one (in some
countries inequality is even increasing as a restilsocial protection transfers—
something impossible with our definition of povemyeasures).Also Larsen 2014
based on cross-sectional data, finds that econprosperity (typically measured as
GDP per capita) and social trust levels are onlgklecorrelated. According to him,
the right answer is, probably, that trust is degeman the type of economic growth
in place. Previous research has demonstrated dpeicially the level of economic
inequality is of crucial importance; the level afomomic inequality is among the
strongest, and typically the strongest, predicfacross-national differences in social
trust. Since the 1970s economic growth largely sagkace in an environment of
increased economic inequality, both in the old Westand in the new emerging
economies, not the least China (UNDP 2014). Thie tpf growth is unlikely to
generate social trust among citizens in societyleast in the short run, it is much
more likely to erode social trust.

Larsen 2014 concludes that the development of @inalized precariat, e.g. as the
case with rural migration worker in China, is inddi&ely to decrease levels of social
trust among citizens. The is the emergence of adducated group of citizens, often
with a overrepresentation of immigrants or ethniaarities, which cannot find jobs

at the post-industrial labour markets of the ric\éstern countries. Thus according
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to Larsen 2014 social trust is indeed dependertherdegree to which two other of
the main goal from the World summit in Copenhagem ®e met; the goal to
“eradicate absolute poverty” (goal two) and to ‘jsot full employment”.

The above analysis leads to the conclusion thatedihe declaration of the WSSD 20
years ago, international and national policies @vepty reduction and social
assistance have become more intensive and havensbBome results. However
policies on employment and social integration wess intense and have also shown
rather mixed results. However without more progiashe areas of employment and
social integration, long-term sustainable developms difficult to attain. What is
needed to attain sustainable development is maxetstal transformation and
transformative social policies as will be discussethe following chapters.

7. How relevant are the commitments and principlesf the WSSD today?
Can they inform the SDGs in 2015?

The relevance of the commitments and principles ttid WSSD should be

circumscribed by the contemporary economic, sauial ecological situation that has
been influenced by several global trends, whicimegiimportance since 1995. This
paper is not the right place to extensively discsissh trends, but one can briefly
observe seven trends over the last two decades BERD 2010, van der Hoeven,
2010a) that are relevant for the development afiments in this paper:

» a significant shift in the global economy due te thpid growth of developing
countries in Asia, resulting in ‘multiple enginefsgoowth’

* Increased pace of technological innovation and itifience of ICT in
production and consumption pattern

» further globalization and economic crises ( Asianis, 2008 financial crisis)

* Precarisation of labour

* increasing income inequality (but with reduced poyeespecially in China);

* population growth and urbanization; ;

* an economic process consisting of non-regulatedbaglovalue chains,
dominated by international companies.

* heavy pressure on the natural environment and\®aoslty

Furthermore, as the Commission of Experts of ttesiBent of the United Nations
General Assembly on Reforms of the Internationahdtary and Financial System,
chaired by Stiglitz (UN, 2009) observed, managenudrihe global system is weak.
There is tension between decision-making at nafttiand global level, which will
only intensify if adequate measures are not takéxe scope for many countries to
determine their own policies on industry and othmatters (including social) also
remains limited through, for example, intellectgabperty provisions, international
trade rules, the increased role of foreign investsh@nd non-public money flows,
which makes it difficult to achieve macroeconomiabgdity and to combine macro-
economic stability with employment creation andiabprogress. Also international
cooperation (and the UN's role therein) has noediwp to the aspirations of the
Millennium Declaration and to the goal for intefioatl assistance, as stated in
MDGS8, thus further limiting policy space especidily the LDCs
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These global trends, which are not independentsrdmit are mostly the outcome of
policy actions (or lack thereof) at national antkinational level, have influenced, as
we noted in the two previous chapters the outcomebke areas of concern of this
note viz. poverty and inequality, employment anciaointegration. From the
previous chapters, we notice on the one hand thabitant progress is made in the
reduction of poverty (at least in some major caesjrand the expansion of social
assistance schemes, but on the other hand onertbaibserves a standstill or regress
in the areas of inequality, productive employment aocial integration.

The progress noticed is certainly due to a greatecern for poverty and for social
policies in general. However the absence of pragiesther areas points to a limited
interpretation of social policies, where socialigies are interpreted as dealing with
social problems, rather than to embed social coscierto all economic and financial
policies and to recognize that social policies iegdo social advancements can in
their turn contribute to sustainable growth. Thasion of a holistic approach to social
policy (implying a high degree of policy coherene&)s very much at the basis of the
declaration, plan of action and the principles ¢ WWSSD in 1995. These have
therefore not lost their relevance (UNDESA 2005)2@010, 2011). On the contrary,
as noted in chapter 3 reports of important inteonal gatherings or research reports,
such as UNRISD 2010, have, sometimes in their owacific language and
terminologies, reemphasized while taking in consitien the contemporary
economic and social situation, the importance & tkeclaration and ideals and
principles of the WSSD. It would thus seem oppattmuse the ideals and principles
of the WSSD as a lens in considering contemporamndlations not only of social
policies but also of economic and ecological pekcand the coherence between
these. A starting point is the current discussionsthe Sustainable Development
Goals and the post 2015 Development Agenda. The sSB@ the post 2015
development agenda are the continuation of the G@02formulated Millennium
Development Goals (MDGs) whose target date waats2®15 (see chapter 3). The
open working group (of the UN for the SDGs) has edmagree on a list of goals
(SeelLetter of the co-chairs of the open working gro@p July 2014). This list was
drawn up after many national and regional consohat interagency activities in the
UN and its specialized agencies culminating in tiyeort Realizing the Future we
Want for All(UN 2012) and a report of a high level panel of ment persons (HLP
2013).

The list of 17 goals the open working group agnegan, is as follows:

. End poverty everywhere

. End hunger, improve nutrition and promote sustale agriculture

. Attain healthy lives for all

. Provide quality education and life-long learnomportunities for all

. Attain gender equality, empower women and @visrywhere

. Ensure availability and sustainable use of waiter sanitation for all

. Ensure sustainable energy for all

. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainableao growth, full and
productive employment and decent work for all

9. Promote sustainable infrastructure and indutaigon and foster

innovation
10. Reduce inequality within and between countries

O~NO U WNPE
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11. Make cities and human settlements inclusivie, aad sustainable

12. Promote sustainable consumption and produptdierns

13. Tackle climate change and its impacts

14. Conserve and promote sustainable use of oceaas and marine resources

15. Protect and promote sustainable use of teiakstrosystems, halt
desertification, land degradation and biedsity loss

16. Achieve peaceful and inclusive societies, actegustice for all, and effective
and capable institutions

17. Strengthen the means of implementation andlttel partnership for
sustainable development

This list reflects much more the principles andlgad the WSSD, than the in 2000
formulated MDGs, although it still does not contaixplicit references to economic,
social and cultural rights and an all embracingwien a social perspective of
development. The list also represents a morgriated approach to development in
which economic, social and ecological concernsnapnee balanced. If we typify the

goals as social, economic, ecological or generagte@rcise which is open to multiple
interpretations as some goals can be typified byentitan one term) we come to the
following classification:

» 5 Social Goals (1,2,3,4 and6)

» 5 Sustainability Goals (7,12,13,14 and 15)
* 3 Economic Goals (8,9 and 10)

* 4 General Goals (5,11,16 and 17)

This classification does also points to a rathéarsed set of goals. However when
juxtaposing this list of SDGs, and the more dethiescriptions in the documents
mentioned against the principles and goals of th8SW one notices several
differences.

Firstly the list of DGs contains a timed acceptanténequality. Although this is
certainly progress compared to the MDGs, the SDgBsam as yet rather silent on
specific targets and on policies to reduce inetjgaliMore than 200 social scientists
from all over the world had sent on 19 March 201f&tter to the secretary of the
High level Panel urging a much bolder stand oneisrgand policies to reduce
inequality.

Secondly, despite a much more general acceptaratethb international system
should aim to create a global social floor foratfizens in the world, as the WSSD
declaration alluded to, no suggestions in the SBx@snade for an indicator or target,
or for policies in that respect.

Thirdly, while the urgency of providing full andgauctive employment and decent
work finds much more resonance in the SDGs thathehMDGs, the indicators,
targets and policies remain rather traditional dasssentially on a mix of economic
growth and labour market policies, without reviegvimacro economic policies and
structural policies as to their potential to baasiployment.

Fourthly, while the SDGs are much more balanced tha MDGs, as observed
above, the SDGs still lack a deeper sense of pobtyerence and are not very explicit
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on changing and strengthening the whole framewdrlobal governance as the
declaration of the WSSD indicated and as was rcegmoposed by Ocampo and
Stiglitz, 2011.

But can the SDGs lead to a rethink of social peiciFor example are policies to
reduce poverty the same as eliminating poverty®hén later case, probably more
attention needs ultimately to be given to transfeyrspoor households antb
addressing vulnerability of households through ensuring against shocks
throughout the life-cycle. Also the context of social policies might be chiag.
While before 1995 often an accent was put on s@ubties as social safety nets to
withstand the consequences of structural adjustntbat current globalization and
integration of markets calls for transformative iabpolicies, which provide a solid
base for economic and social development, rathen tieactive social safety net
policies. These are challenges for which the wafidr 2015 is placed.

8. A Framework for Social policies post 2015Transformative Social Policies as
part of a Global Social Contract,

Cook and Dugarova, 2014 argue in the context ofectirglobalization that, social
policy needs to move beyond its protective functionplay a transformativeand
developmental role as spelled out in MkandawireQ420As noted above, social
protection is now widely recognized as an essemmltributor to development.
However Cook and Dugarova, 2014, stress that begluagbrotective function, social
policies can also influence profound transformatianross economic, environmental
and social domains—supporting economic productivitgising human capital,
reducing inequalities and sharing the burden ofiaboceproduction, driving
development outcomes in a more sustainable directmd that these multiple
functions demonstrate the intrinsic linkages betwsecial and economic policies. To
be transformative, social policy cannot be limitedthe residual role of assisting
those at the margins of the economy. Rather, acwptd Cook and Dugarova 2014,
integration among various functions is necessamrawide security and opportunity
for individuals across the life-course, to share llurdens and benefits of economic
growth, and to redistribute the costs of care

In this respect it is opportune to recall the adsgligy UN Secretary-General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, at the World Summit for Social Dey@hent (UN, 1995, p.1):

“We should ask how seriously we have taken our thaommitments. Can
we say that we have fulfilled our solemn undertgkientered into 50 years
ago at San Francisco, to promote "the economicsacdl advancement of
all peoples"? Today's global economy affects evezydVe also know that its
effects are not all positive. It erodes traditioni@ls of solidarity among
individuals. It has marginalized entire countriesdaregions. The gap
between rich and poor is getting wid8o the task before us today is nothing
more nor less than to re- think the notion of adilee social responsibility. A

7 UNRISD, 2005, defines transformative social pokcis: state intervention that directly affects
social welfare, social institutions and social fielas. It involves overarching concerns with
redistribution, production, reproduction and pratat, and works in tandem with economic policy in
pursuit of national social and economic goals. 8quolicy does not merely deal with the “causatitie
of social changes and processes; it is also aibatitm to the welfare of society as a whole
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new social contract, at the global levéd, required, to bring hope to States
and to nations, and to men and women around thielwdthat should be the
focus of this World Summit. That is how | belietg Wwork should be seen.”

The idea of a social contract at the global legela global social contract, suggested
by the UN SG at the opening of the WSSD has gamesd much more relevance than
in 1995 (van der Hoeven, 2012c, World Bank, 20X%,12014). The preparations and
consultations for the SDGs 20 years after thoséh®WSSD have seen a much more
collective approach to economic and social poli@kimg than the preparations of the
MDGs 5 years after the WSSD.

The underlying notion of a Global Social contracar( der Hoeven, 2012c), is that
globalization, if unchecked as it is often now,IMglad to greater inequality between
countries and within countries. Regarding the iradityy between countries one has
only to look at the slow progress of a number aktedeveloped countries, which see
their income gap with emerging and developed coestwidening, while growing
inequality and less secure jobs in both developimg) developed countries attest also
to the influence of unchecked globalization. Thion of a social contract stems
from the policy debate in the $&nd early 26 century when industrializing nations
were also confronted with growing inequalities andial outfall of the then industrial
revolution, a century later leading to national fard states. The established notion
of a social contract at the national level has mmwever, in the context of growing
globalization and financialization, to be given @er international meaning. Hence
the termGlobal Social Contract.

Given the more balanced composition of the SDGsctnsultative process, leading
to the SDGs, the increased acceptance of a globaldloor and the increasing call
for transformative social policies, the discussiatsthe Commission for Social
Developmen{CSD) after 2015 should lead, as already envisagettie WSSD in
1995, to the formulation of a global social contrahat combines rights of people
and obligations of all stakeholders to mutually esgt social policies and the
coherence of these with economic and environmentsiainable policies. Regular
discussions at and decisions of the CSD on a gledeahl contract could strengthen
national and international social policymaking,uléag in more transformative social
policies. Other organizations like the ILO (Leel2pand the World Bank (2013) call
also for a global social contract and the CSD cdake a lead role in developing the
parameters of a Global Social Contract, an activit fully falls within its mandate.

Elements of a global Social Contract could incldidstly the right to development
especially the economic, social and cultural riginsl the basic elements thereof in
the form of non-discrimination, Participation andccAuntability. Secondly, the
contract should includthe introduction of a global social flopwhich is financially
possible, but where currently political will is king. ODA could become an
instrument contribute to financing a global soéiabr. Thirdly, a revitalized form of
global governancewhere the coherence, at national and interndtienal between
social, economic and environmental sustainablecigslj is strengthened in Global
Economic Coordination Council at which also theafining of Global Public Goods

8 A Global Social Contract needs to evolve in thesaay as it evolved at the national level, i.e. an
initial call for solidarity that gradually evolvésto a system of representation and accountability
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is worked out. Deliberations at the council need ooly to be based on current
statistics of GDP and other economic phenomenaalsatneed to include alternative
measures of development such as the HDI, greemogoenic progress and special
attention in all measures to the bottom 40 per oéttie population.

9. Conclusions

Almost twenty years ago heads of states adoptedd#waration and Program of
action of the World Summit for Social Developmetiite( Copenhagen Declaration).
The declaration represented a unique consensusaial slevelopment, articulating
social development as reducing poverty, increafiigand productive employment
and fostering social integration. An important edgmnwas also that the declaration
and the programme of action strongly acknowledge itmportant effect that
economic policy could have on the social situatiora country and that economic
policies could no longer be designed ignoring theiad outcome of these policies.
Although the term it self was not yet used at th8SM, principle outcome and the set
of policy recommendations of the WSSD reflectedyveruch what now is called
policy coherence, to be undertaken at the natasalell as at the international level.

The Declaration and Program of Action informed mantgrnational actions, such as
the Millennium Declaration in 2000, the MillenniuDevelopment Goals in 2001
(and in successive adjustments of these, as thgcaddf a goal on full employment

in 2005, and the call for a global social floor2@10) , the World Commission on the
Social Dimension of Globalization in 2004, the Coission on the Social

Determinants of Health in 2008, the Initiative Boiglobal Social Protection Floor in
2011, the World Bank Group Goals (End Extreme Rgvand Promote Shared
Prosperity) in 2013, and the Sustainable Develop@eals to be adopted in 2015.

In analysing international policies (as framedha various international commissions
and other policy setting activities), national pa@s and trends in poverty,
employment and social integration, one notices, teaice the declaration of the
WSSD 20 years ago, international and national @slion poverty reduction and
social assistance have become more intensive ardgt@wn some results. However
rather worrying is that policies on employment asatial integration were less
intense and have also shown rather mixed resule [@st part of the paper
underscores that without more progress in the acfasmployment and social
integration, long-term sustainable developmentfficdlt to attain. In order to attain
sustainable development the paper argues that stanetural transformation and
transformative social policies are called for. he tfinal section the paper suggest
therefore that aGlobal Social Contractcould be a useful frameworfor social
development beyond 2015 is suggested that, given its unique role iteinational
policy making, the Commission for Social Developitakes, when the Sustainable
Development Goals have been accepted in 2015,dar¢ée in defining, developing
and monitoring such &@lobal Social Contract
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