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ABOUT EuroNGOs - The European NGOs for Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights, Population and Development 

is a regional network of 34 European-based NGOs that promotes sexual and reproductive health and rights in development cooperation and global policies. Every 
year we organize an international conference hosted by a member of our network around a topical theme to convene and connect like-minded actors working on 
sexual and reproductive health and rights issues. For the 2013-2015 period, we have set for ourselves an ambitious goal: working to ensure the meaningful 
inclusion of sexual and reproductive health and rights in the post-2015 development agenda. In this context at our last conferences in Berlin and Brussels and this 
year in Madrid, we have gathered the sexual and reproductive health and rights community worldwide and invited bright minds to discuss a wide range of idea-
focused subjects related to the development of the post-2015 framework and provoke conversations that matter for advocacy and action. 
 
 

ACKNOLWEDGMENTS We would like to express appreciation to 

several individuals who made the conference and this report possible. 
Particular thanks go to the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, the David and Lucile Packard Foundation and the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) 
for generously funding the conference and this report, as well as to the Federación de Planificación Familiar Estatal (FPFE) for hosting the meeting and welcoming 
the sexual and reproductive health and rights community so graciously in Madrid. In particular, we would like to thank Filomena Ruggiero, who in the last 12 months 
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exceptional support in coordinating organizational matters from Madrid. Our appreciation goes to Luis Enrique Sánchez Acero, Monica Martín, Eugenia García Raya, 
Justa Montero, Maite Heredia Soriano, Nieves Lara and Maya Wergeles. We would like to acknowledge the precious advice we received during the designing of the 
programme and selection of the speakers from a number of individuals: Marlies Casier and Wim Van de Voorde (SENSOA), Katrin Erlingsen (DSW), Maria José Alcalá 
(HLTF for ICPD), An Huybrechts (IPPF EN), Rachel Quint and Helena Choi (Hewlett Foundation). Finally our thanks go to our speakers and moderators for joining us in 
Madrid and making this conference a success:  Maria José Alcalá (HLTF for ICPD), Maria Antonieta Alcalde (IPPF WHR), Marge Berer (Reproductive Health Matters), 
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(CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality), Kristin Hetle (UN Women), Michael Holscher (Marie Stopes International), Jeffery Huffines (CIVICUS), Hilde Kroes (Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, The Netherlands), Stephen Owusu Kwankye (University of Ghana), Rosa Lizarde (Feminist Task Force), Karen Newman (Population and Sustainability 
Network), Susan Nicolai (Overseas Development Institute), Mette Kirstine Schmidt (DFPA), Sara Seims (The David and Lucile Packard Foundation), Rachel Snow 
(University of Michigan), Mathieu Vervynckt (Eurodad), Hilkka Vuorenmaa (Väestöliitto), John Worely (AmplifyChange). 
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INTRODUCTION  

 
 
 
 

The 2014 conference was developed around the metaphor of a puzzle entitled ‘sexual and reproductive health 
and rights (SRHR) in a post-2015 world’. We invited colleagues and friends to come over to Madrid and look at 
different ‘pieces' of this puzzle: the lessons learnt from the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), Beijing and 
Cairo’s experiences, policy areas that are increasingly attracting funding, specific topics that risk falling from the 
global development agenda, the power games going on at UN level, the role of the European Union, the means 
of implementation and opportunities and difficulties that civil society faces. As a disclaimer, the pieces of any 
post-2015 puzzle are potentially endless and this because we are talking about all the difficult challenges of the 
future. Time and financial constraints obliged us to select only few ‘pieces’/topics. We took up what in our view 
are the issues that are the most difficult, urgent and in need of attention from the sexual and reproductive health 
and rights community. 
 
In essence our main objectives were to: 

 
 Spread ideas, analyse information, share intelligence and promote 

strategic thinking to influence the post-2015 negotiations. 
 

 Promote alliance building and international coordination, clarify 
positions and seek common ground to support our community’s 
advocacy work until September 2015. 

 
 Mobilize organizations and individuals for actions that contribute to 

the advancement of the 1994 International Conference on 
Population and Development (ICPD) Programme of Action and the 
SRHR agenda. More specifically, looking at the next 12 months, 
actions that bring the outcomes of the ICPD Operational Review into 
the post-2015 negotiations and thus contribute to global efforts to 
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include specific SRHR targets and indicators within the post-2015 
development framework. 

 
Thanks to a roster of brilliant speakers and skilled moderators, we 
looked at the ‘pieces’ of our puzzle in six consecutive sessions.  
First, based on the assumption that understanding where we are today 
will help us getting where we want to go post-2015, we looked back 
and reviewed the successes and lessons learnt from 20 years of 
implementation of the ICPD Programme of Action, Beijing Platform for 
Action and the MDGs.  
 
Second, we discussed how to move the sexual and reproductive health 
and rights agenda forward in the next 20 years and looked at both 
selected macro-areas such as climate change, population and human 
rights and more specific subjects such as unsafe abortion and sexual 
violence in conflict.  
 
Third, we analysed what developing countries negotiating positions 
around the post-2015 development agenda are likely to be, with a 
specific focus on Africa, Latin America and the G77 group.  
 
Fourth, we zoomed on the European Union, its member states and 
institutions to measure the temperature ahead of the Council 
Conclusions on post-2015.  

Fifth we explored a number of “hot” topics related to financing for 
sustainable development that are gathering momentum – the private 
sector, the recommendations from the Intergovernmental Committee 
of Experts on Sustainable Development Financing, the ODA reform, the 
feminist analysis of financing of the next agenda, and funding towards 
civil society.  
 
Sixth, we looked at emerging trends that affects the way in which civil 
society operates at the national and international level. 
 
The meeting took place on 30-31 October at the Casa Encendida in 
Madrid. 156 participants from 29 countries representing 64 
organizations ranging from NGOs to UN agencies, donors, 
representative of governments and academics participated in the 
conference– thus confirming again the convening and mobilizing role 
that EuroNGOs plays with its annual event.   
 
Our 2014 host was the Federación de Planificación Familiar Estatal 
(FPFE). FPFE is a non-governmental organization that groups eight 
Spanish family planning associations. Created in 1987, it is part of the 
International Planned Parenthood Federation. 
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Esha, Wangari, Njanvula, Nailois, Digalu and the post-2015 development agenda 

On the first day of the conference, participants received a doll hand-made by 
a group of women coming from vulnerable communities in Kenya. This small 
gift issued from fair trade contributed building a better future for those 
talented women, their children and their 
communities.  
 
Each doll tells the story of a woman or a girl and 
wanted to be a reminder that the politics, power-
games, trade-offs and theories of the post-2015 
talks should not overshadow what this is really 
about: equality, well-being and human rights of 
women and girls. 

 
SWAHILI DOLL: Esha's father is an Arab from Yemen 

and her mother is from Banjun in Kenya. Swahilis 
come from a mixture of Arabic culture and the 
traditional culture of the African coast. Esha 
spends the day at home, taking care of her 
children and cooking. She is not allowed to work 
outside the home. She loves weddings, where she 
feels free enjoying the music and dancing with 
friends. 
 
GIRIAMA DOLL: Njanvula gets up very early each 

morning. She has to fetch water and firewood for 
cooking breakfast for the whole family. And she still has a hard day of work 
ahead of her. She did not have a chance to go to school, but she wants her 
daughter Kadzo to study hard and become a teacher. She knows that a better 
future for her sons and daughters depends on the education they receive. 

KIKUYU DOLL: Wangari was born at home, a mud hut without electricity or 
running water. She learned to read and write in a convent school where she 
was not allowed to speak in her own language. She was awarded a scholarship 

to study in the USA but soon returned to Kenya to 
help oppressed women and defend the 
environment. She was the first African woman to 
win a Nobel Peace Prize. Thank you Wangari 
Maathai for being an inspiration to all women. 
 

MAASAI DOLL: In Amboseli, at the foot of 

Kilimanjaro, it's cold; but that does not prevent 
Nailois from getting up before sunrise to milk the 
cows. She married at the age of 15, although her 
husband's family had arranged the wedding 
before she was even born. Her husband has many 
cows which allows him to have many wives. She 
knows that in her community she has no right or 
power of decision, but dreams that her daughters 
will someday have a chance.  
 

ORMA DOLL: The Orma are originally from Ethiopia 

but many generations ago, when the borders did 
not yet exist, they arrived in Kenya. Digalu lives in 
a makuti shack that she herself built, with her 7 
children and her husband. They have no running 

water or electricity, let alone a bathroom. They are very poor, they can barely 
eat once a day, but Digalu thinks that better days lie ahead and she is happy 
being with her family.  
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OPENING 
 
Welcome remarks 
 
 

LUIS ENRIQUE SÁNCHEZ ACERO, President, Federación de Planificación 
Familiar Estatal 
 
 
It is my pleasure to welcome to Madrid the largest European network of 
organizations working on sexual and reproductive health and rights, experts 
and international organizations. Let me begin by thanking the EuroNGOs Chair 
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It is a privilege for FPFE to be the hosting 
organization of this year’s EuroNGOs conference. We reaffirm our 
commitment to contribute to the network and our dedication to international 
work, because in a globalized world, where inequalities are even more 
amplified, the most important challenges on sexual and reproductive health 
and rights are at the international level.  
 
The EuroNGOs conference comes at a very important time for several reasons. 
2014 was a very delicate year for Spain. Fortunately it ended with the 
withdrawal of the abortion and sexual reproductive health law reform. If the 
law would have been approved, Spain would have become one of the 
European countries with the most conservative and regressive abortion 
legislation. The success is due to the mobilization of civil society organizations 
during the entire year against what would have set back women’s rights by 
decades.  
 

On behalf of all Spanish citizens, I take this opportunity to thank the solidarity 
shown by you, as individuals and organizations. Through actions on the street 
of Paris, Nantes, Marseille, Bordeaux, Vienna, Belgrade, Brussels, Lisbon, 
Dublin, Istanbul, Stockholm, Bucharest, Edinburgh, Berlin, London, Rome, 
Milan, Florence, Turin, Naples, Warsaw, Brussels and outside Europe in places 
like New York or Buenos Aires you contributed to the final result.   
 
But this battle for the right of women to decide freely on their bodies has not 
ended. First, the government intends to change the part of sexual and 
reproductive health and rights law related to the rights of minors (16-18 years 
old) to decide without parental consent. Second, comprehensive sexuality 
education is not included in the curricula of primary and secondary schools 
and access to modern contraception is still a challenge. Therefore we have to 
keep working on these issues.  

 
We are here to discuss the next global development agenda and how to 
mobilize political will and resources in the next fifteen years. Sexual and 
reproductive rights have not yet gained a central role in this agenda, because 
there are governments that continue to legislate on the basis of moral and 
religious beliefs, and not on the basis of human rights, science and health. We 
must continue working for women and men from all over the world to have 
access to all the sexual and reproductive health services they need, including 
access to modern methods of contraception. Equally importantly, we must 
continue working to advocate for sexual rights. I take the opportunity to 
highlight the words of Melinda Gates: “Women and girls need to have access 
to sexual and reproductive health and family planning services”. FPFE is 
working to achieve not only these goals but even more than that. We will 
continue fighting for the rights which are the most obvious and often the 
most ignored.  
 
I am sure that proposals and suggestions coming up from this meeting will be 
an effective instrument for the work of each organization that is in this room. 
We want good ideas and proposals to address these challenges.  
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MIGUEL CASADO GÓMEZ, Head of Health Sector, General Secretariat 
for International Cooperation for Development, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and Cooperation, Spain 
 
 
I join FPFE in welcoming all participants to Spain and to Madrid. I am speaking 
as a civil servant not as a politician, therefore I can talk more freely.   
 
After three terms spent at the Secretary of State of Development 
Cooperation, I see clearly that health is a global matter, including sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. This means that the responsibility for the 
health of the people is shared among states, organizations, and so on. It is not 
merely the responsibility of a country or a region. We have a very good 
example now with the Ebola outbreak. Together with my colleagues working 
at the Spanish Secretariat of Development Cooperation, we have pushed to 
maintain this approach throughout the different governments in office. 
  
It is sometimes difficult when a government is incoherent in its international 
and national policies. I’m glad for the withdrawal of the abortion draft bill. In 
the development cooperation sector Spain has always defended the rights of 
women to decide when to have children, with whom, and how many. This is 
the reason why we defend and promote a humans rights approach.  
 
We believe that we have won the battle, but at international level there is a 
stronger war to be fought. The threat to global health is more alive than ever 
at European Union level and in the framework of the post-2015 discussions. 
There are lobbies working hard to stop progress and destroy the advances we 
achieved throughout the years.  
 
This work is something that the public administration cannot do alone; we 
need the support from civil society. Governments and Parliaments are set to 
work on short-term horizons. We need a vision that is not subject to short-
term strategies. We need a long-term vision to maintain progress and watch 
over political commitments, and to make sure that these don’t change at 

every term. We need a vision that is not focused on the moment but that sees 
beyond it. Only with civil society we can work to build together a better world 
for all. 
 
 

Keynote 
 

KATE GILMORE, Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA 
 
 
Excellencies, distinguished participants, human rights defenders, 
 
I must begin by thanking EuroNGOs and the Federación de Planificación 
Familiar Estatal for organizing this crucial conversation and for the warmth of 
your hospitality. Your leadership is essential if we are to advance sexual and 
reproductive health and rights; if we are to put together into coherent form 
the puzzle of the future.  
 
Dr. Babatunde Osotimehin, UNFPA’s Executive Director, had very much 
wanted to be here with you today, but he was called this week on mission 
with the UN Secretary-General to the Horn of Africa. And I must stand in for 
him. It is a thrill to be here, and, in his absence, I will do my very best to 
channel him! 
 
This gathering is timed at a crucial juncture; at a turning point for sexual and 
reproductive health and wellbeing and for the rights therein associated, and 
for the broader global development agenda. And it’s a challenging juncture.  
Eyes are locked on the clock ticking down the few days remaining for the 
MDGs. 400 days are left in which we must deliver on and within a 
development framework that has centred maternal health and challenged the 
world to engage and invest accordingly. That unfinished agenda, particularly 
for MDG 5 and its late comer target of ensuring universal access to 
reproductive health, demands from us accelerated efforts in the homestretch 
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to 2015 but also so much more: a sustained effort far beyond whatever it is 
that the post 2015 framework will ask of us.  
 
However, as the international community finalizes the new development 
framework for the next 15 years, we can be very grateful that we have the 
knowledge assets and global commitments that have emerged – in large part 
thanks to you – from the global review of Cario@20. The review of 20 years of 
implementation of the International Conference of Population and 
Development Programme of Action confirmed that great gains have been won 
but it also revealed penetrating, persistent, profound and growing 
inequalities. It is true - and we should so celebrate that - over the past 20 
years, nearly 1 billion people have risen out of poverty. A majority of countries 
has achieved gender parity in primary education. Preventable maternal 
deaths have fallen by almost half. More women have entered the paid 
workforce. Globally, greater choices for women around the world have seen 
fertility fall by 23 per cent while infant mortality has declined by more than 30 
percent. These are among the remarkable achievements of the MDG period 
and these establish inconvertible evidence that change is possible, it is doable, 
it is affordable and it can be impactful.    
 
But this welcome progress hides a troubling truth - that the fruits of 
development’s gains have not been fair, nor just nor distributed evenly. 
Gapping inequalities mean millions of people are denied access to the fruit of 
human progress.  Today 70 per cent of people live in countries where the gap 
between the rich and poor has deepened and broadened over the course of 
the MDGs. 
 
At the same time, new challenges have emerged: age and household 
structures are changing; urbanization and migration are growing; we have 
greater access to and use of information and yet more surveillance intruding 
on our privacy; the threats of climate instability are worsening, while more 
intense polarization is evident in public discourse – centred often on the very 
issues with which ICPD is most concerned: sexual and reproductive health and 
rights and women’s and girls’ control over their own bodies. 

The 2000 UN Millennium Summit was the largest ever gathering of world 
leaders and it entrusted to governments and other development actors the 
world over a set of measurable, time-bound targets in the form of the 
Millennium Declaration. Put simply - it narrated a common story of human 
progress. 15 years later, we are in the business of redefining, renewing and 
renaming that narrative. People the world over are in that same conversation, 
whether they have heard of the post 2015 process or not: what is the future 
they want for themselves, their families and their communities!  So we must 
also recall that the machinery behind the post 2015 process did not cause a 
grappling with the future of human progress. Rather, it has attempted to 
capture it, and it does aspire to influence it. 
 
Post-2015, application of the new development narrative, and of its goals, 
indicators and targets, will be expected of governments the world over, of the 
multilateral system as a whole and by myriad others. But for deep 
transformation of development’s outcomes a critical transmogrification must 
first occur: a shift in development’s centre of gravity – crudely, from a focus 
on developing world poverty to a universal concern with global and local 
inequality. This resetting of power’s balance, in favour of a rebalance of 
power, stands on a stool of four legs – the state, multilaterals, the private 
sector and civil society. Impatient with injustice, wanting for conclusive 
eradication of preventable human suffering, seeking redress in the face of 
unconscionable inequality, fearful of myriad fundamentalisms’ cruel 
extremes, living with the consequences of a planet and a climate under 
duress: people the world over have the greater stake in the world’s future, far 
beyond the policy maker, the business mogul, the governor or even the 
humanitarian. After all, people are not development’s problem: they are 
development’s purpose. People are not just development’s end: they are its 
central means.  
 
So how is their participation, their engagement in development best to flow?  
For change is indeed changing – accelerating and intensifying – there are 
greater numbers of young people; there are greater numbers of older people; 
more people are on the move within and across borders, more people are 
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leaving rural communities to live in urban centres. If communications 
technology is diluting and dissolving distances but perhaps entrenching 
differences, then how are people to organize and relate, express and create, 
produce and procreate?  
 
From Venezuela to Tunis to Cairo to Hong Kong but against the backdrop too 
of Bangui, Juba, Gaza and Damascus -people are acting in, on and against their 
worlds- worlds marred by poverty and inequality, by exclusion and by 
alienation, by claim and counter claim. And they are doing so frequently 
beyond the immediate reach of their formal representatives, or politics’ 
institutions or our familiar channels for social engagement: amplifying their 
voices through social media and social organizing; telling their own stories 
about what matters, about what is right and wrong; intervening sometimes 
creatively and sometimes destructively, to assert, to express, to discover, to 
rebuild; acting for good and, in some instances, acting for hate. Civil society – 
the society of civic interest -is alive- a vibrant aggregate of non-governmental 
spaces, organizations, institutions and actors - manifesting the interests and 
will of citizens, not just consumers; of communities not just markets; of 
people not only elites. 
 
However, such public agitation bends so quickly away from the purposes of 
inclusive sustainable development if the social assets and underpinning 
infrastructure of inclusive, transparent and pluralistic civil society are not 
supported. Legal, financial and social investments in the assets for civil 
organizing: in its organic knowledge production and its pluralistic responsive 
exchange; for intentional opening up of spaces where the exercise of 
solidarity may flourish, solidarity of the kind that exposes systemic and 
structural discrimination even when power wishes it to be silenced; that 
brings powerlessness in front of power; that organizes immediately for local 
solutions; that strengthens good governance because there is scrutiny and 
demand; that platforms peaceful civic action for issues otherwise forgotten, 
neglected or rejected. That is civil, civil society - the source and consequence 
of the conditions in which pluralism and dissent, commonality and difference, 
discovery and thus human dignity too, may flourish.   

If in this more interconnected, yet somehow more fragmented world, we are 
to keep stepping towards a future world that is sustainably different from that 
which so troubles our gaze today, then we would ignore the essential 
ingredient that is civil, civil society at our peril. Nowhere is this clearer than in 
regards to young people. Our investments in adolescents and youth, now and 
throughout their life course, will define development’s trajectory for years to 
come. But this call to step up to, for and with young people is not a call to 
remedial benevolence. It is rather a matter of how can we best flourish open 
spaces for young people to gather, organize, express and explore so that we 
might indeed usher, more quickly and inclusively - on to centre stage - the 
global population of innovators that we desperately need if we are to meet 
the challenges that this fragile, finite planet faces, and do so in terms that will 
sustain our children, their children and the children that they too will want to 
choose to raise in dignity and rights.  
 
To ascend the transformative shifts envisioned by the new development 
agenda we must waste not. We must waste not human dignity, talent or 
capacity or contribution -neither through bigotry nor exclusion; nor by neglect 
or design. To the contrary, through realization of the human rights for each of 
us, to the exclusion of none of us, we can more surely better act in the 
interests of all of us -and that is the essence of the civil society project. For 
their talent, creativity and contribution to be fully available to human 
progress, women and girls, for example, must be fully free from preventable 
maternal mortality, from gender based violence, including child, early and 
forced marriage and female genital mutilations (FGM); they must have the 
opportunity to decide on the number and timing of their children. But, how 
do we know this to be true? It is thanks to civil society, and the human rights 
defenders that civil society protects and supports, that taboos have been 
broken, the fullest account of human suffering exposed, impunity denounced 
and creative solutions found. And civil society must have the information, 
space, opportunity and assets to continue to do just that. Civil society – 
spaces, voices and organizations – is crucial to development yesterday, today 
and tomorrow.  Over the past three years, through the review of the Cairo 
Programme of Action for Population and Development, UNFPA has witnessed 
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the power and relevance of this incredible asset that is engaged and 
empowered civil society. In discussions across the world: at global and local 
conferences, in inter-governmental negotiations, via on-line platforms, civil 
society actors gave the Cairo@20 review both its heart and its soul. 
 
Last week, UNFPA jointly with the Governments of Korea and Cambodia, 
hosted a gathering of civil society in discussion of the post 2015 possibilities.   
Just a few miles down the road from where we were meeting in Siam Reap, 
lies a most extraordinary world wonder – awesome, moving, confronting, 
inspiring. Stretching out over some 400 km2, Angkor is the resting place of the 
Khmer Empire’s capitols from the 9th to the 15th century. Its span 
underscores the majesty of its architecture and public planning, and the 
engineering too, that sustained a metropolis of more than 750,000 residents 
at a time when London could house a mere 18,000. The site bears witness to 
a society’s extraordinary sophistication – its culture, religion, art, science, 
commerce, health care and governance and it preserves irrefutable evidence 
that the populous was able to skilfully harness water, land and agriculture.  
Some scholars believe environmental change, in the form of deforestation, 
drove the destructive floods that may have caused Angkor’s abandonment.  
Others believe that the city grew to such a size, on such a scale, that 
agriculture could not keep pace with the demands for food of the non-
labouring class. What is clear is that world’s largest non-industrial city became 
unsustainable.  
 
Albert Einstein said that the definition of insanity is to keep doing the same 
thing over and over again and expect a different result. Sustainable 
development has been a human longing since time immemorial and yet it is 
also elusive.  So what must we do differently? And, what would that 
difference look like?  Well, we must not confuse our distance from one 
another with difference to each other nor should we confuse our difference 
from one another with indifference to each other. Yes, in all our diversity 
there is distinctiveness – differences that we must no longer just respect, but 
we must rather celebrate. But our distinctiveness cannot be purchased at 
costs that are unsustainable. The price for example of a distinctive culture 

cannot be paid in the currency that is the mutilation of the girl child’s 
genitalia. That is not sustainable development. But nor can the cost of a 
distinctive culture’s comfort be the practices of a hyper consumption that 
sees the planet consumed at 1.5 times the rate that nature can replenish it. 
We also – quite simply – cannot afford to act in any way that would deprive 
ourselves of any of the available talent that can be put to the task of 
sustainability. This deeper creativity - and the broader efforts required - for 
global scale solutions may be coordinated by the state, but it must not be 
confined by it.   
 
In this, sustainable development is indeed a peopled-project – a matter 
inexorably therefore of human rights and of rights upheld. Human rights: that 
which cannot be granted to us, because they cannot be taken from us; human 
rights for the best of us and for the worst of us. The future of this nexus 
between people, polity and planet demands a universal agenda, a peopled 
account and a personal responsibility for redistribution of power and 
influence including from and by the powerful and the influential. And this is 
why we are now challenged to make of inequality a new problematic for 
development. 
 
Placing people, diverse in expression, different in location, equal in value at 
the centre of the new development agenda potentially displaces much of the 
past development discourse. This calls for a shift from needs to rights; from 
charity to accountability; from gift to claim; from the deserving to the 
entitled; from heroic rescue to empowerment and agency; from the marginal 
to the de-centred; from vulnerability to exclusion; from poverty to inequality.  
In other words, a development discourse that does not delete the agent in 
whose dignity-elevated change lies and a discourse that does not delete the 
agent in whose acts of omission and commission lies the root causes of 
human suffering. 
 
Development thus as a relational project – the physics of my privilege to your 
disadvantage; a focus on accountability of the duty bearer not only the 
exercise of a justice-lacking compassion for the victim; the responsibility of 
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the adult male who husbands a girl child; and the responsibility of those who 
would define, so narrowly, the body normal, valued and desirable – so that it 
encompasses one gender only, a certain range of physical ability only, one 
colour only, one age range, one culture, one language, one place of origin: a 
new discourse that will make a problematic of this rendering of the majority 
of people into fictional minorities. 
 
Einstein also admitted that he made one great mistake in his life, which was 
when he signed the letter to President Roosevelt recommending that atom 
bombs be made. We will all make mistakes. May I ask you just now to think of 
the greatest mistake that you have made in your life thus far; an action about 
which you feel the most ashamed whose cost was paid by another. Now 
please turn to the person sitting next to you and share the details of that 
mistake, fully openly and frankly. Alright … please don't. Instead, for just a 
moment, sit with that visceral urge that we all - without exception - share to 
cover up, to paper over, to smooth down … It’s why governments and other 
power lie. It is why governments seek to constrain civil society’s scrutiny. It’s 
why mechanisms for accountability must be strong, underpinned in and by 
law and it is why we have to practice and strengthen that accountability for 
ourselves. As these last days of the MDGs run their course and we then segue 
into the post 2015 narrative, humanity needs all of us to develop greater 
capability to fail so much faster, to fail much more openly and to fix our 
failures at an entirely different pace. 
 
Before the MDGs were crafted, there was no common framework for 
promoting global development. In fact, after the Cold War ended, many rich 
countries cut their foreign aid budgets and turned their focus inward, on 
domestic priorities while institutions such as the World Bank and the 
International Monetary Fund pushed developed and developing countries to 
scale back spending on public programs - in the name of structural 
adjustment and government efficiency. What the MDGs did was to tell a new 
story – a story of global collaboration for hope, commitment and delivery.  
What the post 2015 outcome must do is inspire further with a new, renewed 
and relevant narrative that compels and commands a global campaign for the 

eradication of preventable human suffering. Someone has said that great 
stories happen to those who can tell them. We need to tell a new story of 
development with people at the centre, human rights the standard and the 
conclusive erosion of inequality the primary purpose. 
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SESSION 1 
From Cairo, Beijing and the MDGs to the post-2015 goals:  
Context, enablers and challenges 

 
 
2014 marks the twentieth anniversary of the International Conference on 
Population and Development Programme of Action, the launch of the review 
of the Beijing Platform for Action as well as the beginning of 69th session of 
the UN General Assembly that will negotiate and adopt in September 2015 a 
new universal development framework.  
 
These on-going processes offer a unique opportunity to review the evidence 
base, find out where gains have been made since the 1990s and where work 
needs to be done, reaffirm international agreements and commit to a set of 
forward looking post-2015 goals.  
 
With this in mind, we wanted to review progress on the ground, particularly in 
terms of poverty reduction, health and educational attainments, gender 
equality and sexual and reproductive health and rights, and looking at what 
has enabled successes, what has posed the biggest challenges and how the 
context has evolved, to be able to better prioritize messages and actions in 
the run up to the September 2015 Summit.  
 
 
 
 
 

To this end we proposed two questions for consideration: 

Are we better off now than 20 years 

ago? What does it take to make sure 

that we will advance in the next 20 

years? 
 
We asked our moderator, Sara Seims (Senior Advisor, The David and Lucile 
Packard Foundation), to guide us in analysing the transition from 
commitments formulated in the 1990s into the post-2015 framework.  
 
She first asked two eminent researchers to review progress in terms of the 
MDGs and the ICPD Programme of Action and then turned to representatives 
of two UN agencies to look at the policy implications for the next 15 years. 
 
 
 



14 

 

Panel Discussion 
 

“Looking at the ICPD Programme 
of Action, are we better off now 
than 20 years ago? What have 
been the three most significant 
successes on the ground and 
what has enabled them? And 
what has posed the biggest 
challenges?” 
 
RACHEL SNOW 
Lead Author, ICPD Global Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The ‘are we better off’ question is a difficult one. 
As Bhutan’s happiness project is making clear to 
us, happiness is quite subjective, so I’ll dock that 
to a later point to the panel. Let me instead 
summarize some clear achievements reached 
since 1994. Each one is bitter sweet: it has a nice 
point of progress and yet a really problematic 
undertone and areas of really substantial lack of 
fulfilment.  
 
Since Cairo, one of the clear points of progress 
has been the achievement in primary enrolment 
in schools. We think of sexual and reproductive 
health and rights as the heart and soul of Cairo, 
and certainly it is, but I think all of us would agree 
that education is really what enables so much 
other progress, including the opportunity to 
improve health and the realization of many 
rights. We can congratulate ourselves: we are 
now looking at a world in which global primary 
enrolment is 90 percent. That was not true 20 
years ago. Completion rates are not far behind 
there are in the high 80. We can say that in 2/3 of 
the countries of the world we have reached 
gender parity in primary enrolment. So in 128 out 
of 193 countries girls and boys are equally able to 
enrol in primary school. That is progress. At the 
same time though there is one third of countries 
where young girls still do not even have equal 
access to primary education and here it starts 
getting bitter sweet.  

When we look at whether or not there has been 
a change in attitudes toward gender equality in 
the world in the last 20 years, the World Values 

Survey a global research project that explores 
people’s values and beliefs, how they change over 
time and what social and political impact they 

have showed that there is substantial support 
for gender equality in access to higher education. 
So it is not achieved yet but there is a nice 
trending movement towards agreement that 
women and men should have equal access to 
higher education. More than 50 percent of those 
surveyed agree that women should have equal 
access to become political leaders. There is a 
tremendous spread on that, when you look at 
global level.   
 
Where there is less progress -and here again it 
gets bitter sweet- is that when employment is in 
short supply, women do not have equal 
entitlement to a job as male in the society. 
Europe leads us in believing in that equality. But 
much of the rest of the world is lagging behind. 
Also, over the last 20 years employment figures 
points to the fact that while women are 
increasingly likely to be employed, they are stuck 
in what is called vulnerable and informal 
employment. Which means that women are paid 
less than men for equal work; women are more 
likely to be employed in less protected manners;  
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and women have fewer benefits and less job 
stability. So all the insecurity of the work in the 
world is still very much carried in the majority by 
women and not by men. 
 
Progress in terms of health is something we 
should celebrate. The impressive decline in 
maternal mortality ratio of 45-47 percent in the 
last 20 years it is laudable and it is extraordinary. 
At the same time we are still talking about 800 
women a day dying of maternal death. Today at 
global level there are 20 percent more women 
that can say that in their last pregnancy have 
received the assistance and support of a skilled 
professional in their delivery but the inequalities 
are really extraordinary.  
 

There is this recurring link between household 
wealth and inequality in access to sexual and 
reproductive health care. So what we should 
celebrate is that at least for the top 20 percent of 
households in Africa, maybe in some countries 
the top 40 percent of households, women have 
made great gains in access to contraception and 
access to skilled care with delivery. It is 
wonderful. But if we look at the bottom 30 to 40 
percent of households and in terms of 
households’ wealth, there is very little marginal 
progress. There are some exceptions. Rwanda is 
an amazing exception with gains across all 
sectors of societies (this is a small country, with a 
lot of donor money and a strong government). 
But in general there is a problem of persistent 
inequality. This is one of our biggest challenges. 

The inequality we see in sexual and reproductive 
health has to underscore the problem of the 
health sector in general and the weaknesses in 
health systems structurally, particularly in Africa. 
Looking forward to the next 15 years this is one 
of the biggest obstacles we face. In some respect 
health systems remain less sexy than other 
things: it is about workers, infrastructure, and 
medical records. One of the bitter sweet points 
of the last 20 years is that we are lauding some 
tremendous progress such as the discovery and 
delivery of antiretroviral therapy for those with 
HIV in Africa. But at the same time we must be 
disappointed that all that investment has not led 
to the systematic structural improvement in 
health systems, in particularly in Africa. 

 
 
Follow up question: “You posed a very compelling picture of the dilemma one faces in the development sector, when one wants to solve an urgent problem quickly 
but also need to invest in systems and capacity-building which takes much more time. Can you comment on how well the family planning and reproductive health 
field has done in getting the balance right between strengthening systems and providing services that women need urgently?” First, it is great that we are not focused 
too much on providing contraceptives through minivan, which characterized more countries in 1994 than it does today. We have quite a number of locations that 
moved away from periodic visits and more emphasis on longer acting methods. Part of the gains has been to create choice to give women a wider range of methods; 
certainly that is a more sustainable approach. There are differentiated needs across the life course and that is essential to have a variety of choices. So I think we 
have made progress in recognizing the necessity of choice and the fact that that is a hallmark of quality. On the other hand I would say that I think this whole 
challenge of health worker in the sexual and reproductive health sphere, stays with us as an unfulfilled problem. We simply have not addressed the thing. We are 
making progress with infrastructures (e.g. cell phones: that is exciting and is measurable progress). On the other hand we look at the inadequacy of skilled health 
workers -and this is a complex problem. If 20 years ago we had invested much more effectively in the developing of nursing schools and the midwifery training 
would we be at a better place than where we are today? Have we not looked for the long-term sustainable multiplier effect in SRHR and HIV? We could be accused 
of that because we have not yet solved the problem of undertrained, clustered in urban areas, poorly distributed skilled health workers. If you look at maternal 
mortality and health workers’ density, there is a pretty clear association –where we do not have the skilled workers we are not succeeding in saving lives and 
avoiding morbidity.  
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“Looking at the MDGs, are we 
better off now than 20 years ago? 
What have been the three most 
significant successes on the 
ground and what has enabled 
them? And what has posed the 
biggest challenges?” 
 
SUSAN NICOLAI 
Head of Development Progress, Overseas 
Development Institute  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I am working with a project called ‘Development 
Progress’ at ODI which came out from some of 
the conversations that happened around the 
mid-term of the MDGs, where there was a lot of 
negativity about the overall development 
enterprise and our ability to reach goals.  Many 
researchers though had the feeling that this was 
not the whole story: there were lots of examples 
out there where progress has happened but they 
were very difficult to access. So what we have 
done and what we are in the process of doing 
with the Development Progress project is putting 
together a library of very well researched stories 
of progress to understand where they have 
happened and how and what have been some of 
the drivers behind progress. 
 
We have already talked about some of the global 
changes that have happened. The number of 
people living with less than 1.25 USD a day has 
decreased from half of the world in 1981 to less 
than 20 percent in 2011, which is a huge 
accomplishment. The Human Development Index 
over the period between 2000 and 2012 shows 
that every single country has made progress on 
one front or another. Those are pretty 
impressive headlines.   
 
One of the interesting thing when we look at the 
question of ‘on track’ and ‘off track’ as related to 
the MDGs is the focus on relative progress: we 
are the more and more convinced that we should 
be looking at the starting points of countries and 
the trajectories they have had, rather than an 

absolute measure of where they need to get to. 
So for examples one of the things we found for 
MDG 3: there are 15 countries that are 
categorized as off track but if you look at their 
starting point they are doing better than 
expected. It is even more dramatic when one 
looks at MDG 5: 52 countries out of 110 are off 
track but they are indeed doing better than 
expected if one looks at the starting point. It is 
important to look under the hood in terms of 
how measures are put together. In my project 
we are looking at particular stories and examine 
what has happened in certain countries and what 
has enabled success. Here some examples.  
 
In terms of poverty reduction, Vietnam is an 
incredible story of progress. 20 years ago it was 
amongst the poorest countries in the world. Now 
it has achieved middle income status. There have 
been major efforts around investments in social 
services that would reach across the population. 
For instance child mortality and under five 
mortality rate has dropped dramatically from 56 
deaths/per thousand live births in 1990 to only 
14/per thousand live births in 2008. There has 
been a range of factors that have been 
contributing to that. One of the strongest has 
been the approach of the government around 
trial and error and the fact it used evidence 
based as it changed policies.  
 
Another example is Kenya and progress made on 
education. School life expectancy has risen in the 
last 15 years from eight to 11 years expected to 
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be in school. Transition rates from primary to 
secondary education have jumped from 46 
percent in 2002 to 75 percent in 2012. Higher 
education and access to that has increased by 60 
percent, in just a period of four years. And across 
all of these fronts there have been major gains in 
terms of gender equity and access to education. 
What were the drivers behind that? Users 
demand was probably one of the biggest drivers, 
but also financing and growth of public spending 
on education by 31 percent in real terms over 
the last 15 years. 
 
Nepal reduced its maternal mortality by 50 
percent since 1990s. From the 1980s average of 
six children per women in 2011 they arrived to 
2.6 percent. Antenatal care has increased by five 
times over a 15 years period. There are a lot of 
drivers behind that. Again really strong 
government prioritization, particularly to 
maternal health, and strong donor engagement, 
as well as investments in infrastructures and 
community health workers. 

Another example when looking at challenges 
around gender equality is Tunisia, where there 
has been a jump in enrolment for girls in both 
primary and secondary education from 51 
percent in 1980 to near a 100 percent universal 
enrolment in 2011. In Tunisia there are 29 
percent female judges, versus 24 percent in the 
United States and 17 percent in the United 
Kingdom. This is very impressive. Women have 
played huge leadership roles in the Arab Spring. 
Some of the factors behind this have included 
some very high level commitments to legal 
reforms as well as strong engagement of 
women’s groups and civil society on the ground.  
 
Those are just very quick snapshots to put on 
context and focus what we are talking about 
today in terms of progress.   
 
Challenges across all of these stories that 
affected the achievement of MDGs have included 
the lack of data - there is a huge data gap in all of 
these stories particularly when we look at 

country level, and that affects the global 
scorecards. Equity issues – that is true in almost 
all of these case studies. There have been some 
gains in a few places on inequality issues but the 
vast majority of stories, when one looks at 
disaggregated data, the progress has not been 
strong at all levels. The complexity of progress is 
a challenge, particularly the fragmented nature 
of how development enterprise is set up with 
sector specialists focusing on one area and not 
necessarily looking across the whole spectrum 
and looking how one area of progress affects 
another. And in the financing side of things - 
there has also been challenges. Particularly when 
looking at sources of financing that have driven 
progress in countries and the role of aid, which in 
few stories it has made a difference (e.g. Nepal). 
But in many cases is not necessarily aid that has 
played any role at all or not necessarily money 
that makes the difference, there are so many 
other factors in place. All of these challenges are 
there in terms of going forward in terms of post-
2015. 

   
 
 
Follow up question: “There is a lot of interest in this room on the concept of ‘demographic dividend’. You gave Vietnam as a country that has had tremendous 
progress and I know that our friends at Harvard use Vietnam as an example of one of the demographic dividend country. Do you agree with that? Do you see some 
African countries on the brink of being able to experience the demographic dividend?” I think Vietnam is clearly a story of progress in so many different ways (e.g. the 
economic growth it experienced, improvement in maternal mortality, health care services across the board, education not just access but quality). The role of the 
demographic dividend in that has definitely played a part. But it is much more than the demographic dividend itself. It is about the systems and governance that 
surrounds that, and this is where countries differ. There are countries that might have this possibility in Africa, for example in Ghana. 
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“What does UNFPA need from the EuroNGOs to help 
ensure that the findings of the Operational Review are 
fed into the post-2015 framework and what are the 
most meaningful ways to monitor commitments?” 
 

KATE GILMORE, Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA  
 
UNFPA and more broadly the multilateral system needs civil society in the 
same way as a fish needs water. There is no way in which UNFPA can 
undertake its mandate without the owners of the ICPD being involved and 
frankly that is civil society and member states. So there is no version of UNFPA 
that can exist without that ecosystem around it. We need the continued 
wisdom, diligent scrutiny and strategic advocacy that mark civil society at its 
best. The greatest sources of innovation, courage, and disclosure of the worst 

that human being can do to each other, come from civil society and that will 
continue to be the fuel in the engine of change.  
 
In terms of thinking about how we scrutinize what actually occurs to sexual 
and reproductive health and the Cairo Programme of Action, more broadly 
post-2015, we underscore the gift of two things in which again civil society 
has been central:  1) UNFPA had its mandate renewed on 22 September. It 
was a decision by the UN General Assembly that Cairo will continue post-2014 
and that UNFPA would have a role in ensuring that continuity at global, 
regional and national level; 2) Because of the multi-stakeholder process of the 
ICPD operational review, we have five regional frameworks of actions that 
have authority vested in them and which we are now using to guide our 
negotiations with governments on what national and subnational priorities 
should be under Cairo. Those frameworks of actions are accountability 
systems not just recommendations; 3) Finally we will work hard on looking at 
the Secretary General’s priority: means of monitoring implementation. 

“What can the EuroNGOs do to help UN Women to 
ensure the Beijing Review is fed into the post-2015 
framework? How does UN Women further its gender 
goal through SRHR and specifically reproductive rights 
and sexual rights?” 
 

KRISTIN HETLE, Director, Strategic Partnerships, UN Women 
 

Let me try to build on what Kate said in terms of collaboration with civil 
society.  
 
Looking back at the Cairo and Beijing conferences, civil society was 
instrumental in defining these ground-breaking moments. We saw a shift 
from instrumentalising women for development, and a population control 

framework, towards recognising women as bearers of human rights. With the 
Beijing Platform for Action, we achieved a global consensus that women are 
equal to men not only politically and economically but also when it comes to 
social and personal rights. I encourage the sexual and reproductive health and 
rights community to engage in the Beijing+20 process, particularly the 
regional meetings, and to work closely with the women’s community to 
protect and advance the full agenda for women’s rights.  
 
With regards to sexual rights, as you know there exists no agreed language, 
and there is a constant balancing exercise between pushing the agenda while 
keeping member states on board. This year, Phumzile Mlambo-Ngcuka, the 
Executive Director of UN Women in her closing speech at the Nordiskt Forum 
in Sweden stated that she engages to continue pushing for strong goals and 
targets to address issues such as sexual and reproductive health and rights 
which are a fundamental condition for sustainable development. 
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Question & Answers 
 
 
The discussions between the panel and the 
audience began with a question on the reasons 
why some countries make progress and other 
stall. “Some countries have invested in human 
capabilities (education, rights, opportunities and 
health systems). Where you see advances in 
human capabilities you see progress. There is this 
interconnection between progress and 
investment in capabilities. If we could 
characterize countries where progress has been 
very limited, you will see very limited investment 
in education and health care” answered Rachel 
Snow (ICPD Lead Author).  
 
“Rwanda is a strong example of advancement of 
the MDGs. But Rwanda also happens to be the 
country with a majority of women in Parliament 
over a long time and where many laws have been 
implemented strengthening women’s rights such 
as access to ownership, inheritance, penalizing 
violence against women. I think you cannot 
expect fundamental progress to happen without 
fundamental change for gender equality which 
again is an example of how these two agendas 
are so closely interlinked” commented Kristin 
Hetle (UN Women). 
 

Susan Nicolai (ODI) stated that the question on 
what actually drives progress is complex, but 
across all researches there are a few common 
themes: 1) political leadership/focus on a 
particular change; 2) evidence-based reform and 
efforts within countries to look at what has 
worked for them doing research, changing, 
having bureaucrats committed, and targeted 
measures; 3) smart use of finances, with aid not 
being much of a factor (although there are 
stories of aid playing the catalyst in leveraging 
other funds and partnerships). 
 
Roger Martin (Population Matters) challenged 
UNFPA with a question on the relationship 
between population and consumption. Kate 
Gilmore (UNFPA) answered that “I do not dispute 
the science of the fact that population numbers 
are part of the pressure on the planet’s 
resources. I dispute the analysis that it is 
numbers only that matter. I state again how 
much easier it has been to problematize the 
body of woman rather than consumption 
practices, which are the main source of strain on 
sustainability today. How much easier it has been 
to point to the need for change in communities 
where fertility rates are high than to confront the 
current modalities of economics. We do not wish 

to see fertility reduced in the first instance – our 
top order goal is to see women’s rights upheld. 
Where government efforts to reduce population 
size violate the fundamental human rights of 
women, human suffering has increased, and 
neither reduction in fertility nor decreases in 
maternal mortality and morbidity have proven 
sustainable. Recent enthusiasm for 
contraceptives has to be seen in context and we 
must insist on a human rights based approach. 
From an environment perspective, when we see 
equal weight given to challenging consumption 
among middle and upper classes across the 
world then we will be in a truly equal inclusive 
sustainable dialogue.”  
 
On the same issue Rachel Snow commented that 
it is true that if we end up at nine billion opposed 
to 12 billion people it will make a difference. She 
stated that “the mistake is habitually made is to 
imagine that that every birth is equal to some 
equivalent amount of emissions. This is not true. 
About one third of the people of the world are 
meaningfully consuming in a manner that 
contributes to emissions and the poor will want 
and deserve to consume and grow their 
economy so the challenge here  is to change 
consumption patterns to build capabilities of 
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young people so they have the 
innovation/capacity to come up with new system 
for a green economy , small platform cities a 
whole set of innovation that are even 
unimaginable now –are made only possible by 
investing in education and opportunity and 
capabilities of young people. But to equate each 
birth in some poor country in Africa with some 
equivalent emission of a birth that takes place 
here in Madrid is fundamental mistake and leads 
to a , there is a danger of a slippery slope, on 
suggesting that climate concerns should be 
focused on diminishing fertility. This is not 
correct.” 
 
Montserrat Pineda (Creación Positiva) discussed 
the relationships between UN Women and the 
feminist movement. Kristin reiterated the 
importance that UN Women attaches to civil 
society, specifying that the women’s movement 
is a main interlocutor for the agency and that 

they are working very closely both on the Beijing 
review and the post-2015 agenda.  
 
Shannon Kowalski (IWHC) asked whether we 
could expect an extension of the mandate of UN 
Women at the Commission on the Status of 
Women (CSW). Kristin responded positively.  
 
Karen Newman (PSN) raised the issue of data and 
gender equality. Rachel recalled that data are 
political: the Demographic Health Survey (DHS) 
does not gather information on people below the 
age of 15 years or after the age of 49. She 
underscored the need to advocate for better 
data. Susan draw’s the audience attention to the 
fact that the least amount of existing data is that 
around the lives of the poor and that this is yet 
another major gap. She explained that data 
collection remains an issue as the DHS is sporadic 
and limited. She recognized that the capacity of 
statistic offices in many countries in the South is 

limited and for this reason it is important to 
focus on  building capacities for better data. She 
reminded that lots of exciting things can happen 
around the use of big open data, technology and 
that currently the UN Secretary General 
Independent Advisory Group on Data is putting 
together a report on data revolution.  
 
Karen also asked UNFPA whether we have done 
enough on unsafe abortion. Kate  answered that 
as the Independent Expert Review Group of the 
UN Secretary General’s Every Women Every Child 
strategy has found, no one is doing enough to 
reduce rates of unsafe abortion or to ensure that 
where abortion is legal it is offered safely, 
without stigma and with full respect for the 
dignity of the woman concerned.  A key step is to 
meet unmet need for contraceptives and to 
remove stigma. 
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SESSION 2 
SRHR in the next two decades:  
Priorities for the future and the need to think differently 

 
The agenda setting dynamics around the post-2015 negotiations is expected 
to reflect real-world changes, the moving political spot-light and different 
trends and fashions in development theory and practice. To date several 
‘macro-areas’, goals and targets have emerged from the work of various 
bodies and groups. There is a plethora of views and agendas. Among them, 
the Open Working Group (OWG) proposal of 17 Sustainable Development 
Goals and 169 targets recognizes that sexual and reproductive health and 
rights are priorities for sustainable development and embed them in two 
targets under the health and gender goals.  
 
For our community the priority of the next months will be to ensure that 
Member States agree to include sexual and reproductive health and rights in 
the post-2015 agenda so that these are reflected in national and global 
priorities in the coming decades. Some believe there is still room to push the 
envelope forward to include sexual rights. Many though fear that reopening 
the SDGs discussions might result in losing ground. In both cases, given the 
controversies around these topics, nobody really knows what will happen to 
sexual and reproductive health and rights once the negotiations move into 
the hands of governments. 
 
With this in mind, we wanted to trigger a reflection on areas that as a 
community we shall prioritize to expand the sexual and reproductive health 
and rights envelope both looking at the short-term horizon of the post-2015 

negotiations and the next two decades. To this end we proposed two 
questions for consideration: 

What are the key discussions that need our 

attention now? Do we need to start ‘thinking 

differently’, questioning the old ways of looking 

at things and finding alternative angles and entry 

points?  
 

We asked Marge Berer (Editor, Reproductive Health Matters) to moderate the 
session and guide us in assessing messages we use to influence policy-makers, 
examine the way we tackle old and new issues and put forward ideas, 
recommendations and questions we need to examine further in order to 
ensure that sexual and reproductive health and rights are not only remaining 
on the post-2015 negotiation table but they are taken forward in the next two 
decades. 
 
To set the discussion, four distinguished practitioners delivered each a 10 
minutes thought-provoking talk on four topics that are -in different ways- of 
great significance for sustainable development: sexual violence, climate 
change, human rights and unsafe abortion. This was followed by discussion 
with conference participants. 
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The Talks  

 

“Sexual violence in 
conflict: A Public 
Healthcare Crisis” 
 
ZAINAB HAWA BANGURA 
Special Representative of the Secretary-
General on Sexual Violence in Conflict  
(video message) 

 
Ladies and Gentleman, friends and colleagues, it 
give me great pleasure to address the 2014 
EuroNGOs Conference on the importance to 
combating sexual violence in conflict and 
ensuring sexual and reproductive health and 
rights for survivors of these terrible crimes. I 
only wish my schedule allowed me to join you in 
person. 
 
Rape as a weapon of war is not only a human 
rights abuse but a public health, security and 
development issue that affects not just the 
survivor, but their families and their 
communities. The consequences of rape and 
other forms of sexual violence often remain 
long after a conflict has ended. Mental and 
physical illness is common. Survivors of rape 

often face pregnancy, sexually transmitted 
diseases including HIV AIDS as well as other 
crippling repercussions. Depression, anxiety 
disorders, flashbacks, difficulties in 
reestablishing intimate relationships and 
fear among the common long term 
psychological impact of this crime. The suffering 
is often compounded by the fact that survivors 
have little or no access to the support and 
services they so desperately need to heal their 
physical and mental wounds. Such services must 
be holistic addressing their health, psychosocial, 
legal and economic needs and also survivor-
centered, recognizing that each individual has 
the right to make informed decisions about the 
cares she receives. Providing multi-sectorial 
services for women and girls can be challenging 
under regular circumstances and it is even more 
so in times of war. During conflicts, getting to 
hospitals or clinics can be a dangerous journey 
that put women and girls in harm’s way once 
again. Health care providers often work under 
difficult and dangerous circumstances with too 
few staff and supplies and little access to those 
areas that are hardest hit. The provision of 
services is further complicated by impunity for 
these crimes, the pervasive culture of shame 
and stigma that often surrounds these abuse 
and financial obstacles to receiving needed 
medical help. While women and girls suffer 
disproportionately from these atrocities, this is 

not just a women’s issue. It cuts across gender, 
religion, ethnicity or age. No country can 
achieve reconciliation and sustainable peace if 
generations of its women and girls have 
suffered from this trauma and crime. Women 
cannot pick up the pieces of their lives when 
they have suffered from untold physical 
ailments, internal scars and mental anguish that 
is associated with this crime.  
 
We can never know the full extent of this crime 
if women and girls are not known, seen and 
counted because they are too ashamed to get 
out. We must place a great emphasis on 
addressing the broader range of health 
consequences that are parts and parcels of this 
crime and provide care givers with the support 
they need to help people rebuild their lives. 
Access to sexual and reproductive health 
services is not an option, it is an absolute must 
if we ever hope to heal the wounds of war and 
empower women to make decisions about their 
health, their bodies and their futures. 
 
Thank you for the work you do as NGOS and 
civil actors to address the many physical and 
psychosocial needs of women and girls who 
have been brutalized in conflict and the effort 
you make to empower them to begin rebuilding 
their lives and their communities. I wish you a 
successful and productive conference. 
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“Aligning post-2015 
goals with human 
rights obligations:  
Is this the way 
forward?”  
 

STUART HALFORD 
Senior Representative to the United Nations 
in Geneva, Sexual Rights Initiative  
 
I have been asked to address four questions: 
Why is there opposition to human rights within 
post-2015? How does development impact on 
human rights and vice-versa? How is this played 
out in Geneva? What are the other ways for 
holding states accountable to their SRHR 
commitments?  
 
As we know, it  has been very difficult to align the 
post-2015 goals with human rights obligations. 
So we ask ourselves ‘why?’ One of the reasons of 
course is that - on the surface - different states 
can claim they have different human rights 
obligations, some have ratified some treaties, 
others haven’t, while others still - may have 
certain reservations in place – so not all States 
can - or will - accept reference to human rights 
being included in the post-2015 framework. 

Similarly, it can also be argued that the mention 
of “rights” in the title of a post-2015 goal is not 
actually helpful. Goals are aspirations, human 
rights are obligations. The last thing we want is 
for a post 2015 goal to have mention of rights in 
the title -as then the obligation becomes an 
aspiration, and where does that leave us - with a 
much weaker human rights framework!  
 
But whatever post-2015 goals are finally agreed, 
the most important thing is how states achieve 
those goals. In other words, we need to ensure 
that all post-2015 targets and indicators that are 
used to measure progress towards the 
attainment of that goal - adopt a human rights 
based approach. But this as well can be difficult 
for a number of states to agree to - as it would 
mean that they would have to put in place 
systems that could be difficult for them to 
implement - such as: 
 
 Stronger transparency and accountability 

mechanisms, legal and policy reforms, 
mechanisms to support participation and 
empowerment, focusing on the most 
marginalized populations, or on policies that 
could be unpopular with the current 
government (i.e. on sexual and reproductive 
rights) 
 

 In addition, human rights language obviously 
is used to help bind states to commitments, 
and this opens some governments up to 
embarrassment on the global stage if these 

commitments remain unfulfilled. 
So all of these things can understandably be 
difficult for some states to agree to, and hence 
we have the beginnings of a divide.  
 
And in some senses this divide is being seen as a 
power struggle between the global north and the 
global south - but it goes a lot deeper than 
negotiations on post-2015 - and can be seen in 
negotiations in other multilateral fora. And this 
power struggle is a lot more balanced than ever 
before -due to the changing political and 
economic landscape. We have a global north 
with less political influence, with weakened 
economies and internal disagreement on the 
ways forward – as we can see within the 
European Union. And an often united global 
south, with strong formal and informal regional 
blocs such as the Africa Group and the Like 
Minded Group, with increased political influence 
and financial muscle, spearheaded by the BRICS, 
which are seeing its economies grow as fast as 
those of the global north are contracting – and 
so we see a shift in the balance of power, and 
this is being played out during negotiations. Add 
into this mix - the backlash against neo-
colonialism - and the justifiable anger that some 
southern states feel about the North’s attempts 
to impose unpopular policies - and the North’s 
historical use of aid conditionality to push 
through these policies and resolutions - and we 
see the backlash, but this time it’s stronger and 
more coherent due to the changing financial and 
political landscape  and it can lead to counter 
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resolutions such as those at the Human Rights 
Council on the ‘Protection of the Family and 
Traditional Values’. Now both sides of the divide 
say that they agree on the importance of human 
rights. And while both do, the divide settles more 
on the approach and what that approach entails, 
than the actual development goals themselves. 
And it is this approach where it can be argued 
that the power struggle really lies. By and large, 
we have the north pushing for a ‘human rights 
based approach’ to development (HRBA) which 
entails systematically paying attention to human 
rights principles in programming work. So that 
means utilizing the principles of: accountability, 
participation, empowerment, transparency, 
international assistance, and sustainability. While 
many states from the south are pushing for a 
‘right to development’ approach (RDA) which 
incorporates - according to the Declaration on 
the Right to Development - the principles of 
participation, transparency, accountability, 
international cooperation and so on, but it also 
includes the right to sovereignty and “the right to 
formulate appropriate national development 
policies” - and recognizes – “consideration 
should be given to the implementation, 
promotion and protection of civil, political, 
economic, social and cultural rights” - and I 
emphasise the words civil and political. This is 
because to all intent and purposes, the divide 
over the approach to development seems to 
have manifested itself in the divide between civil 
and political rights on the one hand and 
economic, social and cultural rights on the other 

and the difference in how these rights are 
realized. As we know, civil and political rights 
have to be implemented immediately, while 
most economic, social and cultural rights are 
subject to progressive realisation. Progressive 
realisation takes into account a country’s lack of 
resources and capacity to meet human rights 
obligations and immediately implement 
decisions. And it is this that is being played out in 
negotiations.  And while both the Human Rights 
Based and the Right to Development approaches 
look more or less similar on paper, the right to 
development’s vehicle for achieving such change 
is the concept of Progressive Realization, as 
outlined in the Committee on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights (CESCR). And this is becoming 
central to the divide and is being pushed more 
and more as the political tide turns. And some 
states are now actually suggesting –that civil and 
political rights should also be subject to 
progressive realisation. But this is highly 
dangerous. If a State is not going to protect the 
civil and political rights of the most marginalized 
because progressive realisation takes away the 
immediacy of that obligation, then there is the 
potential for a significant amount of human 
collateral damage. This means that those that are 
already marginalised become further 
marginalised, have less voice and less recourse to 
remedy. It means that civil and political rights are 
not implemented right away and a crackdown on 
peaceful protest ensues, civil society gets further 
marginalised– and this we can see happening in a 
number of states. Back to development - as 

mentioned, the word “development” itself 
implies that something cannot be achieved 
immediately - and so there is justification for a 
Right to Development approach to be used in 
post-2015 negotiations. Similarly, “Goals” as in 
the Millennium Development Goals are just that 
they are aspirations and clearly cannot be 
implemented immediately – i.e., they are subject 
to progressive realisation. And this is a 
convincing argument until we take stock and 
realise that human development cannot actually 
be achieved without a human rights-based 
approach, which incorporates transparency, 
accountability, empowerment, participation etc. 
while conversely - human rights cannot be 
guaranteed until levels of development are in 
place to respect, protect and promote these very 
same rights. So in essence, both approaches are 
actually complementary and mutually 
reinforcing. So the divide finds itself in a complex 
argument around the right to development – and 
this resonates also at the General Assembly 
where negotiations on development traditionally 
have their home - such as the recent Open 
Working Group discussions - and where we see 
that goals and targets have largely dismissed a 
human rights-based approach. 
 
And we also see this divide too at the Human 
Rights Council in the informals of resolutions on 
Preventable Maternal Mortality and Morbidity, 
Vulture funds, the Death Penalty, CEFM and so 
on. The debate between a HRBA and a RDA 
always comes up. So we have situations during 
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informals for example on the death penalty, 
where the global north is telling the global 
south what to do - and to do it now - this is a 
terrible human rights violation - and since this is 
a civil and political rights obligation, action needs 
to be taken immediately. The global 
south responds by questioning what an actual 
human rights-based approach is - saying that it is 
not agreed language - and promotes a right to 
development approach instead, under which civil 
and political rights are subject to progressive 
realisation. The south then states that unlike the 
HRBA approach, the Right to Development 
Approach is agreed language; there is a 
Declaration on the Right to Development, it was 
reaffirmed by the Vienna Declaration, and also 
included in the Rio Declaration. And this is the 
crux of the matter. 
 
So we know post-2015 commitments are subject 
to progressive realisation and we know they are 
not binding. But states still need to be held 
accountable. And clearly the substantive content 
of current and future development frameworks 
can also be found within the binding obligations 
of international human rights law, which also 
goes a lot further than these development 
frameworks. And we must not forget the lessons 

from the past. The current MDGs failed to create 
effective mechanisms or utilize existing systems 
to monitor and hold states accountable for their 
development commitments at local, national, 
and international levels. Yet, the existing human 
rights framework could clearly address these 
problems by providing a set of agreed state 
obligations to guide state implementation and 
ensure accountability for human rights and 
development commitments. Yet, the 
accountability mechanisms of the international 
human rights system are vastly under-utilized by 
SRHR advocates. Very few work with the treaty-
monitoring bodies, the Special Procedures or the 
Universal Periodic Review. And a lot more can be 
done with these tools to ensure governments are 
held accountable to respect, protect and fulfil 
sexual and reproductive rights. So if we are to 
hold states accountable to their commitments - 
we need to ensure that it is rooted in human 
rights principles, that it is robust and multi-
layered, and gives effect to the human rights 
principles of participation, empowerment and 
transparency. Human rights accountability 
encompasses and entails multiple forms of 
accountability. This is a vital point. We have 
heard consistent pushes for greater 
accountability in international initiatives. But 

when implemented, the accountability 
envisioned has been highly restricted usually 
simply coming down to monitoring and 
evaluation of specific indicators or monitoring 
spending on commitments. But we need a shift 
in our thinking. We need to think of 
accountability not only in terms of the multiple 
actors that need to be held accountable… not 
only about the multiple forms of accountability 
that either do or should exist… not only the 
spheres of accountability at local, national, 
regional and global levels where we need to see 
the multiple forms, but also how we ensure true 
voice accountability so that not only civil society 
voices are strengthened but more significantly 
that the voices of women, young people and the 
most marginalized are empowered to seek 
accountability and claim their sexual and 
reproductive rights. And finally, if we are to 
advance sexual and reproductive health and 
rights, we clearly cannot rely on post-2015 alone. 
We need to take into account the findings of 
other relevant processes such as the recent 
review of the ICPD, and incorporate those 
findings too into a strong and robust 
accountability framework that helps to inform 
the implementation of post-2015.  
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“Time to Act: 
achieving a world 
where no woman  
dies from unsafe 
abortion” 

 
MICHAEL HOLSCHER, Deputy CEO, Marie 
Stopes International   
 
I come here today because I believe that unsafe 
abortion can be eradicated in a generation, and 
that we can make rapid progress in doing so in 
the years ahead. I am here now because we the 
global community is at a critical crossroads in 
deciding -within the next year- the development 
priorities that will play a large part in 
determining the status of individuals, 

communities and entire countries over the next 
decade. And I am here with you because, once 
again, we are called on to remind world leaders- 
who will be making these decisions- that the 
state of our world 10 years from now will be 
determined, almost more than anything else, by 
the status of women. And the status of women 
will be determined in large part by the status of 
their sexual and reproductive health and their 
sexual and reproductive rights. 
 
We are called to this task by many people and 
from many places, but most importantly by 
women in the developing world themselves. At 
Marie Stopes International we see and hear 
their calls every single day in our clinics, mobile 
outreach sites, call centers and social media.  
Eight million of them came to us last year 
seeking services and calling for support. I 
personally hear their stories when I travel to our 
countries and work with our teams as I have 
done in the last few months in Yemen, in 
Uganda and Sierra Leone. When I was in 
Freetown a few months ago, there were some 
articles in the newspapers about my visit on the 

first day, and from that point forward nearly 
every woman in my hotel found a moment - 
either during breakfast or during the evenings 
when I was having dinner- to tell me her story 
and the difference that services like the ones we 
offer had made to her life. These stories are 
inspiring stories of rights realized. Of healthy 
choices made. But many of these stories, I think 
far too many, are still stories of rights denied 
and choices denied. They are denied by 
partners, by fathers and other family members. 
They are denied by governments and 
government officials. They are denied by 
religious leaders and health care providers 
themselves. I could use my limited time today 
to tell you some of these stories myself but I 
thought it would be better to invite you to listen 
to one such story directly.  
 
And I give credit to the BBC who recorded this 
testimony from a 23 year old woman in a large 
African country. The audio segment is about 
two  minutes. 

 

 

“Woman The first method I used was a plant (…)Journalist You are pointing to a tree just out there. The bush plant? 

Woman Yes. A friend of mine took the leaves of the plant and mixed it with a substance we call ‘Kawa’. Journalist K-A-W-A? 

Woman Yes. Journalist Kawa is a rock. Woman And then we mixed it and grounded it together and then I inserted it. You 
put just a little on a cotton and then inserted it up into the uterus. But I did it and there wasn’t any sign of pregnancy being 
terminated. And then we decided on another method. Instead we used the branch. I inserted it again. This time it was the 
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branch. Journalist So this is the branch of the bush plant? Woman Yes, and then the blood started coming after 15 minutes. 

Journalist So the fetus was aborted? Woman Yes. Journalist So what happened with the second abortion? When did that 

take place? Woman (…) I think about 4 months ago. It was this same friend. She gave me melted sugar with (….) Guinness. 

Journalist First you tried a mixture of melted sugar and Guinness. Did that work? Woman No, it couldn’t work. And then we 

tried and again with paracetamol and with the local gin. Journalist Paracetamol and with the local gin? Woman Yes. 10 
tablets of paracetamol then (…) she added the local gin in. I drank it. So I saw this kind of liquid coming out of my womanhood 
but it wasn’t the fetus I was expecting to. So I went to her again and then she tried breaking bottles (….) added sea water to it 

and then blue that we use in washing (…). I inserted it.  By doing that it came. The fetus came. Journalist So broken glass, 
washing detergent and sea water. You (…) cotton in that liquid and you and your friend inserted it into your (…) and then the 

fetus came out and you bled very heavily, eh? Woman Yes, I bled and bled and bled for more than 5 days.” 
 
Rights and choices are denied. This was the 
voice of a woman that, when she was denied 
contraceptive choices, believed her only choices 
were those offered by quack doctors. My 
friends, I played that only to make the point 
that we can do better for her and the millions 
and millions of others like her who feel they 
have no other choice. And frankly we must do 
better. It is pointless to talk about  how can we 
achieve a more prosperous, healthy and 
educated world when 22 million women  are 
forced to make choices like this every year 
because they believe they have no other option; 
when one women dies every 11 minutes from 
an unsafe abortion; when teenage pregnancies 
are the number one cause of mortality for girls 
aged 15 to 19; and when girls in countries like 
South Sudan are more likely to die in pregnancy 
and childbirth than to complete their primary 
education. And we all know the reasons for 

that. We have been talking about many of them 
this morning: the lack of rights and even where 
there are rights, there is a lack of women 
understanding of their rights and entitlements; 
the lack of access to quality contraception and 
comprehensive abortion care; poorly 
formulated policies and untrained health care 
providers; and a lack of knowledge among 
women. And all of this by the way, in a world 
that confronts a reality that by 2020 there will 
be more women of reproductive age than ever 
before. We hope as many of them as possible 
demanding contraception, demanding 
comprehensive abortion care. Our own data 
analysis in recent months shows that over the 
next six years there will be as many as 71 million 
more women of reproductive age in the least 
developed regions of the world. 41 million of 
these will be in Sub Saharan Africa and this 
growth will be driven -as many of you know- by 

the largest cohort ever of women and girls aged 
15 to 24. So there are challenges ahead.  
 
The good news is that we see trends in the 
developing world, at least in the countries 
where we work, and globally, that we believe 
we can build on. The first of these trends is that 
the technologies for these services are changing 
rather significantly and dramatically, offering 
women more choices than ever before, and 
putting more power in the hands of individual 
women, to make choices for themselves, taking 
middle men and middle women in some cases 
out of the equation. Bringing women and the 
solutions closer and closer together. The 
number of contraceptive implants that we alone 
distributed last year was 10 times greater than 
it was back in 2006. In 2006 we delivered 
500,000 safe abortion services globally. Last 
year we delivered 3 million, largely because of 
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the difference that misoprostol and 
mifepristone and these drugs are making to 
women seeking such services. And so the 
contraceptive technologies are changing. As 
importantly, if not more importantly, the way 
women are learning about these options is 
changing. We have known for a very long time 
that word of mouth is the primary determinant 
to motivate women to take up services. We 
know it from our own experience, we know it 
from our research. New technologies are 
fuelling that dynamic. There used to be the 
women that were either isolated individually or 
in some cases entire communities were 
isolated.  But today, technologies are radically 
changing women’s ability to find out about the 
options available to them. Advances in formal 
education: I think there is more and more 
evidence that formal education is making a 
difference in the decision of women to take up 
contraception and to learn what their abortion 
options are. I think most importantly the 
national and local settings are changing and we 
and Ipas and IPPF and others are working 

together in developing countries to help 
encourage those changes.  
 
Let me close with just a few calls: 
 
 It is absolutely clear to me that we need to 

continue to encourage governments with 
resources, those who funded us 
traditionally and others– there was a 
mention earlier of the BRICS- to continue to 
invest specifically in contraception and 
comprehensive abortion care and sexual 
and reproductive rights. We need to 
encourage them to do that specifically apart 
from other maternal health issues and apart 
from education and apart from anything 
else.  

 
 We need to have specific measurements 

and indicators for that, because I think it’s 
going to be essential to convincing 
governments to do so in order that we can 
do the second thing I’d like to ask – that is 
to hold ourselves accountable. I think the 

best chance we have of getting specific 
focus and attention into our issues is to 
embrace agreed indicators for sexual and 
reproductive health and rights and hold 
ourselves accountable for delivering them;   

 
 And finally I think we need to direct more 

resources to the national level because, as I 
mentioned just few moments ago, I think 
whatever the value and the influence we 
can achieve between our countries and 
those in the South, there are more and 
more examples of national trends within 
these countries and among countries within 
these regions. We need to encourage 
south-to-south influence. There are great 
examples of this now in Africa.  

  
So I believe we can eradicate unsafe abortion 
within the next generation. It is going to require 
the efforts of all of us - here and there. But as 
we say here in Spain (and as my Argentinian 
partner says at home) ‘vámonos’, lets’ go!  
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“Climate change, 
sustainable 
development and 
SRHR: what’s next?”  
 

KAREN NEWMAN 
Coordinator, Population and Sustainability 
Network  
 
Before I begin I want to say that I think the 
issues of violence against women, rights-based 
approach to development, unsafe abortion and 
breaking the silence around unsafe abortion are 
so important that the best contribution I could 
give would probably be to say nothing at all so 
we can open up the discussions straight away.  
 
But since I have been asked to do this, I want to 
invite you to think in the next minutes about 
“how are we going to think differently given the 
environment that we have before us?”  
 
It seems to me that we need to get out of our 
comfort zone, which is looking at sexual and 
reproductive health and rights (which we know 
and love and we know that other people need 
to learn more about) and actually look at the big 
picture. We heard today the post-2015 scenario 

is still very unclear. It is really not clear how our 
issues are going to be there, if at all.  
 
But what is clear is that whatever comes out of 
the post-2015 negotiations will shape one thing 
that is going to affect us badly. And that is it will 
direct the funding streams available for us going 
forward. Is it as simple as that? Yes, it is. So that 
is why we really need to say “Ok, so what is the 
big picture”?  
 
What I am going to put before you now is the 
idea that although we love sexual and 
reproductive health and rights, things are 
changing. When I came into this business there 
was a bit of money for everything: you did 
leprosy, there was a bit of money for leprosy, 
you did sexual and reproductive health, there 
was a bit of money for that too. Now I think 
there is really big picture thinking going on. My 
sense is that what governments really care 
about is climate change, food and security, 
poverty elimination and fragile states. If we 
cannot side sexual and reproductive health and 
rights within that bigger picture thinking we are 
not going to get any money.  
 
So, how do we make SRHR relevant in a world 
that cares about poverty elimination, climate 
change, food security, water security and fragile 
states? That is the big challenge.  
 
What I am going to put in front of you now is a 
possible solution. There are a lot of solutions 

and this is one. I think that the link is what we 
are looking for in the next 50 years and it is a lot 
of people on the move, they are all going to get 
moving, they are going to be migrating, there 
are going to be issues around urbanization, they 
are going to be moving away from the sea, they 
are going to be moving away from poverty, 
away from conflict but the point is: they are 
going to be on the move.  
 
Now ever since Cairo we have been very happy 
with our level of demographic ignorance. “No! 
We do not do population. We do health, choice, 
and rights. We do not do population.” We have 
been totally happy not to know the difference 
between maternal mortality rate and ratio. We 
do not do numbers right? Now what I am 
putting before you is the fact that actually this 
level of ignorance is no longer good and useful 
for our work. We need to become literate 
around population dynamics, among which I 
include population growth urbanization, 
migration, ageing. Why? Because if we do not 
become literate we will not be able to lead that 
debate in a way that put to the front and centre 
a respect for human rights and a human rights 
based approach. And again I say: is it as simple 
as that? Yes, it is because we know that there 
are people willing to lead the discussions 
around population dynamics for whom the 
need to have a rights based approach is not 
necessarily as central as we would like it. 
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Looking at climate change: the poorest 
countries are going to be hit hardest. Why? 
Because they are most vulnerable to the impact 
of climate change, they have less capacity to 
adapt, and unfortunately we are all facing a 
world where rapid population growth and high 
fertility underscores the vulnerability in many 
different ways. This is often due to poor access 
to sexual and reproductive health and rights 
services. So what I would say to you is: you do 
not need to change who you are. What do you 
want? Do you want universal access to SRHR? 
When do you want it? Now? Has any of that 
changed? No.  
 
The point is we are going to have to articulate 
that within a context for which people are giving 
us money for this. Look at the National 
Adaptation Programs of Action (NAPA) within 
the UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (UNFCCC). This is a piece of 
architecture. The UNFCCC - this is what drives 
the Conference of Parties (COP) process and the 
climate change conference systems. The 
programmes are written by developing 

countries themselves and they articulate what 
are the main issues that they see climate 
change making more difficult to deal with. At 
Population and Sustainability Network we made 
an analysis of the first 37 NAPAS and we found 
that the most frequently mentioned factor that 
these countries themselves would say is that 
they would be made worse by the rate of the 
population growth they were experiencing 
(pressure on fresh water availability, soil 
degradation and erosion with the implication 
that this has for agriculture, shortage of land 
per capita leading to overgrazing - when you 
have five children and your parents had five 
children, the family plot become so small you 
cannot sustain the growth you need for food- 
deforestation, high population density, 
migration to coastal areas).  
 
Look at Bangladesh and what will happen if sea 
level rises by one meter. This is well within the 
reins of likelihood. In fact 12 of the 13th 
warmest year records have been the most 
recent years and carbon emission are raising at 
a faster rate than any the worst scenario.  

I urge you to become more literate in those 
things. We really need to be careful about 
language and what we use because either we 
care about rights or we don’t. We are either 
going to make sure we implement, respect and 
protect human rights every stage of the way 
(design, implemented, monitored, evaluated) or 
not. There is no point of talking about rights and 
then evaluating your work according to 
contraceptive year protection – i.e. how many 
contraceptives they get down people throats? 
This is not helpful. We need to make sure the 
rights are respected throughout.  
 
I urge you to become demographic literate so 
that we can lead this debate. It seems to me 
that climate change is coming to a country near 
you very soon. We had a planning ministry from 
Uganda saying he has malaria on mountains 
tops, it has arrived. We need to make it our 
issues. Because concerns about this will direct 
the funding streams that we need for the work 
we care about, which is sexual and reproductive 
health and rights. 
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Question & Answers 
 
Katrin Erlingsen (DSW) put forward the question 
of accountability for SRHR outside the post-2015 
framework. Stuart Halford (Sexual Rights 
Initiative) reiterated the importance to anchor 
any accountability mechanism to human rights, 
but also warned that the more mechanisms we 
create, the harder is for states to be accountable. 
Considering that there are already so many 
reporting processes/mechanisms, he suggested 
that a consolidation of these into one strong 
mechanism would be really useful rather than 
creating new ones. He affirmed that the 
Universal Periodic Review is an ideal mechanism 
to held states accountable one by one for their 
violation, for their obligations and commitments 
on sexual and reproductive rights. Karen 
Newman (Population and Sustainability Network) 
commented that civil society has been living for 
many years with accountability to donors which 
makes total sense because NGOs spend their 
money and they have the right to know how. 
However she said that we would be better 
talking about government’s accountability to 
keep the promises they made.  
 
The discussion moved to the issue of civil society 
accountability to the users of their services and 
to the right to health. Marge Berer (Reproductive 
Health Matters) stated that we should work to 

make health care an entitlement not just a need 
or a service. Karen commented that the right to 
the highest attainable standard of health exists 
and we therefore should be fighting for health 
services that are available, accessible, affordable 
and of the highest possible quality. She 
concluded that it is against these standards that 
governments can be hold accountable. 
 
Heather Hamilton (Girls Not Brides) reflected on 
the need to use alternative entry points to 
position sexual and reproductive health and 
rights in the post-2015 goals. One of those could 
be the target on early and forced marriage given 
its knock on effects. Michael Holscher (Marie 
Stopes International) encouraged the community 
to keep thinking at a wide variety of entry points, 
including for instance financing. He pointed to 
the fact that early marriage is an entry point to 
deal with the various needs of young women, 
and recalled that we need to address those 
needs to a much earlier age group than we did in 
the past. Karen stressed the importance of 
directing specific attention to early marriage as it 
is a priority reason why women are powerless 
and pregnant for so much of the time. She 
pointed to the fact that so far the issue has not 
received sufficient attention nor funding. She 
however noted that whether or not it should 

manifest itself in a goal tends to depend if one 
considers that having a multitudes of goals is 
useful. Stuart asked to think about child marriage 
as continuing violations throughout the life cycle 
– as it violates the rights to education, life, 
liberty, and so on. He stated that there are 
already mechanisms to deal with those violations 
but that a dedicated target under the SDGs, if 
brought into the post-2015 goals, would give 
visibility and therefore bring funding. Marge 
added that early and forced marriage is an 
opening we could use to raise the issue of family 
and cultural perspectives which is something 
usually taken up exclusively by the opposition, as 
well as it is an entry point to health in the sense 
that it leads to child pregnancy and pregnancy 
risks potentially.  
 
Roger Martin (Population Matters) discussed 
population issues. Karen commented that as a 
community we need to recognize our reluctance 
to speak of population dynamics. This reluctance 
comes from the horrendous mistakes of the past 
which our community should use as lessons 
learnt. She added that the good news is that 
most people running SRHR organizations came in 
the field as this was their ‘never again’ moment 
and they were not interested in coercive 
programme. She affirmed that programs will 
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respect human rights if we create tools to 
monitor and evaluate. 
 
Cecilie Morville (Y-Safe) asked how young people 
can help this agenda and how you would then 
ensure meaningful youth participation in the 
decision-making processes around these issues. 
Marge’s advice was: “Organize yourself and make 
your voices heard because that is the only way it 
is going to happen. If you sit around waiting for 
older people to organize you can forget it.” 
Michael recalled that “At every level in our work 
we see the difference that young people make. I 
was in a panel. There were three of us adults 
which gave their recommendations/speaking 
points and then there was this 16 year old living 
with HIV from Northern Nigeria. She stood up 
and sang a song. It was her speech and not the 
rest of us that people will remember from the 
panel. So find your own way to make your voice 
heard.” He also asked people to think of how to 
evolve our entire business model to be 
responsive to the changing needs of potential 
contraceptive users. He said that young people 
ask to bring those services to environments 
where they feel comfortable and they do not 
understand why they should come to a clinic to 
get an implant rather than going to a beauty 
parlour!” Karen encouraged young people to 
discuss population issues “you are not scared by 
the coercive programmes of the 1960s, for you 
population growth and access to family planning 
is axiomatic”. Furthermore she reflected on the 
issue of the demographic dividend, she said that 

she heard presentations in Africa about countries 
coming up with the demographic dividend as if 
one could just sit back and wait for it. She 
warmed that young people in a country with no 
education and employment will not receive 
anything that will look remotely like a dividend. 
She concluded by saying that “there is a 
demographic phenomenon whereby the 
proportion of the population in the working age 
group is larger that in some other times and that 
is when you begin to lower fertility but you do 
not get the benefits unless you have invested in 
women’s health and education so that when they 
arrive to the working group age they are 
educated to be productive members of their 
society. Young people: climate change is very 
much your problem. We messed it out and your 
generation must find a way through.”  
 
Another participant raised the issue of the role of 
the High Level Political Forum -which is expected 
to be the new accountability mechanism for the 
post-2015. Stuart commented that this is yet a 
new mechanism that is being created within the 
plethora of existing mechanisms. “Some are 
under-utilized, some over utilized, some with 
good results, some with less impressive results.” 
 
Françoise Girard (International Women’s Health 
Coalition) commented on the issue of the 
number of post-2015 goals. “Some governments 
are pushing to streamline the SDGs in just a few 
goals as suddenly governments cannot cope with 
too many goals. They are 17! And that is 

northern countries lead by the UK. The High 
Level Panel -chaired by the UK Prime Minister- 
produced in its report 12 goals. So more than 10 
goals was fine at some point. But be careful – this 
is how we will lose SRHR if goals will be 
streamlined, as we are not considered as serious 
business. Not only SRHR but also gender equality 
risks to fall out.” Karen echoed Françoise: “Be 
afraid of mainstreaming. Mainstreaming equals 
to cutting budget and firing people. When you 
hear mainstreaming – the question is where is 
the budget?” She agreed that there is not a 
perfect number and that is challenging to get the 
balance right. 
 
Naisola Likimani (Ipas Africa Alliance) asked to 
elaborate more on the concept of security. Karen 
said that it should not been seen exclusively as a 
military concept -we talk for instance of food 
security- but rather as whatever prevents 
people’s lives. This includes reproductive health, 
“which is a security issue for women and maybe 
we shall try to get into that agenda and use that 
language to fight for universal access to SRHR”.  
 
Françoise reminded our community that we 
cannot wait yet another generation for unsafe 
abortion to be eliminated. Naisola suggested that 
unsafe abortion could be brought into the new 
agenda via the indicators (“reduction of 
incidence of safe abortion”). Stuart commented 
that “we are talking about sexual and 
reproductive health and rights and if we ignore 
the rights bit then we are in big trouble. We have 
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the human rights mechanisms to hold states 
accountable, let’s use them more as SRHR 
advocates, let’s focus more on the mechanisms 
that exist and that are open to civil society and 
let’s see where we go”. Marge noted that in 
countries which are not changing their laws fast 
enough, the availability of misoprostol for self-
inducing abortion has become extremely 
common. And yet even it has been estimated 
that since the ICPD Programme of Action made 
its compromise on abortion about a million 
women have died of unsafe abortion. “We have 
to start being much braver with our donors and if 
we all do it, maybe we can do some inroads. The 
challenges out there to define family planning in 

terms of Foundations that have a clear definition 
of what’s in and what’s out that is our challenge 
and we have to grab it with both hands because 
it is going to affect what we can do in the future” 
said Karen.  
 
In conclusion, Marge commented: “What do we 
need to demand on the subject of abortion?  The 
ICPD said that abortion was a serious public 
health problem and that abortion should be 
made safe where it is legal and that abortion 
should never be treated as a method of family 
planning. Now if we take those three things 
together, unsafe abortion has remained a serious 
public health problem precisely in countries 

where abortion is not legal and where therefore 
it has been left to be unsafe.  Abortion has 
always been a method of family planning, even 
the US government admitted that in 1975. It is a 
method of fertility control. One in three women 
in the United Kingdom where the contraceptive 
prevalence rate is around 80 percent which is 
about as high as it gets, still has an abortion in 
her life time. This is a common experience of 
women, it is a necessary adjunct to having sex 
with men. Maybe we need to stop talking about 
reducing unsafe abortion and making demands 
that abortion should be decriminalized in every 
country and it should be safe for all women and 
not in 20 years but tomorrow.” 
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SESSION 3 
Post-2015:  
New diplomacy, priorities and compromises 
 
 
The post-2015 agenda is being negotiated in a world where power relations 
have fundamentally changed over the past decades. Whereas the OECD 
Development Assistance Committee members played a leading role in 
negotiating the MDGs, today no one considers an OECD-led post-2015 
process possible or desirable. In this changing diplomatic landscape, Southern 
countries’ bargaining and economic power is rising.  
 
While these are per se positive global trends, they are also possible indicators 
of greater negotiation complexity and of bigger compromises at the horizon.  
 
With this in mind, we wanted to bring together some views on the current 
policy landscape and the main global and regional struggles and interests so 
to trigger a reflection on the implications for our advocacy in the run up to the 
September 2015 Summit.  
 
 
 
 
 

To this end we proposed an overall question for consideration: 

Drawing from the SDGs negotiations and the 

current policy context, what are the main interests 

and priorities at stake at UN level? 
 
We asked María José Alcalá (Director, High Level Task Force for ICPD) to help 
us navigate the current international policy environment and understand how 
different groups’ priorities are likely to shape global development issues, 
including sexual and reproductive health and rights so that our community is 
better equipped moving forward into 2015 intergovernmental negotiations. 
 
To frame the discussion, the moderator set the stage with a snapshot of the 
power games going on at UN level. This was followed by a discussion among 
three distinguished speakers representing different constituencies (academia, 
government and civil society) and regions (Africa and Latin America and the 
Caribbean). It concluded with a question and answer session with the 
audience. 
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SETTING THE STAGE:  
SOME OBSERVATIONS  
FROM NEW YORK 
 

MARIA JOSÉALCALÁ  
Director, High Level Task Force for ICPD 
 
The world has changed in terms of global negotiations, moving from the 
simpler North-South divide to a truly multipolar world. The Global South is 
emerging and demanding the same place at the negotiation table, greater 
voice and vote in the international political and economic decision-making 
structures. Examples of this are the BRICS or the rise of Pan Africanism, which 
comes across clearly from the draft framework Africa Agenda 2063, the vision 
for the next five decades for the region, currently being negotiated. All these 
overarching political trends and economic interests are further compounded 
by other larger geopolitical and security interests, as well as historical factors. 
This will affect the post-2015 intergovernmental negotiations and in turn it 
will have an impact on sexual and reproductive health and rights, gender 
equality, human rights of women and girls, rights of adolescents and youth.  
 
Some key observations: 
 
 The new diplomatic landscape has already affected our issues. Despite all 

efforts done by several delegates and colleagues in New York throughout 
so many processes in 2014, in the end the agreements to date related to 
sexual and reproductive health and rights only reiterate commitments of 
20 years ago – mainly due to a vocal, recalcitrant, intransigent minority. 
 

 The General Assembly adopted the SDGs as the main basis for the post-
2015 negotiations and there should not be expectations of any reopening 

of the Open Working Group proposal, at least at this stage of the process. 
There are also very controversial issues remaining to be negotiated that 
range from climate change to financing, technology transfer and so forth.  

 
 Sexual and reproductive health and rights have become the hot issue 

across all the processes as well as many resolutions on a range of issues. 
Everywhere you look, this is the issue, whether it is in Geneva or New York.  

 
 Sexual and reproductive health and rights are often mis-portrayed, 

manipulated, utilized for domestic political interests and are one of the 
issues that most easily get traded off. In addition, SRHR is only one of many 
issues in the vast SDGs/Post-2015 agenda. 

 
 Once the post-2015 negotiations start and unfold, nonetheless, a lot can 

happen. In the meantime, this is a critical time to work at capital level, 
garner the latest intelligence on positions, find out where we are, what to 
expect from member states and see what remaining entry points exist for 
advocacy.  

 
 In terms of mapping Member States positions, on the like-minded, we 

should not take them for granted, noting that when the SDGs report was 
adopted on 10 September, SRHR champion countries became very quiet 
on these issues.  

 
 There is a long list of ‘silent countries’ that have relatively progressive 

policies at capital level but are not vocal in New York. Often there is a 
disconnect between capitals and New York and also discrepancies within 
the same delegations on positions taken, as happened from one Open 
Working Group session to another.  
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Panel Discussion 

 

“What can you tell us about the 
negotiation dynamics and 
positions within the Africa Group 
in relation to SRHR? Can you 
share with us the implications of 
the Common Africa position on 
the Post-2015 Development 
Agenda? Are there any 
opportunities or key strategies 
you recommend for shifting to a 
more progressive SRHR regional 
position?”  

 

ZANE DANGOR 
Special Adviser, Minister of Social 
Development, South Africa 
 
The Africa Common Position makes reference to 
what I call the ‘UN compromise position on 
SRHR’. It has a disclaimer in it: while it refers to 
reproductive rights, it limits an explicit reference 
to sexual rights. That is one part of the Africa 
group mandate - there is no single mandate in 
the document for the group, there are many.  
However the Addis Ababa Declaration, which was 
a negotiated document signed on by Head of 

States, makes very explicit references to sexual 
and reproductive health and rights and it is also 
guided by other regional instrument such as the 
Maputo Declaration. Many delegations would 
indeed prefer to use the Addis Declaration. The 
document is a clear example of the disjunctions 
we spoke of: there is an agreement at the 
continental level, at the African Union level, 
which is then disowned in New York (with the 
exceptions of South Africa, Ghana and Zambia). 
 
As we engage in the post-2015 negotiations, we 
are called to trade positions and make 
compromises. This is because we enter in a 
norm-making process. There is resistance to 
certain issues, such as sexual and reproductive 
health and rights, because people see imposition 
of norms and contradictions in norms. We 
therefore need an honest dialogue at the 
national, regional and international level. To get 
greater commitments for implementation of 
progressive sexual and reproductive health and 
rights policies and services, we need to do a few 
things: 
 We have to recognize that SRHR cannot be 

easily disassociated from fundamental rights. 
South Africa believes that excluding sexual 
rights means excluding people from 
fundamental rights. Sexual rights are 
something that we are committed to 
dialogue in the region.  

 There are also other fundamental rights 
issues that cannot be disassociated from 
sexual and reproductive health and rights: 
poverty and inequality within countries and 
across the globe; the right to development 
issue. This includes economic, social and 
political rights for women. The South African 
Minister of Social Development has begun to 
speak about reproductive justice and not just 
sexual and reproductive health and rights. 
The reproductive justice framework means 
the right to have children, not to have 
children but also the right to parent the 
children in a safe and healthy environment. 
That means social security support for 
children, and affirming the right to have 
children and the state to take the 
responsibility to support children living in 
there. That talks about cultural and 
economic rights issues. So there is a shift 
towards advocacy to reproductive justice.  

 
There is a binary in global engagements around 
these issues that frames the positions among 
different blocks. Generally speaking within the 
Northern block there is the focus around 
fundamental rights for individuals within 
countries. The Northern block is reluctant to 
engage around rights between countries and the 
fact that unequal relations, the financial global 
infrastructures that are skewed towards 
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Northern interests have an impact on Southern 
countries capacity to dealing more with poverty 
and inequalities within their countries. The 
Southern block focuses more on ownership of 
national resources and conflicts between 
countries because it is all concentrate through 
private interests who want to manage resources. 
What makes peace and security? South Africa is 
now of the opinion that inequality between 
countries is a major cause of lack of peace and 
stability. We will be taking that up as a block of 
developing countries. For example, the Canadian 
delegation supported by the Europeans said that 
they do not want anybody to touch the right of 
corporations to do business in the manner that 
they want to do business, irrespective of whether 

they are breaking the law, of whether it 
impoverished the community. But many legal 
scholars in South Africa are beginning to talk 
about the process of impoverishment being one 
of the crimes associated to crimes against 
humanity.  

 
I’ll conclude by giving an example on the SDGs. 
We were engaging around reintroducing 
reproductive rights into the SDGs framework. At 
the same time we were also looking during the 
same week at issues related to the deaths of 
civilian women and children in the Occupied 
Territories. All in the same breath. There were 
those three countries with an impassioned plea 
to include SRHR but also with an equally 

impassioned plea to exclude references to the 
deaths of women and children through violent 
means in the Occupied Territories.  
 
That is the kind of binary that we face. South 
Africa was suddenly questioned about it: you are 
supporting those issues but other issues that are 
important to you are being undermined. You got 
to make a decision. Those who were at the ICPD 
negotiations would recall that on the last night a 
group of 12 people went into a little room and 
essentially raided off all the negotiations based 
on those two poles: human rights between 
individuals and the rights between countries. So 
it is within this context that we have to work 
within the Africa group and the G77. 

 
 
 

“Drawing from this year’s CPD 
negotiation dynamics, what are 
the main positions within the 
African group on sexual and 
reproductive health and rights 
issues?”  
 
STEPHEN OWUSU KWANKYE 
Professor, Regional Institute for Population 
Studies, University of Ghana, Ghana 
 

I would say that the Commission on Population 
and Development (CPD) was full of interesting 
positions, but also contradictions between 
agreements reached in Africa and positions took 
in New York. 
 
Africa is a diverse continent. Some people think 
that it is just one country but Africa is about 54 
countries and it is diverse geographically, 
culturally, politically, as well as in terms of 
leadership. Delegates come to New York with 
these socio-cultural backgrounds, informing 
whatever they negotiate on. And when it came 
to the issue of sexual and reproductive health 
and rights, that was the point where there was 

great disagreement. Apart from South Africa, 
Ghana and Zambia, we saw that a greater 
majority of countries from the Africa group did 
not want to hear anything about sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. The reason being 
that some delegates think that when you talk 
about SRHR in Africa this is quite different from 
when you talk about it in New York. As 
researcher I found that amazing! I learnt that 
many countries in Africa do not want to be 
forced to change their national policies who they 
believed are informed by socio-cultural and 
moral values. Moral values and religious position 
are so strong that the contravention of them can 
bring a whole government down.  
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It was interesting to look at the way delegates 
argued during CPD this year. At points in time we 
drew the attention to the fact that in the Addis 
Ababa Declaration we had explicitly stated our 
support for SRHR. I remember when I engaged 
one delegate on this point, incidentally she was a 
woman, referring to the fact that these are 
agreed in the language we used in Addis Ababa. 
The answer I got was ‘My friend, the definition 
for sexual and reproductive health and rights in 
Africa is different from what we talk about in 
New York’. As a scientist I was amazed because in 
Addis Ababa we had committed ourselves to 
protect the rights of women and all people, 
including SRHR within the context of human 
rights. At CPD we were negotiating within the 
Africa group, trying as much as possible to have a 
common position but we were not heard. We 
were in a minority.  

My analysis is that perhaps we do not 
understand even what we are talking about. 
Because if you do understand it, one concept 
would not mean differently from one region 
compared to another. In Addis Ababa the 
position that we took on SRHR was initially 
opposed and there were reservations. The good 
thing is that these reservations were withdrawn 
and I was therefore thinking that this will move 
us forward during the CPD negotiations. 
Unfortunately that was not the case. I also saw 
that there was an undisclosed suspicion that 
there is some agenda that is being pushed 
behind the concept of sexual and reproductive 
health and rights, which many African countries 
do not want to entertain. The question is: how 
do we negotiate around these socio-cultural 
underpinnings to ensure that we move forward 

post-2015 with a clear understanding of what we 
want? 
 
Finally, most African countries do not think that 
sexual and reproductive health and rights 
constitute a major priority in their government 
discourse. They are talking about poverty, access 
to drinking water, and health and they feel there 
is an obsession as everywhere you go talking 
about migration, food security and so on, there is 
always an inception of sexual and reproductive 
health and rights. In 2013 I remember one 
delegate saying “We are talking about migration 
and yet SRHR appears 35 times. Are we saying all 
human development is about sex, sex and sex?” 
That is the frame of mind that people come with 
and that is born by their socio-cultural opinions 
which does not make them see SRHR as a 
number one priority. 

 
 
 

“What is your analysis of 
negotiation dynamics within the 
LAC group? What shall we expect 
from the region?”  
 

MARÍA ANTONIETA ALCALDE 
Director, Advocacy, International Planned 
Parenthood Federation Western Hemisphere 
Region  

When we talk about the Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC) we should recognize that we are 
talking about two, if not three, different regions. 
Politically speaking Central and Southern America 
are very different. Although within the ICPD 
Beyond 2014 process they were both part of the 
Montevideo Consensus, in terms of sexual and 
reproductive health and rights they have 
different positions.  
 
If we take CPD as a proxy of position on sexual 
and reproductive health and rights, the 

Caribbean is aligning with the Africa group. 
Therefore I think we should not expect to have 
the support we would like to have when it comes 
to sexual rights. There is a need to work in the 
Caribbean from a different perspective - there is 
a gap in the way we work with Latin American 
and with the Caribbean.  
 
The interesting thing to note is that Latin 
America and some of the Caribbean countries 
have been working as a block in some 
negotiations such as CPD, but on post-2015 the 
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dynamic is completely different. The UN 
Economic Commission for Latin America and the 
Caribbean (ECLAC) tried to bring together the 
LAC countries to have a joint negotiating position 
on the post-2015 agenda as a regional block. But 
the message from member states has been very 
clear: we do not want to negotiate as a block. 
They want some flexibility.  
 
Within the Latin America group you have 
countries (e.g. Argentina, Brazil and Mexico) that 
in the development negotiations want to portray 
a vision of themselves as developed countries. 
They are part of the G20, many of them opened 
agencies for international cooperation –so in a 
way they are part of the rich countries. At the 
same time though they will claim that they are 
still poor and do not have sufficient resources.  
They do not necessarily want to be together in all 
negotiations around development with the rest 
of the countries in Latin America. At the same 
time they have been saying that there might be 
spaces where they can negotiate together.  
 
There is a new body in the region CELAC- the 
Community of Latin American and Caribbean 
States, created in 2011 in Caracas, Venezuela. In 
terms of forces it is different from the other 
regional body, the Organization of the American 

States, as it does not include Canada and the USA 
but it does include Cuba. Most of the Latin 
America and Caribbean countries are saying that 
if they will come up with a common position that 
has to come from CELAC, whose presidency is 
now held by Costa Rica. So there is a possibility 
that this space may play a role producing some 
common positions from LAC on specific issues, 
but in general I do not think they will negotiate 
as a group.  
 
We can expect Latin America and Caribbean 
countries to sometime speak as part of the G77, 
sometimes remain independent (Mexico in 
particular) and sometimes align with the G20.  
 
One of the main points for this group –similar to 
the Africa group – is inequalities. Most of the 
countries in Latin America are middle income 
countries. They can look very developed but 
when you go to the issues of inequalities there is 
a big gap: Mexico has the richest man in the 
world and at the same time 80 million people 
living under the line of poverty. Therefore to 
influence the Latin America agenda one should 
link with the issue of inequalities.  
 
In terms of sexual and reproductive health and 
rights there is diversity within the group. There 

are very strong champions (e.g. Brazil, Uruguay) 
but there is a need to nourish those leaderships: 
they can get tired.  
 
From and advocate perspective, we shall 
recognize that Latin America is the new 
champion for SRHR, but on the other hand one 
cannot disconnect sexual and reproductive 
health and rights and abortion. Latin America is 
the region where abortion is most penalized. 
There are still several countries fully penalizing 
abortion (e.g. Nicaragua, Honduras, Dominican 
Republic, El Salvador). So it is important to keep 
pushing for Latin America to talk the same talk 
nationally and internationally.  
 
To this end we need to invest in strengthening 
the capacity of civil society at the national level. 
As most are middle income countries and donors 
have left, there is little investment in 
strengthening civil society capacities at regional 
level. There are several organizations, especially 
those doing advocacy that had to close doors as 
they did not have sufficient resources. National 
governments are not investing in organizations 
that are doing advocacy, nor international 
donors. Nourishing the leadership of Latin 
America means supporting the champions, but 
also organizations at the grassroots level.  
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“As many of you know, South 
Africa will be Chairing the G77 
next year -a very critical role 
during the post-2015 
negotiations. What if anything 
can we expect on sexual and 
reproductive health and 
rights, gender equality, young 
people, human rights?” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ZANE DANGOR,  
Special Adviser, Minister of Social 
Development, South Africa 
 
Not much. But that is not a problem. The G77 
does not have a group position on sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. In fact it had no 
group position on ICPD since 2008 and when 
there were group positions on ICPD those were 
weak. So if the G77 breaks up around these 
issues is not a bad thing. There is a clear split on 
SRHR between the majority of Asian and African 
countries on one hand and Latin America and 
South Africa on the other hand. Latin America 
and South Africa will find a lot of common 
grounds on SRHR. Similarly, when it comes to 
migration Latin America and the African 
countries will have a lot of commonalities, 
whereas in fact you will find that Asian countries 

will have a lot more in common with Europe. But 
this does not weaken the G77 position on other 
matters.  
 
The G77 will bulk consensus on some 
development issues excluding SRHR and 
migration. As Chair of the G77, South Africa does 
not feel under pressure to find a common 
position on SRHR. That would weaken the 
capabilities of likeminded groups to work on 
those issues across regions. We must be explicit 
about this. It is not a bad thing. Pushing for an 
agreement within the G77 on those issues is 
difficult. The G77 is sovereign countries coming 
together based on an agreement to work 
together – unlike the EU, where sovereignty has 
been ceded on some issues.  
 

 
 

“What strategies likeminded civil 
society organizations, European 
and other states could be looking 
at to engage more effectively 
with less progressive African 
delegations?” 
 
 

STEPHEN OWUSU KWANKYE  
Professor, Regional Institute for Population 
Studies, University of Ghana, Ghana 
 
First most countries do not see SRHR as a 
priority. There is a need for civil society groups 
and likeminded people to get evidence and 
demonstrate the linkage between SRHR and 
development. Second, there is a lack of common 
understanding and therefore – and I want to 
repeat a call I made in April at the CPD session – 

there is a need to develop at the UN level a 
compendium of concepts and definitions around 
some of these controversial issues, so that when 
we are speaking nobody will say that it means 
differently from where I come from as opposed 
to what is happening at the global level. Finally, if 
we can begin by qualifying some of these 
statements within the national context, that 
would be better than just take away the 
sovereignty clause. Trying to have everybody 
moving in tandem is going to be really difficult.  
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“What kind of strategies and 
recommendations you would like to 
share? In particular, do you see any 
chances of likeminded advocates and 
member states working in cross-
regional alliances both at government 
and NGO level?” 
 
MARÍA ANTONIETA ALCALDE 
Director, Advocacy, International Planned 
Parenthood Federation Western 
Hemisphere Region  
 
 
 
 
 
 

In terms of strategies it is important to 
strengthen the capacities of national NGOs, so 
that they can push their government at capital 
level. This because sometimes there is a real 
disconnect between what is happening at capital 
and in New York. We face these bipolar situations 
where a government say something at home and 
then in New York it says something else.  
 
In terms of cross-regional support: one thing that 
in the post-2015 process has been very strong to 
date -and here I also have to congratulate the 
work of the High Level Task Force for ICPD- is 
building joint statements.  
 
This is the result of building spaces for countries 
to agree on the same points, give a safe space to 
countries who are usually silent but progressive 
or not opposing SRHR.  
 

As civil society we need to recognize that there 
are countries ready to play leadership role and 
countries who are not ready to be champions but 
are willing to support, if there is a space for it.  
 
To this end, is very good to create sub-regional 
spaces. Some of the Latin America champions 
(e.g. Argentina, Brazil) have been willing to be on 
the spotlight but behind them they have been 
able to gather other countries like El Salvador, 
Colombia, and Peru that may not be ready to be 
in the spot light but feel comfortable within that 
safe space.   
 
We need to start understanding that countries 
can support our issues without necessarily having 
to be on the forefront. This means building a 
different strategy where we do not ask everyone 
to be there in the fight but we do build a place 
for everyone: that will be of crucial importance 
for the success of the post-2015 negotiations. 
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Question & Answers 
 

Earlier this year South Africa hosted the first ever BRICS seminar for 
officials and experts on population issues. Alison Marshall (IPPF) asked 
what is the future of BRICS cooperation on population and development 
issues. Zane Dangor (Minister of Social Development, South Africa) 
answered that a BRICS position on SRHR is not to be expected. This 
because Brazil and South Africa are strong on SRHR, China and India are 
generally supportive of SRHR even if with some reservations, but Russia 
has a very different position. He stressed that however the BRICS 
partnership is not focused exclusively on economic issues but also on 
social dynamics and other components.  
 
Julia Schalk (RFSU) asked the panel what as a community we should do 
differently that we are not already doing at the moment. Maria Antonieta 
Alcalde (IPPF WHR) answered that SRHR is seen by many as an agenda 
from the North being forced upon Southern countries. The way 
Europeans are dealing with this issue at UN level is by being silent, which 
has proven to be strategically wrong. Instead she said we need other 
approaches. As an example she mentioned the North/South ‘Friends of 
ICPD group’ lead by Brazil and Denmark, which created a comfort zone 
where people from the North and the South could get together and 
decide together. Zane recommended not being “one issue advocates” 
but rather embrace the multiplicity of issues that affect poor people, as 
single issue positions are easily traded off.  
 
Hendrika Okondo (World YWCA) brought the discussions back to 
accountability and asked how civil society in Africa can hold governments 
accountable to rights. Stephen Owusu Kwanky (University of Ghana) 
recognized that African governments have signed many continental 
agreements that highlight their commitment to uphold sexual and 

reproductive health and rights. Therefore he said that civil society should 
confront them with facts and evidences, rather than emotions. He 
reminded us that advocacy is not just telling somebody to change but 
confronting him/her with hard facts. 
 
Hendrika also commented that South Africa has been changing its 
position on SRHR when there were talks around migration. Zane 
acknowledged that migration is a difficult topic for South Africa. This 
because globally, after Western Europe, South Africa is the second 
biggest recipient of migrants. However he added that migration should 
not diminish South Africa’s support for SRHR because South African 
constitution binds the executive to provide services to people that are 
both documented and undocumented.  
 
A participant asked the panel to comment on the Arab Spring and all the 
socio-political changes that we are experiencing across the world – and 
how this link with SRHR. Zane replied that Latin America is an example of 
a continent in which certain countries that have now become SRHR 
champions (e.g. Argentina and Uruguay) in 1970s were dictatorships that 
had multiple reservations on the ICPD Programme of Action. He said that 
as they went through a process of genuine democratization they shifted 
their policies. He added that we can expect that the abortion laws will be 
changed over time. “But the Arab Spring: is this a genuine 
democratization process? What are the drivers?” he asked to the 
audience. Stephen commented that we should bring home the lessons 
learnt from the Arab Spring and stated: “The Arab Spring is also an 
African continental spring, because we will have an army of youth that 
are unemployed and will hold government accountable by what they 
could offer to them.”  
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SESSION 4 
Post-2015:  
What can Europe bring to the table? 
 

 
During the Open Working Group negotiations the vast majority of 
European countries expressed their support for progressive targets on 
sexual and reproductive health and rights within the Sustainable 
Development Goals. However at this stage they were not negotiating as a 
regional block as the OWG used a system of representation based on seats 
being shared by several countries. The joint European Union (EU) position 
on post-2015 will be agreed in a new set of Council Conclusions at the end 
of the year. Therefore at this stage nobody knows if there will be an 
internal agreement on sexual and reproductive health and rights and if 
that will be the case how progressive this agreement will be. 
 
In addition, even if member states would agree on a progressive 
negotiation position on sexual and reproductive health and rights, 
considering the changes in the geopolitical relations and the fact that the 
overall influence of the Europe in the world is shrinking it is legitimate to 
wonder if the EU will be able to convince others that their views are worth 
aligning with. 
   
With this in mind, we wanted to map different options and understand what 
as European advocates we can reasonably expect from the EU and its Member 

States to be able to adapt our advocacy work accordingly. To this end we 
proposed one question for consideration: 

How will individual country positions be 

actually translated into a unified EU 

negotiation position?   
 
We asked our moderator Mette Kirstine Schmidt (International Advocacy 
Officer, Danish Family Planning Association) to guide us in reviewing 
individual EU Member States’ positions within the post-2015 process - in 
particular in relation to sexual and reproductive health and rights- and 
exploring the role the EU can play with regards to promoting sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. 
 
To frame the discussion, the moderator gave a setting the stage 
presentation. This was followed by a discussion among three European 
policy-makers working at capital, UN and EU level and a youth advocate. It 
concluded with a question and answer session with the audience. 
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SETTING THE STAGE: 
OBSERVATIONS FROM A CIVIL 
SOCIETY PERSPECTIVE 
 
Mette Kirstine Schmidt 
International Advocacy Officer, Danish Family Planning Association 
 
The potential role of the European Union in the post-2015 negotiation 
process depends on a number of different external factors including: a) the 
current geopolitical landscape featuring a multipolar world where Europe’s 
power is diminishing; b) the global economic and financial situation; c) the 
fact that sexual and reproductive health and rights is seen by some as an 
imperialistic issue that Western countries are trying to impose on the 
Global South. 

 
In addition, there are also a number of internal factors. If the European 
Union is to play any role in the post-2015 negotiations, it would need to 
first internally agree what role Member States want to play and to what 
extent and how sexual and reproductive health and rights should be 
prioritized. This sounds easy, yet is very difficult: the European Union is not 
a state but a union of states with different domestic policies and priorities.  
 
From a civil society perspective, the picture to date looks as follow: there is 
a big group of countries who believes that sexual and reproductive health 
and rights should be a priority in the post-2015 agenda and that there 
should be strong language on that. At the same time, there is also smaller 
group of countries that has a problem with some parts of the sexual and 

reproductive health and rights agenda, most notably the area around 
reproductive rights (for instance the right of the unborn child is enshrined 
in Malta’s constitution). That poses some problems for the European 
Union to find an agreement on sexual and reproductive health and rights.  
 
Up to now in the post-2015 process we have not yet seen the European 
Union working together as a group, so it is hard to predict what will 
happen. However, if we look at the Rio+20 negotiations we can extrapolate 
some lessons. Back then the European Union spoke with one voice and 
from a sexual and reproductive health and rights advocate’s perspective 
that did not go so well as  Member States failed to agree on reproductive 
rights and remained silent at a very crucial time of the negotiation.  
 
What happened in Rio convinced some Member States of the need to have 
something around sexual and reproductive health and rights in the Council 
Conclusions on post-2015, so that the European Union will no longer be 
stuck in disagreement.  
 
For the first round of Council Conclusions back in 2013, member states 
negotiated a long and carefully crafted paragraph on sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. Depending on where you are coming from, 
you can say that the language of the paragraph was progressive or not. But 
at least there was something on sexual and reproductive health and rights.  
 
We have yet to see how this will work in a post-2015 context. Now 
Member States are in the process of developing a second round of Council 
Conclusions and we do not know what they will look like. The question is: 
will sexual and reproductive health and rights be in there and if so how? Is 
it even a good idea that sexual and reproductive health and rights figure in 
Council Conclusions? 
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Panel Discussion 
 

 

“The European Parliament is 
contributing to the formulation 
of the EU common position on 
post-2015. What do you think 
we can expect as the main 
priority from the European 
Union and what will be the 
most likely difficult questions?” 
 
HEIDI HAUTALA 
Member, European Parliament  
[via Skype] 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What we see in the world is frightening in 
terms of how girls and women are treated – to 
the extreme there is ISIS and the denial of any 
basic fundamental right of women and girls. 
Yet even in the European Union there are 
some worrying tendencies, including increased 
organized forces opposing to sexual and 
reproductive health and rights. This is precisely 
why we shall not accept to speak only about 
sexual and reproductive health and 
reproductive rights, but address also sexual 
rights. 
 
Sophie in’t Veld and I, as Co-Chairs of the 
European Parliament Working Group on 
Reproductive Health, HIV/AIDS and 
Development, are working to convince as many 
colleagues as possible about the importance of 
sexual and reproductive health and rights as 
targets of the post-2015 goals. The European 
Parliament is now drafting a report on post-
2015, which will be voted at the end of 
November in the plenary session. We need to 
make sure it will incorporate the right wording. 
There is hope that the outcome will be good.  
 
We already have a positive outcome from the 
previous Parliament, as it called the EU to 
“defend the right to the highest attainable 

standard of health including SRHR and the 
integration of HIV/AIDS inter alia….”. Indeed 
during the Irish Presidency in 2013 Member 
States agreed to promote and implement 
SRHR.  As you know, Ireland has problems with 
part of the sexual and reproductive health and 
rights agenda but their Minister worked hard 
to get a good compromise and this despite 
Malta’s and Poland’s opposition. When we will 
vote in the European Parliament this month we 
need to maintain this level. We cannot be 
satisfied with anything less than what the 
Council already agreed in June 2013.  
 
I think it is essential that the European Union 
reiterates its support to a human rights based 
approach to development, to which the sexual 
and reproductive health and rights is linked. 
Similarly, I also believe that the overall goal of 
reducing inequalities must remain in the 
European Union position. More and more 
countries are becoming aware of the 
destructive impact of growing inequalities at all 
levels and how inequalities are affecting very 
much women and girls. We have to make sure 
that we do not only speak about women’s 
empowerment but also about women’s rights. 
In this sense I think we have all the possibilities. 
The next weeks will be crucial. 
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What are Belgium overall 
priorities for the post-2015 
agenda? What do you think will 
be the EU overall priorities for 
the European Union and what 
role can the EU play with 
regards to advance a 
progressive SRHR agenda in the 
post-2015 framework? What 
are the links between the post-
2015 and the next 48th CPD 
which you will chair?  

 

 
BÉNÉDICTE FRANKINET 
Ambassador, Permanent Mission of 
Belgium to the United Nations  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

With regard to the first question, what Belgium 
says at this stage is: 
 
 We want to keep the balance between the 

three pillars of sustainable development. 
  

 We underline the transformative nature of 
the post-2015 agenda. 

  
 We support the universal character of the 

agenda: developed countries will be 
submitted to the same scrutiny suggested 
for developing countries.  

 
 We see the following are important 

elements of the framework: good 
governance, peaceful and inclusive society, 
planetary boundaries, population issues, 
sexual and reproductive health and rights, 
youth and adolescent and (something that 
looks technical but it is political) the 
monitoring and evaluation framework. 
 

There are many issues that still need to be 
considered: How do we communicate about 
this new agenda? How do we get the 
maximum mobilization and support of the 
goal? How do we make sure that all these 
targets and goals are mutually supportive and 
not destructive? How to channel the climate 
debate of the UNFCCC in the post-2015 
negotiations? 

In terms of EU priorities and role in the post-
2015 negotiations: until now we have not yet 
seen the EU speaking with one voice. This 
because of the set-up of the Open Working 
Group that obliged us to work along another 
format. However, for the next stage of the 
negotiations we need to be ready on time as 
European Union, which means according to the 
rhythm of negotiations in New York. This is 
complicated: the EU works in a cumbersome 
fashion (e.g. sometimes by the time positions 
are agreed internally the negotiations are 
already one step ahead).  
 
The European Union needs to have first and 
foremost a common position that it can defend 
as a group position otherwise it cannot even 
act as EU. For Belgium it is important that we 
try to reach a common position in the 
European Union and get organized to defend 
it. 
 
In terms of priorities: for the European Union 
the entire agenda will be relevant during the 
negotiations – we should keep in mind that 
post-2015 is an extremely broad agenda. 
 
One of the main questions is around the 
number of SDGs: how many goals do we need? 
This is a complicated debate and it should not 
be taken from a simplistic approach. Many 
people will have to renounce some of their 
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favorite subjects in this exercise. If the number 
of SDGs is reduced, then as civil society you 
should start thinking about how you re-
introduce your agenda through other means 
and avenues. There are different ways to 
promote an agenda and they are not 
necessarily linked just to fighting for specific 
formulations. 
 
In terms of how we can achieve a progressive 
agenda and what role can the European Union 
play in that regard, there are a number of 
points to consider:  
 
 Not everybody belongs to the likeminded 

group on sexual and reproductive health 
and rights.  

 
 If you look at the dynamics in New York 

much emphasis is on this North-South 
divide, whether real, invented or 

instrumentalized, we need to be cleverer 
on how to go about it.  

 The whole question about literacy on 
population is an interesting concept that 
we need to use much better.  

 
 We all need to make sure that when we 

talk about something, other people across 
the room understand the same thing. For 
the moment that is not the case. In this 
regard the EU can do some 
outreach/preparatory work and speak not 
only to traditional friends but also to other 
countries. And this not only during 
negotiations but on a constant basis. I 
believe there is a lot of room for cross-
regional outreach, not only from the EU 
but also from Latin America.  

 
 The issue of the coherence between 

capitals and New York applies to all 
countries, but as European Union we can 

improve our own part on that. The same 
applies to the consistency of messages. 

Now on the Commission on Population and 
Development: its theme being how to 
integrate population issues into sustainable 
development including post-2015 agenda –the 
link is obvious.  
 
My own inclination would be to highlight this 
broader agenda of population and suggest that 
countries speak their minds on a variety of 
issues that are relevant also for the post-2015 
agenda.  
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“What are The Netherlands 
overall priorities for the post-
2015 framework? What do you 
think will be the overall priorities 
for the EU in post-2015? How do 
you think SRHR will feature in 
the Council Conclusions on post-
2015?” 
 
HILDE KROES 
Policy Officer, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
The Netherlands 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It is no surprise that for The Netherlands sexual 
and reproductive health and rights, gender 
equality, human rights and women’s 
empowerment are seen as fundamental issues 
to achieve sustainable development. That has 
been our position for many years and it 
remained unchanged when we entered the 
Open Working Group negotiations. We also 
underlined other topics that are central to 
achieve our key priorities: universality of the 
agenda, food security, water and sanitation, 
peaceful societies and institutions. 
 
In the Open Working Group we always 
supported a stand-alone goal on gender 
equality and empowerment of women and 
girls. We always asked two targets on sexual 
and reproductive health and rights - one under 
gender and one under health - with a specific 
focus on rights. In some of our statements with 
the Troika we inserted some language from 
Beijing (paragraph 96) to underline the 
importance to make free choices. We asked for 
targets on ending all forms of violence, 
discrimination, harmful practices, female 
genital mutilation and early and forced 
marriage. We wanted to push for 
comprehensive sexuality education but it did 
not made it in the OWG document. 
  
One of our strategies has been to look at the 
broader agenda and find other entry points to 
include sexual and reproductive health and 

rights in addition to the two targets on health 
and gender. We are quite happy to see that 
there is an inequality goal that has a target on 
ending discriminatory laws. Peaceful society 
and institutions was also a hard battle and it 
has some angles on access to justice and 
human rights approaches that could be also 
helpful for sexual and reproductive health and 
rights.  
 
In terms of strategies to include sexual and 
reproductive health and rights in the post-2015 
agenda, the Open Working Group was only one 
of the processes. We put energy in the ICPD 
Review Process and hosted a Human Rights 
Conference last year. We engaged in the 
Commission on the Status of Women, the 
Human Rights Council, and EU discussions in 
Brussels. 
 
We are privileged to have a Special 
Ambassador on SRHR, including HIV/AIDS who 
sits on the High Level Task Force for ICPD. We 
are in the process to get CHOICE for Youth and 
Sexuality to appoint a youth Ambassador on 
SRHR that will closely work together with our 
Special Ambassador.  
 
Our Minister is very aware that when it comes 
to sexual and reproductive health and rights 
there are discussions going on at international 
level that are poisonous. Therefore our 
Minister thinks it is important to have bilateral 
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dialogues with different stakeholders. She has 
had several conversations with the Holy See 
and bilateral countries and she is the Co-Chair 
of the global partnership for effective 
development cooperation. The continuous 
dialogue alongside the negotiation is important 
as well. We have had different discussions both 
with the Parliament and civil society groups in 
the Netherlands that keep us sharp.  
 
During the Open Working Group we were 
privileged to be in a Troika with Australia and 
the United Kingdom. This has been very helpful 
for what we wanted to achieve, there has been 
a good collaboration and we were ultimately 
able to push for some of the agendas that may 
encounter difficulties in the European Union. 
 
In the OWG we felt freer to push for sexual and 
reproductive health and rights because of our 
Troika. Now we have intergovernmental 

negotiations starting in January. There is a EU 
delegation in New York who wants to know 
what they can say on behalf of the European 
Union. This will emerge from the Council 
Conclusions which will be the fruit of an 
important process for all member states.  
 
What are the Council Conclusions actually 
going to say? Many feels it should be a 
message from the Member States responding 
to what they see as important for the post-
2015 discussion, so there is a lot of emphasis 
on the means of implementation, and what 
role the EU can play in there, what we can 
offer and contribute, what the post-2015 
discussions means for us as member states.  
 
The Open Working Group proposal of SDGs is 
by resolution of the UN General Assembly the 
main base of the negotiations. The 
Netherlands’ position is that although we 

would have loved to see sexual rights featured 
in the SDGs, we shall take the OWG report as a 
legitimate base from which to move on the 
negotiations.  
 
If there are questions of opening the SDGs up, I 
feel it would be a bad timing to say that now. 
Not only because as EU we will need to 
respond to the specific goals and targets- 
which I feel that at this stage might not be a 
good idea- but also because the EU would send 
the wrong message and that would be an 
invitation to others to do the same. This would 
be dangerous for sexual and reproductive 
health and rights and gender.  
 
Also it would be tactically wrong. The Council 
Conclusions are a public document, too many 
details mean that the whole world will know 
the EU position before the negotiations 
actually starts.   
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Comments from the 
youth discussant 

 
STEFAN HENNIS 
Board Member, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality 
 
Yesterday I was talking with the other panelists about the difficult political 
situation we have right now. I experienced some of them at this year 
Commission on Population and Development, being the youth delegate in 
the Dutch Delegation. I realized that there are different worlds and noticed 
that having a more pragmatic approach would probably do wonders when 
speaking to delegates. It sounds like in the post-2015 discussions this is 
extremely important. We shall find new ways in which we can discuss 
sexual and reproductive health and rights, maybe not using the rights at all 
in the goals but using different ways to discuss these rights. 
 
Yesterday we also spoke about the importance of sexual and reproductive 
health and rights for us –why are we so fanatic in advocating for SRHR 
even when it so hard to push for it during intergovernmental negotiation, 
even when we do not have a common EU position on it? As a young 
person, I can answer for young people. It is that for us is very important 
because the linkage between young people and sexuality is still an 
incredible taboo - even in policy-making with more likeminded progressive 
countries. I just picked up a report from the International Planned 
Parenthood Federation (IPPF) on SRHR policies for young people in Europe. 
We are not as progressive. So we need to talk about SRHR within the 
European context – one of the things that really shock me is that only eight 

out of the 18 countries IPPF has looked upon within Europe has any policy 
on sexuality education and only five of them have a budget for it. I am 
saying this to show you that we need to progress as well within Europe.  
 
Back to the conversation, I have a question for Ambassador Frankinet. We 
heard from Ms. Hautala that within the Council Conclusions there is a 
positive hope to have an agreement on sexual and reproductive health and 
rights. An agreement was already reached in 2013.  Why is it that there is a 
possibility to create consensus on sexual and reproductive health and 
rights within the European Council but not in New York? 
 
 
Answer from BÉNÉDICTE FRANKINET, Ambassador, Permanent Mission of 
Belgium to the United Nations  
 
Why do we break a consensus in New York that we agreed upon the week 
before in Brussels? I think you need to ask the Member States. It has a lot 
to do with people realizing what they did the week before in Brussels or 
they think that as long as it stays within the EU is fine but when your 
international imagine in New York is at stake it is another story. There are a 
million of possible reasons.  
 
Certainly it is not only a European issue. Nor it is something that only 
happens when we talk about sexual and reproductive health and rights. 
This happens all the time when human rights are being discussed.  
 
Finally, a country says a very different thing according to the person that is 
in the room.  

 
 
 



51 

 

Question & Answers 

 

The session ended with three questions from 
the floor.  First Karin Nielson (RFSU) asked 
whether there is room for improvement on 
sexual and reproductive health and rights 
language within the upcoming Council 
Conclusions or if it is not strategic at all to talk 
about SRHR because we cannot get anything 
better than 2013.  
 
Hilde Kroes (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The 
Netherlands) clarified that the 2013 Council 
Conclusions represent a compromise on SRHR 
and that there has not been a consensus on 
SRHR in the European Union for a long time. 
She then shared a personal reflection:  “It was 
a compromise on the use of the phrase ‘sexual 
and reproductive health and rights’. It does not 
talk about abortion, sexual and reproductive 
health services – which for some members in 
the EU are a problem. So we have a 
compromise of SRHR as phrase in the EU and 
still there was an explanation of position by 
Malta. Is this really a common position?” She 
also said as a personal remark, that since 2013 
the paragraph on sexual and reproductive 
health and rights, though negotiated for the 

post-2015, is being used in all processes (ICPD, 
CSW, Human Rights Council, CPD) as a sort of 
‘EU qualifier’ or ‘EU language’. When this 
happens -like during the Commissions on 
Population and Development- the EU breaks 
because when it comes to different elements 
of SRHR there is no European agreement on 
that. There was though a common position at 
the Commission on the Status of Women but it 
ended with the EU being silent (which brought 
in turn a lot of criticism). So, also if it was a 
good accomplishment to have a paragraph on 
SRHR in 2013, one could also say that in last 
year and a half it did not provide a solution for 
reaching an EU consensus on specific SRHR 
issues. 
 
Heidi Hautala (European Parliament) stated 
that we should not be satisfied with a text 
weaker than what was agreed in 2013 but that 
she was not sure we can have more because of 
some worrying tendencies in some member 
states. Those tendencies are linked to the use 
of the concept of traditional values. She 
affirmed: “I know what that means- it means 
oppression on women and girls rights, female 

genital mutilation, all those things so whenever 
we hear somebody speaking in favor of 
traditional values we should be very attentive 
and perhaps one of the best ways to deal with 
such issues, which come from a great deal of 
countries”  
 
Marianne Haselgrave (Commat): express her 
concerns on the United Kingdom intention to 
open up the report of the OWG and cut down 
on a number of SDGs. Given the uncertainty 
around the next steps of the negotiations she 
asked if we really want very specific Council 
Conclusions at this point in time.   
 
Ambassador Frankinet (Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Belgium) said that she agreed that it is 
a fine line and if the Council Conclusions come 
at the wrong time, then we might want to 
think twice about having too many details in 
the text. She thinks Member States should 
simply reconfirm their engagement in the 
process and affirm that they are open to 
discussion.  
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SESSION 5 
Financing for Sustainable Development:  
Changing landscape and implications 
 
 
 
The operationalization of the post-2015 agenda will depend a great 
deal on the means of implementation, and particularly on the 
financial resources that governments and Non-State Actors will bring 
to the table. With the submission of the report of the 
Intergovernmental Committee of Experts on Sustainable 
Development Financing to the UN General Assembly and the ongoing 
preparations for the Third International Conference on Financing for 
Development in July 2015, this is the time to move the discussions 
from the ‘what’ to the ‘how’.  
 
With this in mind, we wanted to increase knowledge and 
understanding of emerging trends at the national and international 
level so that our community is equipped to join the financing for 
sustainable development conversation, which is outside of our so to 
speak comfort zone.  
 
To this end we proposed two questions for consideration:  

 

 

 

How is the financial landscape changing and 

what are the implications for developed and 

developing countries? How the post-2015 

goals will be funded and what are the main 

risks and opportunities? 
 
We asked our moderator, Hilkka Vuorenmaa (Special Advisor for 
Development Policy, Väestöliitto) to guide us through three rounds of 
conversations that unpacked different features and dynamics of the 
evolving development financing landscape.  
 
We called five experts and asked them to analyse one of the following 
specific aspects of financing for development:  the recommendations from 
the Committee of Experts, the inclusion of gender in the current 
discussions, the role of the private sector in financing the post-2015 
agenda, the ODA reform, and funding for civil society.  
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First round of conversations 
 

“In your view do the recommendations that were 
put forward by the Intergovernmental Committee 
of Experts on Sustainable Development Financing 
provide a sufficient basis to build up a solid 
financing framework for sustainable development? 
What are the new elements that emerged from this 
report?” 
 
SEBASTIAN HACH 
Manager, KfW Development Bank 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

First of all I’ll briefly present the report. Basically it makes 
recommendations on three different levels: 
 
 The first set of recommendations is on a strategic framework for 

financing sustainable development. The experts suggested nine key 
principles, including: a) ensure country ownership and leadership in 
financing and implementing sustainable development; b) use all 
existing resources in a complementary way; c) mainstream sustainable 
development financing; d) put good governance and good financial 
management at the centre; and e) ensure stronger transparency and 
accountability, not only in relation to the ODA reform but also with 
regard to private resources and domestic public resources. In this 
regard there is a lot of work to do.  
 

 The second set of recommendations relates to financing sources: how 
can we mobilize them and how can we make the best use of the 
resources effectively. That touches upon domestic, international, 
public and private financing sources. The experts took an ‘optional 
approach’ in the sense that policy recommendations are put forward 
as policy options. The rationale is that each and every country is 
different: something that works in a country does not necessarily work 
in another. In other terms -as there is no such a thing as a perfect 
financing approach- the report recommend choosing policy options on 
the basis of individual country’s priorities, their national circumstances 
and culture.  

 
 The third set of recommendations is on global governance and how to 

advance and strengthen the global partnership. This includes 
recommendations on stabilizing global financial markets, sovereign 
debt crisis prevention and resolution, coherence of global financial 
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architecture, cooperation on taxes and illicit flows, and monitoring and 
accountability. 

 
What we have in the report is a very good overview of the different policy 
options that exist. Those options are not especially new or surprising, but 
they bring the key issue of the financing debate together and reflect what 
has come up in a lot of debates going on in different fora in the UN.  
 
The real value of this report is on the strategic level which in my view is 
holistic and balanced: if we manage to take that into the post-2015 

intergovernmental negotiations, then the effort was absolutely worth it.   
 
In conclusion, the report flags a lot of right issues and themes. It sets the 
agenda. But it does not give the final solution to the question of financing 
for sustainable development. So I think it provides a good basis for the 
intergovernmental negotiations, but there is still more work to be done in 
certain areas, in particular global governance. 
 
 

 
 

“Looking from a feminist perspective at the 
recommendations that were put forward by the 
Intergovernmental Committee of Experts on 
Sustainable Development Financing, what are the 
main issues around financing for gender equality 
in the post-2015 agenda? And are they 
sufficiently well positioned?” 
 
ROSA G. LIZARDE 
Global Director, Feminist Task Force 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As a general comment, access to this Expert Committee was limited. It was 
a throwback to a time when civil society access was not as prevalent and 
open as it is now. Knowing the history of the financing for development 
process – the process which led to Monterrey which was very innovative 
and open in its modalities for civil society – this was a challenging process 
both in terms of inclusion and in terms of gaining information. 
 
With regard to whether the integration of the feminist perspective in the 
report was sufficient or not –I can say from the outset that it was not 
sufficient enough.  
 
The Committee does integrate some gender analysis into the report, such 
as: 
 Gender is recognized as a key dimension of poverty. For the work we 

do at the Feminist Task Force around the feminization of poverty this is 
very important. 

 The issue of providing access and expanding the scope and the scale of 
financial services available to women is also mentioned.  
 

However:  
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 It ultimately falls short of some of the previous mentions and 
commitments taken in Monterrey, Doha and Busan. For example in the 
2008 Doha Declaration there were references to eliminating gender 
base discriminations including labor and financial market, promoting 
women’s economic empowerment and gender responsive budgeting. 
The issue of the budgeting is very important: if we want financing for 
the SDGs, it needs to be stipulated there and the next step further to 
that is ensuring that these issues are part of the national budgets. The 
Doha Declaration also refers to gender sensitive collection of data 
which is another very important issue. Yesterday we talked about the 
so called ‘data revolution’: before we have a data revolution we need a 
mental evolution. We need to include vulnerable populations those 
that are socially excluded – and 70 percent of the poor are women- 
into this data revolution. Likewise in Busan there were mentions of 

collection of data, and inclusion of gender equality in all aspects of the 
development efforts which again is not something the Expert 
Committee has taken up. 
 

 It fails to address a range of other policy issues that are necessary for 
gender equality and women’ human rights, for example the evaluation 
of unpaid care work, guarantees for decent work and leaving wage, 
which are some issue that come up strongly in the Open Working 
Group report. 

 
 It does not recognize the importance of guaranteeing women’s rights 

organizations funding and political space.  
 
 

 
 
 
 

First round of questions 
 
The Moderator opened the first round of 
questions by asking how the gender issue was 
dealt with in the Committee.  
 
Sebastian Hach (KfW Development Bank) 
commented that one of the difficulties the 
Committee encountered was that it had to 
work in parallel to the Open Working Group. 
He explained that the experts were talking 
about financing for sustainable development 
without knowing what the future goals were. 
Considering that the Committee could not 

predefine the SDGs nor develop its own goals 
and that its members did not want to define 
means of implementations per goal as the 
OWG was doing, the Committee adopted a 
holistic approach without addressing single 
instruments with single purposes. In light of 
this approach he acknowledged that gender 
might be one missing issue, but added that 
there might be other issues that have not been 
listed in the report. He concluded that there is 
a general agreement that there is a need for 
further inputs to the Committee’s 

recommendations. Finally, he recalled that the 
Committee was constituted by only 30 people. 
This gives a limited perspective and is a reason 
for civil society to bring other views into the 
intergovernmental negotiations. 
 
Maria Antonieta Alcalde (IPPF WHR) stressed 
the issue of the access to the Committee. She 
said that although there were hearings, 
participation in the process was a challenge for 
civil society. She continued by saying that this 
might create precedents.  
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Furthermore she asked to clarify the link 
between the report from the Expert 
Committee and the finance for development 
process leading to the Addis Ababa Conference 
in 2015.  
 
Sebastian clarified that the Committee 
produced a report that was presented before 
the UN General Assembly and that therefore at 
this point it is up to governments to decide 
how much they want to use the report and 
whether they want to use it at all. He noted 
that within the Expert Committee there were 
both finance experts and diplomats. He 
explained that for this reason, countries that 
through their diplomats were part of the 
Committee have strong incentives to use the 
report in the intergovernmental negotiations. 
He clarified also that the resolution on the 
modalities of the Addis Ababa conference 
names the report from the Expert Committee 

as one of the basis of the negotiations. He 
concluded by saying that some countries are 
said to be already using the report to define 
their positions for the preparations of the 
conference. 
 
Maria Antonieta also asked Rosa to make 
recommendations to our community on how 
to engage with the financing for sustainable 
development process and where we can be 
more useful for the work of the women’s 
organizations who traditionally has been 
following this process closely. Rosa Lizarde 
(Feminist Task Force) stated that one of the 
issues that impressed her about the SRHR 
constituency is the level of mobilization and 
the individuals. She said that taking that energy 
and focusing on following the money is 
something that needs to be developed. She 
noted that civil society needs to be able to be 
conversant in financing issues to be able to 

make demands and influence ‘as we do so well 
with the gender and SRHR language’. She 
suggested the two communities to come 
together and look at how to engage exactly. 
And she concluded by affirming: “As we say in 
the women’s movement: all issues are 
women’s issues, so food, water, energy, 
poverty, climate change they are all there. How 
can we address this puzzle?” 
 
Finally Cecile Vernant (DSW) brought the 
attention back to data collection and asked if 
this was part of the financing for sustainable 
development discussions. Rosa answered that 
there is language in the Doha declaration 
about responsive ODA framework and data 
collection, which creates a precedent that can 
be followed up. She also recalled that this type 
of conversation is being addressed currently by 
the International Expert Advisory Group.  
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Second round of conversations 
 

“How the definition and role of ODA are changing 
and what are the main implications? What is the 
place of ODA in financing the post-2015 agenda?” 
 
GUILLAUME DELALANDE 
Policy Analyst, Development Architecture and Global Governance, 
Development Co-operation Directorate, OECD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The ODA reform is part of a broader agenda and a broader discussion 
around development financing. Since the 1970s, the financing landscape 
has changed dramatically with new donors coming in: an illustrative 
example is that in 2013 the first donor in terms of ODA/GNI was the United 
Arab Emirates. Furthermore there are new instruments that are now more 
widely used and should be accounted for. In this regard the health sector is 
very much looked at with a number of innovative instruments that are 
being experienced (e.g. advance market commitments, swapping debts to 
health).  
 
The ODA reform process should come to an end by December 2014, when 
the Ministries of the DAC are expected to take a decision on the ODA 
measure. At the same time, ODA is also part of a broader discussion - that 
goes beyond the OECD and sits with the UN- in the framework of the Third 
Financing for Development conference in July 2015.  
  
The main element of reform of ODA goes around the issue of the 
concessionality of loans. ODA can be defined as a) ‘official’ (i.e. from a 
public institution to a country or territory), b) ‘development’ (its main 
objective is the development and welfare of developing countries); and c) 
‘assistance’ through grants or loans. The main discussion on the ODA 
definition is around this issue of concessionality.  Currently the definition 
says that “Each transaction should be concessional in character and 
conveys a grant element of at least 25 percent at a discount rate of 10 
percent” This means that if these elements change, the amount recorded 
as ODA in the portfolio of some donors also changes. The fact that some 
countries have a lot of loans in their portfolio while others provide aid 
mainly through grants generates many discussions around the thereshold 
and rates.  
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Other elements that have been discussed include in-donor and peace and 
security costs.  Countries are allowed to record a number of costs as ODA. 
For example, if a country hosts refugees in its own territory, part of these 
costs are recorded as ODA. However since the definition is vague, donors 
have been reporting these costs in different ways. Therefore the current 
discussion is about how to standardize the ways in which these costs are 
being recorded.  
 
Regarding peace and security costs the security landscape has changed 
with many peacekeeping operations taking place around the world. So the 
costs associated to those missions are also being discussed as part of this 
ODA reform. 
 
With regard to the role of ODA post-2015, the big message here is that 
ODA will remain the cornerstone of the post-2015 agenda, but that there 
is a need to draw on all the potential of other instruments – including 
equity, guarantees, mezzanine finance - to be able to finance the SDGs. 
 

ODA will be of particular importance for the Least Developed Countries 
(LDCs) who do not manage to attract other resources particularly from the 
private sector. But it should also be used in middle income countries 
because most of the poor are living there. ODA will also have a role as 
multiplier of aid. The leveraging effect of ODA will be key to support tax 
systems as financing for development should be more and more based on 
domestic resources rather than on external financing. Finally, ODA will be 
used to influence the policies at the highest level.  
 
There is a big debate on whether the reform will affect the targets agreed 
back in the 1970s, especially the 0.7 percent target. The target will remain 
beyond 2015 (for those who have agreed to it) and so will the 0.15-0.20 
percent target regarding LDCs. DAC countries realize that collectively a lot 
remains to be done – today they only extend collectively 0.09 percent of 
their GNI as ODA to developing countries.  

 

 
“How do you assess the role of the private sector in 
financing the post-2015 goals and what are the 
main opportunities and risks? How can private 
sector investments be required to support human 
rights and what kind of regulations are needed for 
this?” 
 
MATHIEU VERVYNCKT  
Policy & Research Analyst, Eurodad –European Network on Debt and 
Development 

ODA will remain the cornerstone of post-2015 financing, especially for 
Least Developed Countries who attract less private flows and are highly 
dependent on official development assistance, which can take up to 10 
percent of their GDP. However, at a time of budget constraints, the role of 
the private sector in financing the post-2015 agenda is at the centre of the 
debate on development finance, and this is particularly true within the 
European Commission. It is clear that the private sector is here to stay. 
Therefore we need to have a clear debate on its role and put some figures 
in perspective. For example: 
 
 The private sector is the more and more involved in infrastructure 

financing. However when looking at figures between 2000 and 2013 
private capital only takes 15 to 20 percent of the contributions to 
infrastructure investments. 
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 In 2013, 52 percent of foreign direct investment (FDI) went to 

development countries. Taking a closer look once can actually see that 
also domestic private investment has increased in developing countries.  

 
 Another key point is that a lot of profits are actually flowing out of 

developing countries, sometimes that adds up to 90 percent of the 
money that is flowing in. A lot of this is done by multinational 
corporations who shift their profits to tax havens to avoid paying taxes 
in developing countries. There is an unreliable picture of foreign direct 
investment because a lot of it is going through tax heavens. For instance 
the British Virgin Islands which only have 30,000 inhabitants are the 5th 
largest recipient of foreign direct investment. The same applies to 
Mauritius.   

 
 Much foreign direct investment is targeting upper middle income 

countries. If they reach least develop countries, it mainly targets the 
extractive industry and then we have a lot of concerns in terms of 
human rights, social and environmental damage and lack of job creation 
being an allocation industry.  

 
 Another key point on the debate around the private finance, which is a 

hot topic at the European Commission level, is that they so to speak 
‘want to do more with less’. They want to use more public resources to 
leverage the private sector. Development finance institutions, such as 
the International Finance Corporation (the World Bank’s private sector 
lending arm) and many bilateral development financing institutions, are 
the embodiment of this agenda pushed by the European Commission. 
The idea that with a bit of public resources we can leverage a lot of 

commercial lenders and make possible investments that would not 
happen without the public component sounds very nice. But there is a 
lack of transparency about the real development impact. A lot of 
development financing institutions are increasingly investing in the 
financial sector, in commercial banks and investment funds which 
subsequently lends on to development countries and to SMEs. The 
problem is that transparency stops at the level of the financial 
intermediary, so beyond the commercial banks and investment funds 
we do not know who are the actual beneficiaries of this money. 
Therefore the question is: who is actually leveraging who? Are those 
development finance institutions leveraging the private sector or is the 
private sector going through these institutions to get subsidies for 
investments that might just have happened without the involvement of 
the private sector (in which case we are just wasting public resources 
and wasting tax payers’ money)? 

 
 Another issue is the lack of ownership at the level of the development 

finance institutions. The countries that put most money in them have 
most voting rights and thus there is a lack of inclusiveness for partner 
countries.  

 
To conclude, I want to emphasise the importance of the public component 
in financing the next development agenda. If we talk about the role of the 
private sector in the post-2015 agenda, their principal contribution should 
be to pay their fair share of taxes in developing countries. The private 
sector should stop shifting profits to tax havens and ensure that 
developing countries are enabled to mobilize their own domestic 
resources. This will be a big topic next year. 
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Second round of questions 
 
The Moderator opened the discussions and 
invited participants to make comments or 
questions. Dianne Stuart (UNFPA) made a 
number of remarks. On the new donors, she 
said that her understanding is that many of 
them are not participating in OECD DAC, and 
do not want to be part of that process. She 
therefore wondered if the ODA reform is going 
to apply to them or only to DAC countries. She 
noted that there are a number of parallel 
processes, things happening outside from the 
formal ODA reform conversation which make 
the possibility to influence this conversation 
even more difficult. She also pointed to a 
number of issues that need to be monitored. 
What the UN is experiencing is that most of 
OECD DAC countries do not want to continue 
to fund middle income countries, and 
therefore there are a lot of people who are 
excluded, and left at the margin. At the same 
time, as the SDGs will be a universal agenda we 
need to see how richer countries are going to 
reformulate their financing for the poorest 
people in their own countries. It is unclear if 
they will count that as ODA as they do for costs 
related to refugees hosted in their countries. 
She continued by flagging that while there are 
new financing instruments that offer 
opportunities ahead, it is also true that they 
are fragmented. She wondered if health is a 

good model of financing after all. Finally she 
asked the panel to comment on corporate 
social responsibility and how those budgets 
work. She said that corporate social 
responsibility is a tiny drop in the ocean of 
most private companies’ budgets and it is not a 
viable long-term mechanism for how private 
sector needs to participate in development.  
 
Guillaume Delalande (OECD) agreed that DAC is 
not representing all the constituencies. He 
explained that for this reason DAC is trying to 
set up permanent dialogues with five key 
donors and engage in discussions with the G77 
trying to make sure their perspective is 
included in the reform and there is a sufficient 
shared understanding. He added that a lot of 
efforts are going on to make the debate as 
transparent as possible. On the LDCs, he said 
that in December there might be a message 
from the DAC members to reverse the trend 
(i.e. the support has been increasing since 
2000 but in the last two years the trend has 
gone down). He clarified that it won’t 
necessarily be a message from the DAC as 
whole because some members are in a 
financial situation that is not necessarily easy. 
He concluded by saying that donors are facing 
very challenging budgetary situations and that 
this has already impacted ODA. 

 
Reflecting on the extent to which the private 
sector creates added value, Mathieu Vervynckt 
(Eurodad) took up the example of the push for 
public-private partnerships. He said that these 
are often more costly than initially expected. 
He took the example of Lesotho, where a 
public-private partnership was set up to 
finance the creation of an hospital that was so 
costly that Lesotho actually spent more than 
half of its entire health care budget on that. He 
commented that governments should be 
aware of the various implications and risks of 
public private partnerships before engaging 
public funds on that.  He affirmed that a lot of 
these public-private partnerships have hidden 
debts. “Sometimes we are leaving 
governments in debt and then we send debt 
relief again!” he noted. He then reiterated that 
we should be clearer about the issue of 
creating additionally. He made the example of 
a figure given by the European Commission 
recently: one euro of ODA leveraged 46 times 
this amount. He said that nobody knows how 
they came up with this figure and that one 
could just turn it around (i.e. the private sector 
leveraged this one euro).  
 
Julia Schalk (RFSU) asked to elaborate further 
on the in-donor costs discussion. Guillaume 
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explained that at the moment one year of 
refugee costs are taken into account as ODA. 
However he said that not all donors are 
applying it in the same way, which means that 
there is a need for standardizing the actual 
cost measurement and data collection part so 
every DAC member records exactly the same 
amount for the refugee costs. As an example of 

the issues at stake, he asked how donors 
should account the cost of students coming 
from developing countries in ODA.  
 
Finally, a colleague from the FPFE asked to 
reflect on development financing and the 
Ebola situation in Western Africa. Mathieu said 
that Ebola is an emergency situation and there 

is need for more donor support. “I do not think 
the private sector can impose a model. And 
then you will see how little taxes they paid. If 
we are talking how to counter situations like 
Ebola all would have been easier if those 
countries would have the necessary domestic 
resources to actually try to tackle the situation” 
he concluded. 

 

 
Final round of conversation 
 

“Civil society is going to play an important role in 
the implementation of the next development goals, 
but where should funding for CSOs come from? Are 
funds like AmplifyChange the solution?” 
 

JOHN WORLEY 
Director, Amplify Change Fund  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The short answer is that money is going to come from ODA and 
mechanisms like AmplifyChange may have a role.  
 
Donors’ funding for civil society is usually tightly linked to the development 
priorities of the donors and to the role and purpose of civil society in 
supporting the implementation of donors’ policies. Most OECD DAC 
countries that support NGOs have explicit policies and rationale as to why 
they do that: usually that is around increasing access to services, 
advocating for and influencing policies, given voice to citizens to hold 
government accountable, supporting capacity of civil society and securing 
domestic political commitment to development. There is usually a strong 
proposition that an independent vibrant civil society is good for 
development and for good governance. That is the rationale behind most 
donor support for civil society. There is a domestic political dimension in 
many countries that a lot of donors provide support to domestic NGOs 
partly to build support for development within the domestic scene and 
particularly at a time when there is a crisis. For instance the public sector 
budget, including the development budget in the UK, is under a massive 
pressure and giving money to UK NGOs looks good and that is what the 
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government has done (which incidentally is also good because I am sure 
they will do a great work). 
 
There is no blueprint for financing civil society, there is and has been a 
fairly wide agreement on the need to support civil society to exercise their 
role as independent actors. I do not think there is any fix to help us doing 
that, but nevertheless securing commitment within the financing for 
development process will be a critical foundation for enabling civil society 
to get the funding they will need in the future.  
 
In conclusion, it is worth noting that joint funds for civil society has 

increased a lot in recent years according to an OECD DAC evaluation. 
Funding provided to or channeled through CSOs increased from 40.5 
billion dollars in 2008 to something near 20 billion dollars in 2011. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Final comments 
The floor was opened to a short round of final 
comments. Marge Berer (Reproductive Health 
Journal) commented that smaller NGOs get 
next to nothing and a few larger NGOs get 
more than what they are able to spend or 
spend well. She argued that the SRHR 
community has not taken up the issue of 
privatization of health services and sexual and 
reproductive health services sufficiently. “Poor 
women and men in many countries are not 
getting access to health care because of 
privatization. Privatization is not good for 
women. The corporate sector in health is very 

powerful. Despite what they say it is a myth 
that you cannot provide health care unless the 
private sector is involved. In my country, the 
United Kingdom public-private partnerships 
are bankrupting the public health system. I do 
not see the SRHR community participating 
much in that conversation. Some of us are 
trying to get involved there and put our issue 
on the table but I this is a much wider health 
issue and I hope that people will take it up.” 
 
Alison Marshall (International Planned 
Parenthood Federation) reminded that the 

Global Financing Facility was launched last 
month by Canada, Norway and the World 
Bank. The fund is designed to be a key 
instrument for reproductive, maternal, new 
born, child and adolescent health. It could be 
very important for SRHR funding and for post-
2015. She warned that its design is moving 
fast, and it could indeed be a vehicle for 
further privatization. She added that most 
people seem to be unaware of it so one thing 
we could all do is input to the consultation 
hosted by the Partnership for Maternal, 
Newborn, and Child Health. 
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The last word  
Before closing the session, the Moderator gave a final minute to each panelist to convey a final message or raise one issue that they wanted participants to 
bring home. 
 
Rosa recommended stopping working in silos, and starting harnessing the 
energy of the SRHR constituency into these different areas. She said that 
this session on financing has been an ‘appetizer’ and that we need to get 
to the main course and women need to be at the table.  
 
Sebastian touched upon a number of issues. With regard to the private 
sector financing, he said that although it can be a sensitive issue in an NGO 
context, he thinks it should be one of the key focus areas of the post-2015 
financing framework. He added that if everyone is asking for private 
sector’s contribution in financing sustainable development, this is due to 
the fact that there are serious restrictions on public budgets. Secondly, he 
stated that wanting less for more - using public funds in a catalytic way- is 
absolutely legitimate, as one certainly should not want less for more. On 
the additionality debate, he said that the same reasoning could be applied 
to ODA – does development happen without ODA or does it not? He 
agreed that the private sector is not placed to finance the fight against 
Ebola in Africa, but he warned that the point is not about replacing public 
funds with private ones, but rather find the areas where public funding are 
needed and the areas where private financing is needed (for instance 
climate change where there is a huge impact of poverty eradication). He 
concluded by stating that the whole story of financing sustainable 
development is about changing public and private investment patterns and 
it is not enough to change public investment patterns.  
 
Mathieu’s final remark focused on tax justice. He said that tax havens and 
tax avoidance contribute to lack of progress in poverty reduction in 
developing countries. But that at the same time development financing 
institutions with the mandate to reduce poverty invest in funds that are 

registered in tax havens. He referred to the case of the FMO- the Dutch 
Development Bank who invested in funds in the Cayman Islands and 
Mauritius. He clarified that they are not avoiding taxes per se but they are 
supporting private companies which are routing their investments through 
tax havens and as such are legitimizing a structure that in itself is 
responsible for the lack of poverty reduction. He concluded by saying that 
often LDCs are excluded in the financing discussions both at OECD and 
Global Forum level. His message was that as civil society we should push 
for a multilateral approach at the level of UN to tackle these issues. 
 
John reflected on the weaknesses of health systems and said that one of 
the contributing factors is the fragmentations in which a lot of health 
system financing has been provided. In relation to financing for 
development he said that we do not have an architecture that is fit for 
purpose mainly because a lot of decisions on resources allocation and 
policies are taken in a not transparent/accountable fashion. For this reason 
the role and participation of civil society particularly in the South is so 
incredibly important. “Because you want civil society actively engaging and 
supporting policies (health, gender…) at national level to make sure there 
is a level of accountability. A lot of countries just do not have that level of 
accountability and that is why CSO has got to be the watchdog” he stated.  
 
Guillaume reiterated that ODA will remain the cornerstone for sustainable 
development financing beyond post-2015 but that we need to look at 
other instruments to see how to finance the SDGs. He suggested that this 
is the right moment to engage and recommended to look at the roadmap 
to the Addis Ababa conference. 
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SESSION 6 
The role of civil society in a post-2015 world 
 
 
In the last two decades civil society has developed significantly. Roles have 
evolved -with civil society actors serving as service providers, facilitators, 
innovators, conveners, and advocates- so has the context. Changes in 
technology, shifts in the economy and geopolitics create new 
opportunities and pose challenges for social engagement.  
 
Viewed from the international level, civil society seems to be flourishing 
both in terms of numbers of organizations, type of activities and impact. It 
is more and more dynamic, vibrant and influential. Yet, there are also a 
number of emerging challenges: space for civil society is being restricted in 
many countries, violence and restrictions on NGOs and activists are not 
isolated incidents, representativeness, legitimacy and accountability of civil 
society is being questioned, and funding is becoming more problematic. 
 
With this in mind, we wanted to explore the challenges and opportunities 
that civil society face.  
 
 
To this end we proposed an overall question for consideration: 

In a post-2015 world is the work of civil 

society becoming harder and are the openings 

to seek change becoming fewer? 
 
We asked our moderator, Daniela Draghici (SECS) to help us stimulating 
collective thinking on a number of emerging trends at the national and 
international level that affects the way NGOs operate and their capacity to 
play a central role in a post-2015 world, as well as discussing openings and 
opportunities for the years ahead.  
 
To frame the discussions, we invited four practitioners representing 
various constituencies and regions and ask them to share their own 
experiences on specific sub-themes: cross-regional cooperation between 
cvil society networks, civil society participation at international policy level, 
challenges and restrictions of NGOs in Central and Eastern Europe and the 
crackdown on Russian civil society. 
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First round of conversation: 2 speakers, 2 sub-topics 
 

“From the lessons learnt so far from the 
Platform of Platforms’ experiment, what are the 
potential and limits of cross-regional 
cooperation among sexual and reproductive 
health and rights networks? Has this been 
successful?” 
 
Yvonne Bogaarts 
Co-Chair of the Platform of Platforms, EuroNGOs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In early 2012 EuroNGOs organized a strategy workshop in Brussels. At 
the time we only knew that Rio+20 was coming up and that the ICPD 
was going to be reviewed. We expected the same type of processes 
for Beijing and the MDGs. That was all we knew back then. We had 
two concerns: first we didn’t want to see what happened with the 
MDGs again (i.e. the late addition of target 5b); and second we felt 
there were unclear linkages among all these different processes. I 
think these concerns are still very valid today.  
 
The Civil Society Platform to Promote SRHR Beyond 2015 -later 
known as the ‘Platform of Platforms’- was born out of that workshop. 
It is a global advocacy initiative of 12 regional, international and youth 
networks working on sexual and reproductive health and rights. We 
set up a Coordinating Committee with representatives of these 
networks. This was hard as a lot of organizations wanted to be on the 
Committee, which meant we had to say no that some very good 
advocacy organizations. The reason was that you cannot get a 
workable committee with too many people, for instance there is no 
USA SRHR network but one cannot have a Committee with 10 US 
organizations. We tried to overcome this issue by working as 
transparently as possible. The Committee meets over Skype almost 
monthly and whenever possible face to face. Earlier this week we had 
a meeting with the members of the Committee present here. The 
minutes are always shared over the listserv, there is no secrecy: 
everyone can see the discussions. The Platform has a listserv with 250 
participants. If you add up all the members of the different networks, 
the Platform represents some 2,000 organizations. This is very 
important because advocacy actions simply have more weight when 
they come from 2,000 organizations than from one or few 
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organizations.  
 
I want to mention three efforts that the Platform undertook: 
 Development of the SRHR visionary goal with targets and 

indicators, in early 2013. This again met with some confusion. We 
did not want to dictate messages but some felt that way. Other 
people said that this was not the right time and that the discussion 
was not there yet. I think that in the end we were just in time. And 
the visionary goal was used a lot, spread widely and it was the 
starting point for quite a lot of discussions. I think people gradually 
started to understand the importance of it.  
 

 We wrote many joint letters, the latest one was for the UN 
Secretary General and its team as well as a number of UN agencies 
and the High Commissioner for Human Rights dealing with the 
Synthesis report. We said that we would really like to see SRHR in 
full there, but as a bare minimum the report should include 
proposals from the Open Working Group. We also stated that 17 
goals for a comprehensive agenda aren’t that excessive. 

 
 We met with quite a number of key stakeholders. The High Level 

Panel of Eminent Persons for post-2015, the High Level Task Force 
for ICPD, UNFPA, UN Women, which shows that there was some 
acknowledgment for the Platform. 

  
Unfortunately the Platform did not get funding so everyone tried to 
make it work within their regular work. I think that with some funding 
we could have done so much more. And when opportunities arise we 
will definitely keep on trying to raise funds for the Platform.  
 
For the future: is there still a need for the Platform? I would say yes, 
because we need to share information, strategize and work together 
and I think with modern technology this is much easier than back in 
Cairo in 1994. 
 

 

 

 
“‘Reimagining Global Governance’ was the theme 
of CIVICUS’ State of Civil Society Report in 2014. 
What is your assessment of civil society’s’ inclusion 
at international policy level in the context of the 
post-2015 process so far?” 
 

Jeffery Huffines 
NGO Major Group Organizing Partner, CIVICUS 

This past year CIVICUS issued the ‘State of Civil Society -Reimagining Global 
Governance’ report, that looks at the issue of governance and the different 
‘occupies movements’ in the context of recognition that this backlash 
against dissent, this privileging of the private sector, all of this is indicative 
of global governance and requires us to take a look at how we can 
strengthen global governance structures and make them more democratic. 

In this context I want to review the state of civil society during this past 
year at the UN level. CIVICUS is one of the organizing partners for the NGO 
Major Group, one of the nine Major Groups of society that was introduced 
back in 1992 at the first environment and development conference in Rio. 
Following Rio+20 our main challenge was that member states decided to 
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continue the negotiations of some 14 different intergovernmental 
processes, which included the establishment of the Open Working Group, 
of the High Level Political Forum and the Expert Committee on Financing 
for Sustainable Development. All these were placed in the General 
Assembly where, as a point of fact, ECOSOC NGOs have no standing. So we 
found ourselves having to work with the co-facilitators of the Open 
Working Group – we were very fortunate to have Ambassadors Kőrösi and 
Kamal, who were very receptive to civil society participation. We reminded 
them and the Member States that they have made the promise at Rio+20 
that this intergovernmental process would be open, inclusive and 
participatory. Over the months of negotiations for the establishment of the 
Open Working Group we worked with co-facilitators to develop specific 
modalities to include the participation of – and this was an innovation 
during the Open Working Group- Major Groups and other stakeholders, 
which reflects the outcome document of Rio+20 as well as the resolution 
that established the High Level Political Forum. I think the Open Working 
Group was a very participatory exercise, there were 13 sessions divided 
into stock-taking in the first half and report writing in the second half. A 
precedent was established that we would like to see going forward. 

When you take a look at the broad mandate of sustainable development, 
the challenge is to integrate the three or, as someone says four, 
dimensions of sustainable development across all UN agencies, 
governments, NGOs constituencies and through the High Level Political 
Forum. The fact is that we all work in silos and silos are here to stay. So the 
question is not to what extent we can work out of our silos but to what 
extent can we work across our silos in terms of policy development, 
advocacy strategy and funding procurement. So what are the strategic 
opportunities that can advance the SRHR community and collaboration 
with other communities? I would like to take a look at where we are going 
now in 2015. Member states have negotiated a draft resolution on the 
draft modalities for the September 2015 Summit. The draft has not yet 
been adopted however, pending clarifications on issues of the dates of the 

Summit and budget implications. The draft invites, and I quote, 
‘Parliamentarians, academia, NGOs, civil society organizations, Major 
Groups and the private sector to participate in the Summit including in its 
interactive dialogues, preparatory process’. It asks the President of the 
General Assembly to preside over two days of informal interactive hearings 
before June 2015 with NGOs, civil society, Major Groups, private sector, 
and requests the President of the General Assembly to prepare a summary 
of these hearings. The Summary will feed the plenary meeting into six 
interactive dialogues. Representatives of ECOSOC NGOs, representative of 
NGOs that have participated in previous NGOs Summits, who were 
accredited to the UN conferences on sustainable development in 1992 and 
2002, will be invited to participate in the plenary meetings and interactive 
dialogues. In addition, there will be a process in place to accredit NGOs not 
yet in status with the UN and private sector representatives through the 
General Assembly.  

More recently, the President of the General Assembly has appointed the 
Permanent Representatives of Kenya and Ireland as Co-chairs to lead the 
consultations on the post-2015 development agenda.  

Last May the nine Major Groups, Beyond 2015 and GCAP wrote a joint 
letter proposing Major group/NGOs modalities for the next phase of the 
post-2015 negotiations. We discussed the idea of writing another joint 
letter, using relevant references from the 2014 Ministerial Declaration of 
ECOSOC and this draft Summit modalities resolution. There is the Synthesis 
Report coming out in November/December 2014 and it will be an 
important input to the preparation of the zero draft outcome document, 
which can be expected to have two parts: a narrative, which sets the post-
2015 development agenda and the accompanying set of SDGs. While the 
negotiations on the post-2015 agenda will be in a governmental process, 
strong level of engagement with Major Groups and other stakeholders are 
anticipated, particularly given the contributions that both Kenya and 
Ireland have been made in including the voices of civil society in past 
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processes. The co-Chairs are thinking of having two negotiation sessions 
per month between February and June 2015 of three to four days each 
and a longer negotiation session in July 2015. Finally, just to mention the 
High Level Political Forum, next year it will focus on issues related to 
integration, implementation, monitoring and review and how to shape the 
work of the Forum itself to become a platform for accountability in the 

post-2015 development agenda and SDGs. And as was the case in the 
Commission on Sustainable Development process each Major Group will 
be invited to submit a discussion paper on the theme of the Forum, which 
will be issued as an official document. So we look forward to inviting your 
participation in these various intergovernmental processes in the years 
ahead.  

First round of questions 
Françoise Girard (International Women’s 
Health Coalition) commented that her 
organisation came to the post-2015 process 
from a different perspective from the Platform. 
First it worked through the women’s 
organizations and Women’s Major Group. 
Second to avoid being isolated instead of 
arguing for a stand-alone goal on SRHR, they 
used gender equality and health as advocacy 
entry points. She asked how the Platform will 
now move forward in terms of strategy. 
Yvonne Bogaarts (Platform of Platforms) 
clarified that in the beginning there were a lot 
of misunderstandings around the SRHR goal: 
“we formulated what we wanted ideally, 
without saying that this was the only strategy 
to follow. Indeed we brought in SRHR wherever 
possible”. She explained that the way in which 
the goal was structured enabled to take parts 
out of it and use them to make SRHR relevant 
under each different discussion that was 
happening at the time. She also said that 

nowadays many SRHR organisations are 
member of the Women Major Group and that 
she is happy to see that the IWHC became one 
of the Organising Partners of the group, which 
she recognised as a very important mechanism 
to engage in a number of processes. Looking at 
future strategies she said that “breaking up the 
OWG document is extremely dangerous for our 
issues and lead to losing a lot on SRHR and 
gender equality, which is not helpful. We did 
not get sexual rights and really feel bad about 
that but if we open up the OWG document 
now, we end up worse.” 
 
Cecile Vernant (DSW) asked what are the 
opportunities to link with the human rights 
movement but also LGBTI organizations in 
Europe. Yvonne answered that there are many 
opportunities and the links already exists. For 
instance the Platform reached out to Amnesty 
International: “Amnesty is here at the 
conference, you can talk to them. In general 

when we speak about linking to other 
constituency this can become a big issue. My 
recommendation is to keep practical and just 
start discussing with people here” she said. 

 
Yvonne continued with a question on the 
access of NGOs to the negotiation sessions and 
preparatory meetings as well as on the 
usefulness of attending informal hearings. 
Jeffery Huffines (CIVICUS) admitted that at this 
point nobody knows the answers to those 
questions. He recommended civil society to 
link up with the Permanent Representative of 
Kenya. “One of the key demands we made in 
this joint letter in May, and we are repeating 
again, is that the OWG sets the standards. We 
want nothing below that in terms of civil 
society participation. But exactly what it will 
look like we won’t know until the member 
states themselves have decided. We just really 
need to organize ourselves, come up with very 
concrete proposals and follow through to make 



69 

 

our demands clear. It is hopeful that the co-
facilitators are countries that are very 
receptive to civil society participation.” Finally 
he said that in terms of the usefulness of 
hearings, it is true that they are mainly a 
gathering for civil society. He recommended 
that civil society becomes better organized in 
inviting member states participation to those 
hearings. 
 

A final question was raised by Karin Nilsson 
(RFSU) on the timeframe to set the modalities 
and civil society participation in the post-2015 
negotiations. Jeffery said that the Permanent 
Representatives of Kenya and Ireland will be 
convening a first round of consultations the 
following week and that they should conclude 
their work by the end of December. Finally, he 
mentioned that this is the time for Major 
Groups and civil society at large to meet with 
these Permanent Representatives, let them 

know their positions and hear their views (e.g. 
considering that universal participation of all 
member states in the post-2015 negotiations 
makes it complicated in terms of time to 
include all stakeholders, how they are going to 
organise the negotiations in contrast with the 
OWG?). He said that during informals there is 
hope that at a minimum NGOs will have the 
opportunity to be observers and will therefore 
be able to continue lobbying delegations. 

 
 

Second round of conversation: 2 speakers, 2 sub-topics 
 

“The Open Society Foundation supports and 
empowers CSO in Central and Eastern Europe as 
a means to strengthen the democratic process. 
What are your views on the challenges and 
restrictions that CSO in Central and Eastern 
Europe currently face in their work and do they 
represent a danger for democracy” 
 

Goran Buldioski 
Director, Think Tank Fund, Open Society Foundations 
 
 
 

My vision on the post-2015 is that we will be forced to live in a more 
honest world. This comes from the standpoint of a region that 
belongs nowhere: Central and Eastern Europe does not belong to the 
Southern world but at the same time it is not accepted in the club of 
rich countries that make the Western World. 
 
Looking at the challenges, this is what we learned from the past 25 
years of transition in Eastern Europe that could be useful in the 
current situation: 
 
 About popular legitimacy or rather absence of it. I reside in 

Hungary where the most popular and critical NGO has the support 
of 799 individuals. Hungary has a law where each tax payer can 
give one percent of his/her income to an organisation of their 
choice – only 799 people gave the one percent to this NGO. That 
tells a lot about popular legitimacy or rather lack of. NGOs have 
won the trust and legitimacy among donors, but they still need to 
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win the hearts and minds of people.  
 

 About values. In Hungary there has been a protest about the 
internet tax, it was all over newspapers and was supported by a 
great number of people. But the protest you did not see was that 
taking place on 23rd October during the National Holiday. There 
were about 1,000 people protesting against the authoritarian 
behaviour of the current government. It seems internet can 
capture popular imagination better than freedom - the 25 years of 
ups and downs in democratic development perhaps have 
scrambled the values of ordinary people. 

 
 About the threshold what is acceptable to do in undermining 

democratic standards once a country is accepted in the EU (as 
those in the east EU were). 

 
What to do about this? We have to go where action happens rather 
than expecting larger parts of population to come to us (civil society 
sector). The 21st century brought the digital world. You can have the 
best possible website but if you do not have the traffic on it, very few 
will learn about your work. Same thing with civil society, 
unfortunately it has to go into the popular domain. Regrettably, this 
almost requires from the civil sector to take part in a talent show and 
sing a song about how women’s rights have been violated in your 

field. I work with think thanks and policy research, not very famous 
about their interactivity and outreach. It would be really good to see a 
think tanker doing something similar. It would make him/her a brave 
heart, too – not a very common thing. 

 
I was curious to attend this conference as I felt like coming from a 
different world. I came with a hope to learn from you. I work with 
think tankers who like to schmooze with politicians, who like to see 
themselves as thought and idea leaders and so on. But in doing so, 
they, probably you as well, have missed to establish solidarity across 
topics and across communities.  

 
Well as this is easiest said than done, let me blame the donors since I 
represent one. We always say that we do not fund conferences (nice 
hotels, flight to Madrid): give us something in the dirt poor country. I 
think it is important to think about inter-linkages and inter-solidarity 
between sectors because often the opponents of civil society are the 
same. Actually, if you look at our enemies of which we do not know 
enough you will see that we often have the same conservatives that 
will attack on one day on health rights, on the second day the 
migrants, the third day the Roma population and I think we failed to 
build the linkages. 



71 

 

“What are the limitations imposed by the 
Russian government on civil society, and in 
particular for the LGBT community? What 
implications this might have at 
regional/international level?” 
 
Tanya Cooper 
Researcher, Russia, Human Rights Watch  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I am going to feel like a downer because this is not going to be a 
happy story. What we are witnessing in Russia is the most cruel and 
unprecedented crackdown on civil society. Independent media is on a 
death bed in Russia and since 2012, when Vladimir Putin came back 
as President, he unleashed the most vicious crackdown on civil 
society, on independent critics, on opposition and anyone who 
essentially offers an alternative to his government’s narrative.  
 
The last two and a half years in Russia have just been the worst. For 
the observers who have been working on Russia for a long time, it has 
been heartbreaking to see how fast what Russia and the Russian 
public built since the collapse of the Soviet Union has been destroyed. 
There were a lot of democratic promises since that time in the 
country.  
 
The crackdown was accompanied by a series of very repressive and 
discriminatory laws that attack freedom of expression, association, 
assembly and many other essential freedoms that people in other 
countries take for granted and actually Russians did as well to a 
certain degree.  
 
At the center of this crackdown there is the famous ‘Foreign Agent 
Law’ that requires all non-governmental groups accepting foreign 
funding (from Foundations, Governments, international 
organizations) and who are engaged in so called political activities – 
that are very broadly defined in law – to be registered on a register of 
‘foreign agents’. A foreign agent in the Soviet Union was a traitor, a 
spy, someone who did not like Russia and betrayed its interests.  
 
This registry that the government is trying to create will list NGOs that 
work on human rights, women’s rights, children rights, environmental 
protection and so on. When the law was adopted in June 2012, a few 
months after Putin came back, the register was voluntary. Russian 
NGOs overwhelmingly refused to register because they said that they 
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were not foreign agents and it would harm their civic and human 
rights work in the eyes of the Russian public. So they refused to 
register. Then the government unleashed this wave of inspections. It 
inspected hundreds of NGOs across Russia, imposing suspension of 
activities and instigating law suits against many of them.   
 
Finally the Russian Parliament adopted new amendments to this law, 
which gave the Ministry of Justice the right to put these NGOs -
deemed to be foreign agents- on this registry, circumventing the 
court and without the NGO consent. Several days after the law was 
adopted, the Minister of Justice put five major Russian NGOs on this 
registry forcefully. As of now, at least 15 of the major NGOs in Russia, 
including Memorial which is one of the oldest and most authoritative 
NGOs in the country, are on this list. This is extremely damaging and 
honestly distracts them from doing their very important work.  
 
The law is clearly draconian, is very discriminatory and impinges on 
the freedom of association of Russian people. The law also means 
that authorities can invasively inspect and ask for very frequent 
reports from NGOs, essentially paralyzing their activity. More 
importantly, they deny Russian civil society a very important source of 
funding: foreign donors. Russia is not famous for its philanthropy 
traditions and after the devastating economic period in the 1990s 

Russians are still re-building their own wellbeing, so fundraising in 
Russia is almost impossible. Many organizations -such as the Moscow-
Helsinki Committee- again one of the oldest NGOs in Russia had to 
cut their staff by half just to stay afloat and be able to do a little bit of 
work.  
 
This crackdown on civil society is not happening in a vacuum, but it is 
a part of a broader campaign by the Russian government under the 
ideology of traditional values that says NGOs who accept foreign 
funding, LGBT people, liberal oppositions, migrants, they all bring 
Western influence into the country alien to the Russian public and 
culture. This is very appealing to Putin’s constituency, the 
conservative part of the Russian public.  
 
This is not only the Kremlin’s domestic policy: they also export the 
same type of campaign internationally, tabling at least three 
resolutions at the UN Human Rights Council and making their ideas 
around LGBT rights and NGOs being foreign agents popular for other 
countries in the near neighborhood like Central Asia and Eastern 
Europe but also to countries in Central Europe and Africa. This is a 
huge challenge to democracy worldwide and a huge challenge to 
human rights regime. We are facing something unprecedented in 
Russia in these days. 

 
 
 

Second round of questions 
 
Krystyna Kacpura (Federa) said that 
indeed Eastern Europe is forgotten 
between the north and the south. She 
brought the attention to the importance 
of NGOs working primary on the national 
level and the fact that although they are 

much needed as they provide services, 
advocacy, change, they have many 
troubles with funds. Goran Buldioski 
(Open Society Foundations) commented 
that in some ways a lot of NGOs in 
Eastern Europe have developed beyond 

the capacity of their Western peers. If this 
is good in terms of civil society’s capacity 
expertise, this is also a disadvantage. 
Why? Because that means that civil 
society has taken a role of a service 
provider where the market or 
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government have failed” he said. He 
mentioned that in Eastern Europe 
governments have failed and have 
become free riders, in the sense that they 
do not to pay for the services they are 
getting. Basically they treat civil society as 
civil servants: they should do the job but 
they should not have a voice. “You live in 
Poland, a miracle in the east in terms of 
value system. But unfortunately when you 
go further south, this is not the case. The 
governments through civil society are the 
extended arms of a non-existing civil 
service. This is not how it should be” 
stated Goran.  
 
Marta Szostak (ASTRA) commented that at 
the moment there are various countries 
including Poland, Macedonia, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Romania, Latvia, Lithuania and 
Russia that are experiencing a serious 
backlash to women’s rights especially the 
right to safe and legal abortion. She asked 
whether there are connections between 
the situation in Russia/countries 
surrounding Russia and the rising anti-
choice movements in the region. Tania 
Cooper (Human Rights Watch) invited to 
think about the corrosive influence of 
Russia’s domestic policy at the global 
level. As an example she referred to the 
fact that Kyrgyzstan almost copied to the 
word the Russian anti-LGBT law adopted 
last year and Kazakhstan is also thinking 
about doing the same. Ukraine, and 

Moldova had anti-LGBT legislation 
discussed in their Parliaments as well, but 
the discussions were eventually dropped. 
She stated: “The same group of deputies 
who introduced the Foreign Agent Law 
and the anti-LGBT law in Russia are right 
now thinking about a concept that would 
encourage larger families and women to 
have at least three children. In a country 
where abortion used to be the main 
method of contraception, and was 
available to a majority of woman to go 
and have it safely there is a proposal for a 
legislation that would require doctors to 
tell women that abortion equals killing. 
Women will be required to listen to the 
heart beat of the unborn child. The point 
is that this is an extension of these 
traditional values ideology the 
government is using. It is all in this very 
nice package that says that Russia has to 
preserve its own identity. If this concept is 
transferred into a specific legislation this 
will have very far reaching damaging 
impact on women’s rights in the country. 
And of course Russia will try to persuade 
its neighbours and friends globally to do 
the same.” 
 
Ventzislav Kirkov (Bulgarian Family 
Planning Association) asked whether 
there are any tactics to react on the 
Russian influence in the region especially 
using the Orthodox Church. Goran said 
they do not have tactics that work, 

though they keep trying. He warned 
however not to focus exclusively on the 
church but also on the so called Russian 
House “which is something like the British 
Council, except they export a different set 
of values”, he explained. He added that 
the Open Society founds an organization 
in Hungary, called Political Capital. They 
prepared a report on Russian funding to 
radical right parties: 15 out of 19 radical 
parties in the EU today receive direct or 
indirect funding from Russia. He added 
“The scare is even bigger in places where 
there is a Russian minority, like Estonia 
and Latvia and it goes furthermore, it 
might be that the scare reaches London 
or Zurich where rich Russian minorities 
live– in Europe this might be our Tea 
Party propelling conservative values.”
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CONCLUSIONS  
 
 
 

At the end of a day and a half of work, here how the ‘SRHR in a post-2015 world’ puzzle looked like: 
 
 The world as a whole is better off than 20 years ago. The impressive increase in primary enrolment rates in schools,  the decline in maternal 

mortality rates and the decrease in the number of people living with less than 1.25 USD a day are impressive headlines of progress we should 
celebrate. They are irrefutable proofs that change is possible, doable and impactful. Recurrent drivers of change include good governance, clear 
policy prioritization, public investments and users demand. 

 
 Yet if we zoom in and look at regional and national data, progress tastes bitter sweet: development gains have not been fair nor distributed 

evenly. Poor and marginalized groups and individuals have been left out and behind. Challenges are multiple and range from inequality issues, to 
data gaps, fragmented nature of development interventions to weak governance and accountability systems, misuse of finances to structural 
weaknesses of health systems and violation of the most basic human rights. The list is long and stays with us going forward post-2015. 

 
 What constitute progress and how we measure it remains an open -and politically charged- debate. However we look at it, there is clearly more to 

global scorecards and the focus on relative progress is gaining momentum. Moving forward in the post-2015 talks it is crucial to engage in the 
discussion around indicators and monitoring and accountability systems. 

 
 New and emerging challenges add to the complexity of the post-2015 world. This includes changes in age and household distribution (there are 

more young people and old people than 15 years ago), urbanization and migration (there are more and more people on the move) as well as 
climate change. As a community we shall invest in becoming more literate in those issues – because this is where funding will be directed, but also 
because in some quarters enthusiasm for contraceptives is not linked to a human rights agenda.  

 
 Sexual and reproductive health and rights have not yet secured a place within the post-2015 agenda. If as Einstein said ‘insanity is keep doing the 

same thing over and over again and expect a different result’, then as a community we need to think differently, finding alternative angles and 
entry points to make our agenda relevant post-2015. There is no magic bullet to success, but within our community there are bright leaders ready 
to lead us towards a so to speak ‘mental revolution’ in which we stop being ‘one issue’ advocates.  
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 The diplomatic landscape has changed dramatically. To simplify, the Global North has less political influence, weakened economies and internal 

disagreements; while the Global South is emerging often united, with greater voice and financial muscles than in the past. Negotiating blocks are 
heterogeneous and there are multiple centres of powers. The North-South divide is becoming anachronistic yet the (justified) anger and suspicion 
of Southern countries versus Northern countries’ bad habit to impose policies and values is still very real. This is exemplified by the animated 
discussions around a human rights based approach to development versus the right to development approach, as well as by the fight around 
sexual and reproductive health and rights.  

 
 Influencing the post-2015 framework means understanding that each negotiating group has various agendas and different mandates. They often 

do not have a common position on sexual and reproductive health and rights, which per se is not necessarily bad, though it is yet another 
indicator that SRHR have become the hot issue at international level, and bluntly speaking what gets easily traded off when negotiations unfold.  

 
 Going forward post-2015, we need to nourish the leadership of new and old SRHR champions in the broader sense (i.e. investing both in 

likeminded countries and national civil society organizations). Equally we should focus on those countries that are pro-SRHR at home but silent at 
UN level. This calls for creating spaces where champions and silent countries can meet and strategize. It also means engaging in long-term 
conversations with less progressive groups and delegations, particularly in Africa, clarifying what sexual and reproductive health and rights mean 
and how their realization contributes to poverty reduction and sustainable development. 

 
 The EU is a complex political animal and it is unclear how speaking with one voice will play out for sexual and reproductive health and rights in the 

post-2015 negotiations. We shall not take for granted Europe’s leadership in promoting sexual and reproductive health and rights because some 
member states have problems with parts of the SRHR package and there are more and more conservative tendencies at capital level.  

 
 The means of implementations of the post-2015 goals, particularly financial resources, will be one of the hot topics in 2015. The Committee of 

Experts on Sustainable Development Financing has put forward a number of strategic recommendations that will inform the upcoming Third 
Conference in Sustainable Development Financing. The role of ODA in financing the new agenda is not expected to change. Yet other sources are 
increasingly looked up, particularly domestic resources and private investments. The role of the private sector in contributing to sustainable 
development is controversial and need serious scrutiny. As a community we need to become more literate and engaged in this conversation. 

 
 Civil society is the engine for change and played an important role in informing the Open Working Group’s discussion. Moving forward to the 

intergovernmental negotiations it is unclear how participation of Major Groups and other stakeholders will be organized. As a community we shall 
continue to cooperate and coordinate as closely as possible. At the same time we should be vigilant and not take for granted the governance 
structures that allow civil society to function and work in an independent fashion nor the current polarization in the public discourse. 
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ANNEX  
 
 
 
 

PROGRAMME  
 

DAY 1, THURSDAY, 30 OCTOBER 2014 
Chair of morning sessions: 
SERGE RABIER| Chair, EuroNGOs (E&P) 

 

 OPENING SESSION  
09:00 - 09:15 

Welcome remarks 
LUIS ENRIQUE SANCHEZ ACERO| President, Federación de Planificación 
Familiar Estatal 
MIGUEL CASADO GÓMEZ| Head of Health Sector, General Secretariat for 
International Cooperation for Development, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
Cooperation, Spain 

Keynote  
KATE GILMORE| Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA 

 

 SESSION 1  
 “From Cairo, Beijing and the MDGs to the post-2015 goals: 

context, enablers and challenges”  

09:15- 10:45 
Moderator: Sara Seims, Senior Advisor, The David and Lucile Packard 
Foundation 
 
Speakers:  
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KRISTIN HETLE| Director, Strategic Partnerships, UN Women 
SUSAN NICOLAI| Head of Development Progress, ODI  
KATE GILMORE| Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA 
RACHEL SNOW| Lead Author, ICPD Global Report 

 
Coffee Break|10:45- 11:15  

 

 SESSION 2  
“SRHR in the next two decades: priorities for the future  

and the need to think differently” 
11:15-12:45 

Moderator: Marge Berer, Editor, Reproductive Health Matters 
 
Speakers & Topics: 
“Sexual violence in conflict: A Public Healthcare Crisis”, ZAINAB HAWA 
BANGURA| Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Sexual 
Violence in Conflict [video message] 
“Aligning post-2015 goals with human rights obligations: is this the 
way forward?”, STUART HALFORD| Senior Representative to the 
United Nations in Geneva, Sexual Rights Initiative  
“Time to Act: achieving a world where no woman dies from unsafe 
abortion”, MICHAEL HOLSCHER| Senior Vice President and Director of 
International Programmes, Marie Stopes International   
“Climate change, sustainable development and SRHR: what’s next?”, 
KAREN NEWMAN| Coordinator, Population and Sustainability Network  

 
Networking Lunch | 12:45- 14:15 

 
Chair of afternoon sessions: 
YVONNE BOGAARTS| Vice-Chair, EuroNGOs (RutgersWPF) 

 SESSION 3  
“Post-2015: new diplomacy, priorities and 

compromises” 
14:15-15:30 

Moderator: María José Alcalá, Director, High Level Task Force for ICPD 
 
Speakers: 

MARÍA ANTONIETA ALCALDE| Director, Advocacy, International 
Planned Parenthood Federation Western Hemisphere Region  
ZANE DANGOR| Special Adviser, Minister of Social Development, 
South Africa 
STEPHEN OWUSU KWANKYE| Professor, Regional Institute for 
Population Studies, University of Ghana, Ghana 
 

Coffee Break |15:30- 16:00 

 

 SESSION 4  
“Post-2015: what can Europe bring to the table?” 

16:00-17:15 
Moderator: Mette Kirstine Schmidt, International Advocacy Officer, 
DFPA 
 
Speakers:  
BÉNÉDICTE FRANKINET| Ambassador, Permanent Mission of Belgium 
to the United Nations  
HEIDI HAUTALA| Member, European Parliament [via Skype] 
HILDE KROES| Policy Officer, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The 
Netherlands 
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STEFAN HENNIS| Board Member, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality 
(Youth Discussant) 

 
End of the day | 17:30   

Side Events| 18:00- 19:30 
Conference Reception |20:30 – 22:00  
 
 

DAY 2, FRIDAY, 31 OCTOBER 2014 
 
Chair of morning sessions: 
JULIA SCHALK| Steering Committee Member, EuroNGOs (RFSU) 

 

 SESSION 5  
“Financing for Sustainable Development:  

changing landscape and implications” 

09:00- 10:15 
Moderator: Hilkka Vuorenmaa, Special Advisor for Development Policy, 
Väestöliitto 
 
Speakers:  
GUILLAUME DELALANDE| Policy Analyst, Development Architecture 
and Global Governance, Development Co-operation Directorate, 
OECD 
SEBASTIAN HACH| Manager, KfW Development Bank  
ROSA G. LIZARDE| Global Director, Feminist Task Force 
MATHIEU VERVYNCKT| Policy & Research Analyst, Eurodad –European 
Network on Debt and Development 
JOHN WORLEY | Director, Amplify Change Fund  

Coffee Break| 10:15- 10:45 

 

 SESSION 6  
 “The role of civil society in a post-2015 world”  

10:45-12:00 

 
Moderator: Daniela Draghici, Steering Committee Member, EuroNGOs 
(SECS) 
 
Speakers & Topics:  
YVONNE BOGAARTS| Co-Chair of the Platform of Platforms, EuroNGOs 
on “The potential and limits of cross-regional cooperation: lessons 
learnt so far from the Platform of Platforms experiment” 
GORAN BULDIOSKI| Director, Think Tank Fund, Open Society 
Foundations on “Empowering Central and Eastern European civil 
society to reinforce and reclaim its central role in European 
democracies: the experience of the Open Society”  
TANYA COOPER| Researcher, Russia, Human Rights Watch on 
“Crackdown on civil society: the example of the Russian Federation” 
JEFFERY HUFFINES|UN Representative, CIVICUS on “The state of civil 
society in 2014 and its inclusion (or exclusion) at international policy 
level: the example of the post-2015 process” 
 

 CLOSING SESSION  
12:00-12:15 

 
Concluding remarks, farewell 
Serge Rabier, Chair, EuroNGOs  

Networking Lunch | 12:30- 14:00 
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SPEAKERS’ BIOGRAPHIES 
 

Opening Session  
 

MIGUEL CASADO GÓMEZ| Head of Health Sector, General Secretariat for International Cooperation for Development, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
Cooperation, Spain  
Miguel Casado Gómez is the Head of the Health Sector at the General Secretariat for International Cooperation for Development Cooperation of the 
Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation. In this capacity, he is involved in the board of the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and 
Malaria, in the board of GAVI, the Vaccine Alliance and UNITAID. He is also in charge of the overall health strategy of the Spanish Development 
Cooperation. Casado Gómez holds a Bachelor in Medicine and Surgery and has previously worked in family and community health clinics and in drug 
addiction treatment centers. He contributed to the planning of the mental health care and HIV/AIDS strategy of the Spanish autonomous community of 
Extremadura and served as Managing Director of the Social Welfare Department of the Government of Extremadura.  
 
LUIS ENRIQUE SÁNCHEZ ACERO| President, Federación de Planificación Familiar Estatal (FPFE)  
Luis Enrique Sánchez Acero is the President of the Spanish Family Planning Federation (FPFE) since 2012, but has been involved in the organization´s 
mission and work for more than two decades and joined the Federation in 1994, as a member. A doctor specialized in family planning, preventive and 
public health, Sánchez Acero currently works at a public health medical center in San Fernando de Henares, in Madrid, where he coordinates the family 
planning programme. He obtained his medical degree from Universidad Complutense in Madrid, in 1979.  
 
KATE GILMORE | Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA  
Kate Gilmore is Deputy Executive Director (Programme) for the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) and Assistant Secretary-General. She has 
longstanding strategic leadership experience, having worked on human rights issues in government and non-government organizations. From 1986-1996, 
she worked on violence against women, law reform and women’s health more broadly as a senior manager at the Royal Women's Hospital in Melbourne 
Australia. From 1992-93, she was seconded to be CEO of Melbourne’s Broadmeadows Community Health Service, then Australia's largest Community 
Health Service. In 1996, Gilmore joined Amnesty International Australia as National Director and in 2000 she was appointed Executive Deputy Secretary 
General of Amnesty International, based in London. Having joined UNFPA in April 2012, Gilmore – as one of two deputies to the Executive Director - 
carries overall responsibility for UNFPA programmes at country, regional and global levels. 
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KATE GILMORE | Deputy Executive Director (Programme), UNFPA  
(See above)  
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KRISTIN HETLE| Director, Strategic Partnerships, UN Women  
As Director, Strategic Partnerships Division, Kristin Hetle directs and oversees UN Women’s partnerships with civil society, its corporate communications 
and resource mobilization. She is also responsible for outreach to the business community and other non-governmental partners. Before joining UN 
Women she served as Director of Communications for the Ministry of Labour in Norway. Between 2002 and 2008 she was Chief of Communications at 
UNFPA, the United Nations Population Fund, where she spearheaded several public awareness campaigns for women’s sexual and reproductive health. 
Prior to that, Hetle was CEO of Media Lion Inc., a company she co-founded, specializing in communication strategies and media training for public and 
corporate leaders. Hetle is a journalist by training, and anchored a variety of programs in Norwegian Public Radio for almost 20 years. She graduated in 
Human Geography and Romance languages at the University of Oslo, and in Journalism at the Oslo University College.  
 
SUSAN NICOLAI| Head of Development Progress, Overseas Development Institute  
Susan Nicolai is Head of Overseas Development Institute Development Progress, a project which aims to better understand what works in development 
and why. Drawing on expertise across the institute, this research features a series of case studies exploring how countries have advanced in areas such as 
health, education, environment, political voice, employment, material wellbeing, social cohesion and security. Further analysis takes this and other 
evidence to delve more deeply into questions around measurement, political economy and financing of development. Nicolai has previously worked with 
the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Children and Armed Conflict, Save the Children, UNICEF and UNESCO. Her own policy work 
and research has focused on basic services – particularly education – as a foundation of development and in relation to peace and security in crisis 
affected countries.  
 
SARA SEIMS |Senior Advisor, The David and Lucile Packard Foundation  
Sara Seims is a Senior Fellow of the Population and Reproductive Health program of the Packard Foundation. Two years of the Fellowship were based in 
London where she analyzed the development assistance policies and practices of the major European donors in the area of sexual and reproductive 
health and rights. Dr. Seims is currently working with several European Governments and U.S. Foundations on the design of a new fund for advocacy for 
women’s rights in developing countries and aiming at increasing the impact of donor funds on the lives of the world’s poorest women. She is a member of 
the Gates Foundation’s Performance, Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group for family planning and a Fellow of the London School of Economics. She 
is a member of the UK development aid management team to evaluate how to reduce the negative health consequences of unsafe abortion. Previous 
positions held by Dr. Seims include Director of the Population Program of the Hewlett Foundation, President and CEO of the Guttmacher Institute, and 
Associate Director of the Population Sciences program at the Rockefeller Foundation. She is on the board of directors of DSW/Germany, 
RutgersWPF/Netherlands, and EngenderHealth/ USA and has a doctorate in demography from the University of Pennsylvania.  
 
RACHEL SNOW| Lead Author, ICPD Global Report  
Rachel Snow, demographer and reproductive biologist (B.A, D.Sc) is a tenured Associate Professor at the University of Michigan School of Public Health, 
and Center for Population Studies. Prof. Snow was recently the Lead Author of the UN Global Review of ICPD Beyond 2014.
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She was a founding editor of the African Journal of Reproductive Health, a co-author of the WHO curriculum Transforming Health Systems, a 
contributing author to the WHO Global Commission on the Social Determinants of Health, and has served on numerous expert committees and boards 
in global health. Prof. Snow received her doctorate in Population Sciences from the Harvard School of Public Health, where she was subsequently a 
MacArthur Fellow in Population and Development Studies. She has conducted research on both the demand and supply of sexual and reproductive 
health care across countries in Africa, Asia and the Americas.  
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ZAINAB HAWA BANGURA| Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Sexual Violence in Conflict  
Zainab Hawa Bangura assumed her position as Special Representative of the Secretary General on Sexual Violence in Conflict at the level of Under-
Secretary-General in September 2012. In this capacity, she serves as Chair of the interagency network, UN Action Against Sexual Violence in Conflict (UN 
Action). She has over 20 years of policy, diplomatic and practical experience in the field of governance, conflict resolution and reconciliation in Africa, 
serving as Minister of Health and Sanitation for the Government of Sierra Leone, and was previously Minister of Foreign Affairs and International 
Cooperation, the second woman in Sierra Leone to occupy this position. Bangura has been instrumental in developing national programmes on 
affordable health, advocating for the elimination of genital mutilation, managing the country’s Peace Building Commission and contributing to the 
multilateral and bilateral relations with the international community. She has on-the-ground experience with peacekeeping operations from within the 
UN Mission in Liberia (UNMIL).  
 
MARGE BERER| Editor, Reproductive Health Matters  
Marge Berer is the Founding Editor of Reproductive Health Matters since 1993, an advisory group member and listserve coordinator of the International 
Campaign for Women’s Right to Safe Abortion. She was chair of the Steering Committee of the International Consortium for Medical Abortion 
(2002−2011) and also chaired Voice for Choice, a coalition of UK pro-choice organisations (2007−2009). She received the Olivia Schieffelin Nordberg 
Award for Excellence in Writing and Editing in the Population Sciences in May 2007. Berer was the first chairwoman of the Gender Advisory Panel, WHO 
Department of Reproductive Health and Research 1996−2001, and on the International Women’s Advisory Panel, International Planned Parenthood 
Federation 1993−1998. She published a book in 1993 on women, HIV and SRHR, has published many articles and blogs, and been an advocate for 
abortion rights and SRHR internationally for almost 35 years. She regularly speaks in conferences and lectures on courses and also teaches writing for 
publication. Berer is dual UK-US national.  
 
STUART HALFORD| Senior Representative to the United Nations in Geneva, Sexual Rights Initiative  
Stuart Halford works for the Sexual Rights Initiative (SRI) a coalition of six non-governmental organisations from Canada, Poland, India, Egypt, Argentina 
and South Africa working together to advance human rights related to sexuality at the UN. His focus is on advancing sexual and reproductive health and 
rights throughout the UN system including the Universal Periodic Review mechanism, the treaty-monitoring bodies, the Special Procedures and the UN 
Human Rights Council. Along with other SRI partners, he works to ensure SRHR related resolutions are as progressive as possible and in doing so, he 
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works very closely with a wide range of Member States from all regions, with CSOs and key UN agencies including OHCHR, UNFPA, WHO and UNAIDS. 
Halford started working in Geneva in 2012 for the SRI and the Center for Reproductive Rights. Prior to that, he worked for IPPF, where he focused on 
advancing SRHR and steered much of IPPF's engagement with the UN system, including through the UN Commissions on Population and Development, 
and the UN Commission on the Status of Women. He worked as a Consultant for Christian Aid and Plan International amongst many others. Stuart has a 
Master’s Degree in the Politics of Latina and Central America and a BA in Development Studies. 
  
MICHAEL HOLSCHER | Senior Vice President and Director of International Programmes, Marie Stopes International  
Michael Holscher is an international development professional with more than 20 years of leadership experience in international health and 
development. He has extensive experience - including more than 15 years resident experience in Eastern Europe, Africa, Asia and Latin America - 
providing programmatic and technical leadership to multi-country public health programmes. During his time at Marie Stopes International, Holscher 
has served as Senior Vice President leading the organisation’s Strategy & External Relations team as well as SVP and Director, International Programmes. 
He has recently been appointed Deputy CEO and Senior Vice President of Strategy & Development as the organisation prepares for its next five year 
strategy post-2015. He has expertise in behaviour change communications and social marketing for health; family planning and HIV/AIDS-related service 
delivery; strategy; programme design and evaluation; and business development. Holscher previously worked as a Country Director and Regional 
Executive director for Population Services International (PSI). He has worked closely with a wide range of leading bilateral and multilateral agencies, 
including DFID, the Netherlands Government, KfW, USAID and numerous private foundations. He has worked as a special advisor to both UNFPA and 
UNAIDS.  
 
KAREN NEWMAN| Coordinator, Population and Sustainability Network  
Karen Newman is an international advocacy, policy and development professional with more than 25 years’ experience managing sexual and 
reproductive health and human rights projects and programmes across the globe. Currently Co-ordinator of the UK-based Population and Sustainability 
Network, she has published widely on the connection between sexual and reproductive health and rights and human rights. A past Chair of the WHO 
Gender and Rights Advisory Panel, and current member of the FP2020 Rights and Empowerment Working Group, Newman has also addressed 
parliamentary hearings on the subject of population dynamics and sustainable development, and has won pro-choice debates at Oxford, Cambridge and 
London universities. Her technical skills combine SRHR, HIV/AIDS, gender, human rights and sustainable development, including expertise in the 
emerging discourse on the links between population dynamics and climate change. A UK national, she holds a degree in English literature.  
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MARÍA JOSÉ ALCALÁ| Director, High Level Task Force for ICPD  
María José Alcalá is Director of the Secretariat for the High-Level Task Force for ICPD. With over 20 years of experience in international development 
both at the UN and with NGOs, her work has focused on poverty and development, human rights, gender equality/women’s empowerment, SRHR, 
gender-based violence, HIV/AIDS, and adolescent and youth issues. Prior to the Task Force, she served as Chief and Senior Advisor of the Ending 
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Violence Against Women Section at UN Women, and in various capacities at the UNFPA, including as Senior Technical Advisor on Gender Equality and 
Women’s Empowerment at the Technical Support Division. She was principal author, researcher and media spokesperson for two UNFPA State of the 
World Population Reports (2005-2006) - on reproductive health, gender and the Millennium Development Goals and on international migration and 
women. While working with NGOs in the 1990s, she played a key role in mobilizing a global advocacy coalition and developing negotiation language that 
influenced the final agreements at ICPD in Cairo and the 4th World Conference on Women in Beijing. Born in Argentina and a national of Spain, Alcalá 
holds a Master’s Degree in International Affairs (International Political Economy) from Columbia University and speaks Spanish, English and French. 
 
MARÍA ANTONIETA ALCALDE | Director, Advocacy, International Planned Parenthood Federation Western Hemisphere Region  
María Antonieta Alcalde is the Director of Advocacy of the International Planned Parenthood Federation/Western Hemisphere Region (IPPF/WHR) and 
Director of the IPPF UN Liaison Office. IPPF/WHR is a leader in the international movement to ensure access to sexual and reproductive health care as a 
human right for all. She leads the development of advocacy strategies at the regional and international levels and supports the work of IPPF/WHR’s 
Member Associations in Latin America and the Caribbean. As Director of the IPPF UN Liaison Office she is responsible for the coordination of IPPF 
advocacy efforts at the UN NY Headquarters. She co-founded several organizations, including the Latin American Youth Network for Sexual and 
Reproductive Rights and the Youth Coalition. Previous to joining IPPF/WHR, Alcalde was the General Coordinator of Balance, Promotion for 
Development and Youth in Mexico City, where she designed and implemented workshops on gender, sexual and reproductive rights, advocacy, and 
youth leadership. She is a member of the High Level Task Force for ICPD and has served in the Boards of Directors of the Center for Development and 
Population Activities (CEDPA), Fundación Mexicana para el planeamiento de la Familia (Mexfam), the Youth Coalition Steering Committee and as the 
North-America NGO representative of the Joint UN Programme on HIV/AIDS Programme Coordinating Board (UNAIDS PCB). Alcalde has participated in 
several international conferences related to SRHR, including the five-ten-fifteen and twenty year reviews of the Cairo and Beijing Conferences, among 
others. She holds a degree in Accounting from the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México.  
 
ZANE DANGOR| Special Adviser, Minister of Social Development, South Africa  
Zane Dangor is Special Advisor to the Hon. Minister of Social Development of South Africa, Ms. Bo Dlamini. Prior to this assignment he managed the 
Development Resources Centre and in this function he gave input to the South African Human Development Report and the co-development of the UN 
Common Country Assessment for South Africa. He has worked through the Development Resource Centre over the past 20 years and in 2005 he was 
appointed to the Board of CBPD. He worked as consultant with governments and CSOs in South Africa, the SADC Region and East Africa on key issues of 
Human and Social Development, especially in advancing Gender Equality. Since 1993, he has been part of the Statistics and Department of Social 
Development team, that engaged in public dialogues with Civil Society organisations on South Africa report on the MDGs. He has been involved in 
facilitating dialogues towards peace and development, and in 1996 he played a role in efforts to build a closer working relationship between Palestinian 
NGOs and the Palestinian authority. Dangor also worked to build alliances between NGOs advocating for democracy in Abacha’s Nigeria and helped 
found the South African National NGO Coalition and established a learning network between South African and Philippines NGOs. He holds a Masters in 
Public and Development Management from the University of the Witwatersrand. A South African national, he speaks English and Afrikaans.  
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STEPHEN OWUSU KWANKYE| Professor, Regional Institute for Population Studies, University of Ghana, Ghana  
Stephen Owusu Kwankye is an Associate Professor at the Regional Institute for Population Studies (RIPS) at the University of Ghana, Accra. He is also a 
member of the Inter-Faculty Working Group of the Centre for Migration Studies (CMS) also at the University of Ghana. Between April 2011 and April 
2014, he served as Executive Director (on secondment) to the National Population Council (NPC) Secretariat and in that capacity he had the opportunity 
to lead Ghana’s delegation to the United Nations sessions on the Commission on Population and Development. He worked with the CMS to produce a 
National Migration Policy for Ghana, which is awaiting adoption by the Government. His areas of research and publications include migration 
(particularly child migration), adolescent/youth reproductive health, population and development interrelationships, fertility and demographic data 
collection. He is a demographer by training and holds PhD degree in Population Studies. A Ghanaian national, Kwankye speaks English, Twi and basic 
French. 
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BÉNÉDICTE FRANKINET | Ambassador, Permanent Mission of Belgium to the United Nations  
Bénédicte Frankinet is the Belgian Ambassador to the United Nations since March 2013. She will chair the 49th Session of the Commission on 
Population and Development in 2015. Before joining the Permanent Mission of Belgium to the UN, she was Ambassador of Belgium to Israel (2008-
2012) and to Zimbabwe, also accredited in Mozambique, Malawi and Zambia (1993-2003). Between 2003 and 2008, she was Director of the United 
Nations at the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Amb. Frankinet served as First Secretary to the Permanent Representation of Belgium to the United 
Nations (1983-1988) and to the European Communities in Brussels (1988-1992). She holds a Degree in Political Science, Social Science and Journalism 
from the Université Libre de Bruxelles. A Belgian national, she speaks French, Dutch, English, and Portuguese.  
 
HEIDI HAUTALA | Member, European Parliament  
Heidi Hautala is well-known in Europe as an efficient, versatile and expert player in Green politics. Her particular specialist areas are human rights, 
transparency, global justice and environmentally responsible legislation. In Finland, she was a founding member of the Green party. She has proven her 
ability in the Finnish government, working as the minister of development (2011-2013), and in the European Parliament as the chair of the Committee 
on Human Rights (2009-2011). Heidi has been elected to the European Parliament for a third time in the 2014-2019 term and is the co-chair of the 
European Parliamentary Working Group on Reproductive Health HIV/AIDS and Development. She holds a Master of Sciences degree in Agriculture and 
Forestry from the University of Helsinki. Hautala is fluent in English, French and Swedish, with a working proficiency in German and studying Russian.  
 
STEFAN HENNIS| Board Member, CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality  
Stefan Hennis is general Board Member of CHOICE for Youth and Sexuality where he volunteers as a youth advocate. He works to ensure CHOICE has 
the capacity, knowledge and strategies to make a proper impact with advocacy for young people’s SRHR. Hennis attended several sessions of the 
Commission on Population and Development (CPD), helped organizing the Bali Global Youth Forum, and organized an advocacy training for CHOICE 
Ethiopian partner organization. In April 2014, he was an official member of the Dutch delegation to the 47th CPD Session and had the honor to address 
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Members of State through the national statement. Hennis is attending a Master of Arts in Philosophy at the University of Amsterdam and is currently 
writing a thesis on ‘moral perfectionism’. A Dutch national, he is fluent in English.  
 
HILDE KROES| Policy Officer, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The Netherlands  
Hilde Kroes is Policy Officer sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR) of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Before joining the Ministry, she 
worked as Advocacy Officer for the Dutch NGO Rutgers WPF, for which she worked together with partners in Asia, Africa and the Arab world in bringing 
their voices to international decision making processes on SRHR. Kroes has been attending the sessions of the Commission on Population and 
Development since 2009 and she has been engaged in the ICPD Global Review process, sessions of the Commission on the Status of Women, Human 
Rights Council sessions, the post-2015 discussions and the work of the Open Working Group on Sustainable Development Goals. She has an MPhil in 
African Studies for which she did a multi-discursive research in Northern Uganda on humanitarian assistance provided to internally displaced persons. 
Kroes speaks Dutch and English, and a few words of German, French, Kiswahili and Luo. 
 
METTE KIRSTINE SCHMIDT| International Advocacy Officer, DFPA  
Mette Kirstine Schmidt is the International Advocacy Officer in the international department of the Danish Family Planning Association (DFPA). In this 
function, she is primarily working with partners from the global south to get the ICPD agenda properly reflected in global development frameworks as 
well as raising awareness amongst Danish decision makers on sexual and reproductive health and rights. Over the past, Schmidt joined the Danish 
Mission to the UN in New York to provide technical advise and assist with negotiations in the Commission on the Status of Women and the Commission 
on Population and Development. Prior to joining the DFPA, she worked as policy advisor for the Danish Youth Council, working amongst other things on 
getting young people better informed about the role of the EU in Denmark and in the world. Schmidt has a Master’s Degree in political science from the 
University of Copenhagen and as a true European she has studied multiple times in France, done language courses in Germany and worked in Bosnia. 
She speaks Danish, English, French and German.  
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GUILLAUME DELALANDE | Policy Analyst, Development Architecture and Global Governance, OECD  
Guillaume Delalande is a Policy Analyst at the OECD. He started his career by participating in the creation of French NGO called Sports Without borders. 
He then worked with the U.N. in Egypt and in Ecuador as a freelance consultant. He was in Cameroon as Head of the Coordination Unit of UNDP before 
he was based in Dakar for a US-Based NGO called Development Gateway. From Senegal he was covering West Africa to support the implementation of 
Aid Information Management Systems, particularly in Burkina Faso, Niger and DRC. He joined the OECD in 2013 as a Policy analyst where he is currently 
in charge of Transparency issues and the engagement work of the development finance unit at the Development Cooperation Directorate.  
 
 
SEBASTIAN HACH| Manager, KfW Development Bank  
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Sebastian Hach is a Manager at KfW Development Bank and the personal advisor to the German Member of the Intergovernmental Committee of 
Experts on Sustainable Development Financing. Previously, he managed business development projects in the area of green growth and climate finance 
and advised the German and UK government in the design and successful set-up of a €120m financing facility for climate change mitigation projects. 
Before joining KfW Development Bank in 2011, Hach worked at KfW’s structured finance department in Frankfurt and New York. He has published on 
venture capital and M&A in the renewable energy sector and is a regular speaker on sustainable development and climate finance. He has studied 
business administration and international political economy in Frankfurt, Melbourne and Cape Town and holds a Master degree in Finance.  
 
ROSA G. LIZARDE | Global Director, Feminist Task Force  
Rosa G. Lizarde is the Global Director of the Feminist Task Force (FTF), a coalition of women’s rights organizations and gender advocates calling for 
gender equality as central to poverty eradication and economic justice launched under the auspices of the Global Call to Action against Poverty (GCAP) 
in 2005. Under her leadership, the FTF has conducted over twenty women’s tribunals highlighted the interlinkages among gender, poverty and climate 
justice. She is a founding member of the Women’s Working Group on Financing for Development and served on the NGO organizing committees for the 
Monterrey (2002) and Doha Conferences on FfD (2008). Lizarde serves as the civil society Co-Chair of the Policy and Strategy Group of the World We 
Want 2015 global platform, where she calls for bridging the gender digital divide and an inclusive data revolution. Most recently, she served as Co-Chair 
of the Post 2015 UN NGO Working Group and co-moderated e-discussions on gender inequality. Lizarde is a founding member of the Women’s Coalition 
on Post 2015 and a member of the Women’s Major Group. As a member of the Post 2015 Addressing Inequalities Consultation convened by UNICEF and 
UN Women, she has highlighted the increasing feminization of poverty and growing gender-based violence. She is a Latina of Mexican descent based in 
New York and a graduate of Columbia University’s School for International and Public Affairs.  
 
MATHIEU VERVYNCKT| Policy & Research Analyst, Eurodad –European Network on Debt and Development  
Mathieu Vervynckt joined Eurodad, the European Network of Debt and Development, in 2013 as a Research, Events and Communications Assistant. He 
currently works as a Policy and Research Analyst on private finance and development finance institutions. He also assists with the communication and 
organisation of events. Before joining Eurodad, Vervynckt worked as a reporter in Ghana for state-owned newspaper Daily Graphic and the independent 
National Trust Newspaper and later as a researcher on electronic waste dumping in Ghana’s capital, Accra. He also carried out an internship for the 
United Nations Regional Information Centre for Western Europe (UNRIC). He holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Journalism from the Artevelde University 
College in Ghent, a Master’s Degree in International Politics and a Master’s Degree in Conflict and Development, both from the University of Ghent. A 
Belgian national, Vervynckt speaks Dutch, as well as English and has a working knowledge of French and German.  
 
HILKKA VUORENMAA| Special Advisor for Development Policy, Väestöliitto  
Hilkka Vuorenmaa works as a Special Advisor for Development Policy in Väestöliitto – Family Federation of Finland. She is in charge of political advocacy 
work to promote global sexual and reproductive health and rights. In her position she works closely together with Members of national and European 
Parliamentarians, civil servants and national, European and global CSO networks. She has a long career in Väestöliitto, which is a nationwide and well-
known NGO in Finland working for the welfare of individuals and families. One of its main fields of work is sexual and reproductive health and rights. 
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Vuorenmaa has a Bachelors degree on Public Administration from Helsinki Polytechnic of Business and has done Development Studies in the University, 
Helsinki. In addition to Finnish she is fluent in English.  
 
JOHN WORLEY | Director, AmplifyChange Fund  
John Worley is Fund Director for AmplifyChange. He has over 25 years’ experience in global health and development with a focus on sexual and 
reproductive health and rights policy and advocacy. John has set up, managed and advised on several funding schemes and programmes to support civil 
society advocacy, research and innovation. For several years Worley led UK DFID’s policy work on sexual and reproductive health and rights before 
assuming responsibility for policy work on global health and health systems. He successfully represented and negotiated on behalf of the UK 
Government in numerous conferences and processes dealing with policy on sexual and reproductive health and rights. He has held senior policy 
positions with the International Planned Parenthood Federation and most recently with Marie Stopes International. He joined MannionDaniels in July 
2014. 
 

Session 6  
 

YVONNE BOGAARTS | Co-Chair of the Platform of Platforms, EuroNGOs  
Yvonne Bogaarts is the Advocacy Manager of Rutgers WPF (Netherlands), since 2003 and was re-elected for a second mandate at EuroNGOs Steering 
Committee in 2013. She is strongly engaged in the ICPD@20 and post-2015 processes and is representing the EuroNGOs in the “Civil Society Platform to 
promote SRHR beyond 2015” initiative. Yvonne is also a board member of Share-Net, the Dutch network on SRHR and HIV/AIDS. She is one of the 
founders of the Universal Access to Female Condoms (UAFC) Joint Programme and she supported setting up two SRHR youth organizations, CHOICE and 
YouAct. She joined the WPF Advocacy Department in 1997. Prior to that, Bogaarts worked in development cooperation in Indonesia and India, taught at 
the University of Leiden, and was free-lance consultant on SRHR. She has a degree in non-western sociology and is a Dutch national, speaking Dutch and 
English.  
 
GORAN BULDIOSKI | Director, Think Tank Fund, Open Society Foundations  
Goran Buldioski is the Director of the Open Society Think Tank Fund. He has experienced and contributed to the democratic transition of Central and 
Eastern Europe. His expertise encompasses strategic planning and capacity building for NGOs and policy research centers, organization and project 
management in the nonprofit sector, and development of democratic and participatory policy change in Central and Eastern Europe. Buldioski holds 
graduate degrees in public policy from the Central European University and in organizational behavior from the George Washington University. Before 
joining OSI, he worked for the Council of Europe, the Macedonian Center for International Cooperation and the National Youth Council of Macedonia. 
His articles and research papers on think tanks and democratic transition were published in the European Voice, Sharp! Magazine, the Turkish Policy 
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