
We  are  Together  for
Development
Together for Development is a grassroots initiative founded in
2012  in  Washington  DC  by  a  group  of  young  professionals
(economists, diplomats, lawyers, engineers, etc.) who aimed to
come up with a different approach and development aid design.

This is a very frank interview with Alexandru Ciorobea, the
founder and CEO of Together for Development.

Alexandra:  Alex, how would you describe the concept behind
Together for development?

Alexandru Ciorobea: I would describe
it as a down to earth alternative to
dealing  with  poverty  and  aid-
dependency in small communities who

have a lucrative business idea, but zero access to capital,
information or other resources. Together is about addressing
poverty through targeted, measurable and accountable economic
empowerment. What does that mean? Actually it’s pretty simple:
you  cannot  be  serious  about
poverty  and  social  development
as long as you do not go down to
their  root  causes.  Among  the
worst of which is the lack of
access  to  information  about
existing  opportunities,
corroborated with a chronic lack
of access to the capital needed
to generate development and growth.

Our aim is simple: deal with poverty one community at a time,
with  clear  timelines,  objectives  and  benchmarks.  We  don’t
discuss  politics,  we  don’t  advertise  and  definitely  don’t
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spend  resources  juggling  truisms  about  development,  human
rights and such. There are plenty others who are already doing
a  fantastic  job  on  that  department.  We  deal  instead  with
concrete projects that translate into small businesses that
translate on their turn into steady incomes for the respective
communities  that  further  translate  into  better  living
conditions and in the end, in saying that those communities
are no longer poor or aid-dependent. Simple as that.

Alexandra: Over the last 25 years, the number of donors, non-
governmental  organizations,  foundations,  corporations,
charities  and  other  stakeholders  interested  in  bringing  a
change in poor communities living with 1.25 or 2 dollars per
day  in  Africa  and  South  Asia  has  grown  enormously.
Nevertheless, despite the fact that recent poverty estimates
show a notable decline in extreme poverty, serious criticisms
is very often attached to the aid industry.

As a former UN expert and diplomat, how would you assess the
progress made by international institutions, civil society and
governments  in  tackling  extreme  poverty  and  achieving  the
MDGs?

Alexandru  Ciorobea:   First  of,  in  order  to  “assess  the
progress” of something – anything, for that matter – we need
to make sure that we have enough reliable referential data and
performance  indicators  available,  against  which  we  should
compare our “progress”.

On this particular topic – the “progress of the MDG’s” – there
are two approaches: the official, “correct” and almost non-
debatable one, widely advertised all over the mainstream media
who  wouldn’t  dare  to  say  anything  against  the  morality
powerhouse which is the UN; and then, the “hush-hush” version,
whispered from behind the scenes, usually over a lousy coffee
in the UN cafeterias. The latter category rarely sees the
print or make it into the mainstream. A notable exception was
the “Oil For Food” scandal, from which Kofi Annan, the artisan



of the Millennium Declaration came out pretty wrinkled.

However, on the topic at hand, at least at this point, nobody
in their right mind would risk his/her career and credibility
by  whistling  in  the  church  of  multilateralism  and  by
criticizing the excellent work carried out behind closed-doors
by so many honorable experts. I can say that, because I myself
was once one of those “experts” wasting long sleepless nights
fighting over the placement of comas in some obscure non-
compulsory  resolutions  or  fighting  over  the  most  benign
synonyms to replace anything that sounded remotely compulsory,
in scores of toothless resolutions.

Well, just to give a little context to what I’ve just said – I
expect to have raised at least a couple of eyebrows by now.

How did the MDGs come into being? In the late 90s, Kofi Annan
was looking to find a way to keep development and poverty
eradication on the agenda at a time when the interest on
global issues seemed to be waning, while the international
image of the UN was still severely bruised after the Rwandan
and  Bosnian  fiascos.  He  came  up  with  the  Millennium
Declaration – something befitting the symbolism of the year
2000 and in the meantime something that could be universally
accepted as “good and righteous”, channeling the energies of
the international community in a more positive direction, away
from the peacekeeping resounding failures. It was a striking
document defining a set of shared values and commitments to a
range  of  goals,  collected  from  previously  agreed  outcome
documents adopted in various international summits. Lacking
the force of international law or the enforcement mechanisms
of international treaties, Annan and his colleagues needed a
way to maintain political and financial support for what came
to be known as the “world’s biggest promise.”

Right  from  the  outset,  the  MDGs  came  with  serious  design
flaws.  However,  these  flaws  were  perfectly  understandable
considering the haste with which the goals were agreed upon
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and collated in the backrooms of the UN by a small number of
high  level  bureaucrats  from  a  handful  of  multilateral
organizations.

As a result of the somewhat undemocratic and opaque process by
which  the  MDGs  were  drafted,  the  goals  and  targets  were
somewhat sketchy and their flaws became quickly apparent to
the people on the field who needed to translate them into
actual reality…

Concretely, let’s look a little bit against what benchmarks we
were expected to evaluate the progress made in 15 years:

– For many of the targets, reliable data collection simply did
not exist or was of poor quality, or its insufficient coverage
made it irrelevant for any serious statistical analysis. You
can imagine that this was the case with many African, Central
American and even Asian states in which data collection was
very difficult, unreliable or just impossible, considering the
local sources and the objective contexts in which it took
place… Just think of all the countries that were affected by
raging civil wars or were engaged in military conflicts during
the 90s and the 2000s… How would you collect accurate data
from there and even more so, against what data would you
assess their progress later on? Furthermore, by backdating the
benchmarks of the goals to 1990 – yes, the goals and specific
targets  were  decided  upon  and  designed  in  2000,  but  the
referential thresholds were backdated with a whole decade –
the challenge of data collection was made worse, even if we
are  to  admit  just  that  the  quality  of  statistical  data
available was worse in 1990 than in 2000.

–  Even  the  indicators  for  which  data  collection  was  more
reliable were highly suspect. For example, the World Bank’s
“International Poverty Line” that was set at $1.25 according
to 2005 purchasing power parity per day (the PPP) was set by
an unsubstantiated method – it was widely criticized by expert
economists ever since – as it was based on random purchasing



power conversions, while also being highly dependent on the
base year selected for converting the domestic currency into
US dollars… Only think that the purchasing power of $1.25 in
1990 was dramatically different from that of 2000 and even
more so, of that of 2015 after you factor in the inflation, a
severe and prolonged world economic crisis and spiking prices
for essential goods. So, yes, according to the $1.25 benchmark
the statistics look definitely better, however, the reality on
the  ground  tells  a  different  story  considering  the  small
adjustment details just mentioned. Concretely, if 25 years ago
a Cameroonian family of four could fare reasonably well with a
combined revenue of $75 per month, at the 1990s PPP levels,
well,  I  can  assure  you  that  the  same  is  definitely  not
possible in 2015 when the prices have gone wild especially in
import  dependent  economies,  additionally  plagued  by
irresponsibly high import tariffs for everything you can think
of…

–  Furthermore,  by  selecting  targets  that  disregarded  a
country’s  starting  point  on  all  relevant  fields,  their
available  resources  or  capacity  to  implement  structural
reforms, the assessment of the MDGs, at national level, made
it almost impossible for the worst off countries in the list
to be successful. For example, consider a country that had to
cut poverty by half. If we consider that 20% of the population
lives under the poverty line, then 10% of the population was
expected to make it above the $1.25/day threshold in a 15 year
period. This would be reasonably manageable, considering that
the starting point was not so steep to start with. But for a
country with a poverty rate of 60%, the challenge is obviously
completely different, as it needs to cut poverty by 30% of the
total population in the same 15 years, while starting from the
premise that the latter country would obviously be marred with
more complicated challenges than the former, while having far
fewer  resources  at  its  disposal.  Also,  nobody  took  into
account  the  demographic  increase  of  the  countries  most
affected by the issues considered under the MDGs.



–  And  now  one  of  my  “favorite”  objections:  many  of  the
indicators used to measure progress were revised during the
MDG process. For example, one of the most recent ones to be
revisef  was  the  indicator  for  measuring  progress  against
chronical malnutrition. When do you think this happened? Five
year into the process, or maybe eight? No, it happened in

2012, in the 22nd year of the referential period, when FAO
leisurely  presented  „a  new  and  improved”  methodology  for
counting the chronically undernourished. In essence, what this
„new” methodology did, was no less than to change the very
definition of chronic undernourishment according to which a
steadily rising number of people affected by hunger was turned
into  a  steadily  falling  trend-line.  Moreover,  this  new
definition completely disregards a tiny little detail that
would have mixed-up the numbers: during the economic crisis,
between 2008-2012 there was a dramatic increase in world food
prices that affected especially the people living in those
countries that were expected to make the longest leaps… In
fact, what FAO is telling us – with the approval of its own
Executive Board and that of ECOSOC – is that according to its
new, innovative method to do the counting, the number of 1
billion people malnourished from 1990 has actually fallen to
„just”  800  mil.,  conveniently  forgetting  that  in  2009  it
reported that the number of malnourished people – according to
its own old criteria! – had broken the ceiling of 1 billion,
for the first time in human history.

Essentially it’s about changing the rules during the game if
you’re not too comfy with the performance of your favorite
team. This way of cosmetizing inconvenient truths is neither
new, nor original. It’s widely used by PR companies that are
paid top dollar to make their clients look good for their
investors. Unfortunately, in the case of the MDGs, the impact
of  these  “adjustments”  or  “revisions”  was  to  alter  the
perception regarding the progress made towards objectives that
were too important to miss. However, even with these funny
tricks, the discrepancies between the desired results and the



realities on the ground were so steep that no auditor would
have agreed to push the scalpel any further, even for the sake
of the greater good.

– Lastly – and with this I promise I will end my list of
personal reservations: no serious discussion was carried out
regarding 1. the mechanisms by which these goals were to be
achieved and 2. how states and international organizations
would be held accountable for their failure to deliver on
their commitments to uphold the MDGs.

However, in spite of all my objections – stemming from what I
gathered during my work with those directly concerned by the
success  or  failure  of  the  MDGs  and  also  by  taking  part
directly to the mechanics behind the drafting of such goals –
certain progresses have undoubtedly been achieved. But all
these  progresses  were  made  possible,  and  are  the  most
apparent,  in  those  states  in  which  the  local  authorities
proved real commitment to the greater good of their people
rather than keeping with the consecrated formula “rip the
benefits as long as you have the power”. I’m thinking of the
likes of Rwanda, Botswana, Ghana, Ethiopia, Egypt, Vietnam,
the Philippines, Cambodia, Sri Lanka etc. Of course, there are
many caveats regarding those indicators that are not included
among the MDGs, such as the progress toward a viable rule of
law,  respect  for  human  rights,  fight  against  corruption,
democratization, environmental protection etc.

In conclusion, regardless of the specifics and of all the
bickering around whether the MDGs were effective or not, the
very fact that now we have expanded the conversation and the
member states of the UN have hit the “refresh” button by
adopting the SDGs is a clear indicator that the will is there
and that the remaining problems are duly acknowledged. The
most important achievement of the MDGs, in my opinion, besides
the  actual  improvements  on  the  ground,  is  that  the
conversation  is  still  open  and  that  the  international
community  has  stepped  up  its  pledges  towards  a  much  more



comprehensive development agenda.

Alexandra: I heard about your work at Together for Development
from the ad of the crowdfunding campaign “Project Kribi- Time
to Make a Difference’’ that aimed to empower a small fishing
community   of  200  people  from  Kribi  (Cameroon).  The
organization’s  approach,  probably  based  on  the  oft-quoted
saying Give a man a fish and you will feed him for a day.
Teach him how to fish and you will feed him for a lifetime,
was to create a sustainable business model equipping fishermen
with  necessary  fishing  tools  and  helping  them  store/
transport/ sell their fish products on other markets than the
local one in Kribi oversaturated with same products.

Alex, how would you describe your activity as a development
worker within the MDGs framework?

Alexandru Ciorobea:  Quite easy: our projects, at a micro-
scale, aim to meet all 8 goals and many of the targets of the
SDGs, not in 15 years, but in 3. For example, with our first
project  in  Cameroon,  “Project  Kribi”,  by  setting  up  a
lucrative cooperative in a small, homogenous community, in
only 6 months of activity we achieved the following:

The daily average income per capita for all the active
members of the cooperative is currently at $9, compared
to $2.3, as it was before our collaboration;
Obviously nobody is going to bed hungry anymore in our
community;
Several women in the community are now involved in the
administration of the cooperative and they can now keep
away from taking up risky activities;
All children in the community attend school and benefit
from medical assistance;
There was no case of child or maternal death since we
started the project and considering that our members can
now  afford  quality  medical  services,  this  is  not  a
matter of concern anymore;

https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/project-kribi-time-to-make-a-difference#/story
https://www.indiegogo.com/projects/project-kribi-time-to-make-a-difference#/story


HIV/AIDS is not an issue in our community;
Currently all households have access to safe drinking
water.

Furthermore, encouraged by the results of this project, we are
just about to start a new one this month, into a larger
community  from  the  central  region  of  Cameroon.  This  new
project is focused on agricultural development and ecological
sustainability.  You  can  say  that  this  new  project  is  an
upscaling  of  the  previous  one,  with  a  wider  demographic
impact.

Plus,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  considering  that  our
projects  have  clear  deadlines  and  terms  of  completion  –
including even terms to define their failure – we definitely
stand  against  perpetuating  the  lucrative  policy  of  aid-
dependency.

So, I guess you could say that by implementing the concept of
Together we are trying to play our tiny role in bringing the
MDGs and now the SDGs closer to their intended targets. As I
was saying: making a difference one community at a time.

Alexandra: The UN Summit for the Adoption of the Post-2015
Development Agenda is taking place these days at the UN HQ in
NYC. We seem to have everything in the new 17 goals and their
169  targets.  Nevertheless,  as  you  have  could  experience
yourself in your work, what matters at the end of each and
every day are concrete results: kids in schools, drinking
water  delivered  in  all  homes  around  the  world,  rural
electrification,  law  enforcement  in  violence-prone  areas,
sustainable businesses, less aid dependency,  and the list can
go on forever.

What are your hopes and fears regarding the SDGs?

How  do  you  think  the  new  post-development  agenda  will
restructure the development work in the next 15 years in order
to make better happen? 



Alexandru  Ciorobea:  These  are  tough  questions.  The  first:
after  the  experience  of  the  MDGs  and  based  on  my  own
conclusions  since  I  started  working  outside  the  very
protective umbrella of the „official capacity”, I could say
that my hopes became also my fears. After you go through
several reality checks along the way, you come to realize that
when your hopes meet with a very unpredictable reality, it is
only natural for fear to kick in. That’s how you turn a tad
more pragmatic in dealing with your ideals… This also leads to
better defining your goals, starting from what you know that
could realistically be achieved, rather than what you wish
for.

For  instance,  I  fear  that  the  SDGs  not  only  that  will
replicate the pitfalls of the MDGs, but judging by the scale
of their ambition, will multiply and diversify them. The SDGs,
in my opinion, propose a too idealistic vision on the true
potential  for  positive  change  of  our  increasingly
unpredictable  geopolitical  reality.  Think  only  of  the
unforeseen events that happened in the past 6 months around
the world, many of them with long-term social and economic
consequences that were not factored into the grand development
scheme of the SDGs. In our interconnected world, where the
shockwaves of conflicts and instability spread like wildfire,
it  is  simply  unrealistic  to  set  minute  targets  without
considering the specificities of each country or region in
which those particular targets are expected to be implemented.

In the current collection of goals and targets, a sort of MDGs
v2.1  (promising  more  bug-fixes  while  claiming  dramatically
more resources from an aging computer), I’m afraid that many
of  the  world’s  intractable  development  problems  are  not
addressed.  And  they  could  not  possibly  be  addressed,
considering  that,  at  the  end  of  the  day,  like  any  other
document negotiated and adopted by states with different and
oftentimes diverging agendas, it is an intensely politicized
material. It is the lowest common denominator that could have



been agreed by 193 negotiators, each with his own agenda.

Just to zoom out a little bit to get some perspective: the
SDGs not only that aim to put an end to global poverty and
deal  with  environmental  crisis  while  ensuring  universal
respect for human rights, but they intend to do all that
everywhere by 2030!

Now, let’s take a closer look at our reasons to worry – I
wouldn’t recommend using “fear” at this point, as it would be
a bit premature. However, let’s see:

– Same as the MDGs, the SDGs include goals and targets for
which there are no reliable data available, nor could they be
available in the foreseeable future. For example, target 2.5
tells  us  that  by  2020  the  world  should  “maintain  genetic
diversity of seeds, cultivated plants, farmed and domesticated
animals  and  their  related  wild  species  (…)  at  national,
regional and international levels (…)”. As far as I know,
there  are  no  quantitative  indicators  against  which  the
development  actors  (individual  states  or  international
agencies) can be judged on this target.

– The SDGs recycle indicators that were known to be deeply
flawed from the MDGs’ evaluation experience. For example, the
global poverty eradication target continues to be $1.25, at
the same old 2005 PPP level. I guess nothing better could be
agreed upon…

– The SDGs keep the same arbitrary way of deciding on the
desirable  rate  of  progress.  For  example,  under  Goal  3,
maternal mortality is to be cut to 70 per 100,000 births, and
child mortality is to be eliminated altogether, same as AIDS,
tuberculosis  and  malaria,  while  hepatitis,  water  borne
diseases  and  other  communicable  diseases  are  to  be  just
“combated”. Premature mortality from non-communicable diseases
is to be cut by 1/3, while road accidents are to be cut by
1/2. Who came up with these numbers and on what criteria? Was



there  a  serious  assessment  regarding  the  attainability  of
these targets within the next 15 years? And come on, how will
we exterminate all African malaria-carrying mosquitoes by 2030
without using chemical insecticides? Or maybe mosquitoes-nets
will prove more effective than ever before, or perhaps some
miraculous vaccine is in the pipeline to be patented and I
don’t know about it.

– Other SDGs are just too simplistic and naïve to be taken
seriously  by  any  experienced  development  practitioner.  For
example, target 1.4 of the poverty eradication goal includes,
no more and no less than a “guarantee” that everyone should
have access to microfinance, despite the fact that the best
available evidence suggests that microfinance did not prove to
be  the  effective  tool  for  combating  poverty  as  it  was
originally advertised. Goal number 4, on education, refers to
life-long learning opportunities for all. Again, as any expert
on education from UNICEF knows all too well, while this is a
desirable goal, it is hardly one that should be prioritized
over more immediate gaps to be filled, such as: increasing the
number  of  professional  educators;  reducing  the  number  of
students per educator; increasing access to schools in order
to  improve  attendance;  design  new  and  more  competitive
curricula; or to increase family income as to allow for the
parents to keep their children in school.

And these are just a few examples that I quickly picked them
from the notes I made when preparing an op-ed on the topic of
the SDGs.

However, if we are to judge by what happened with the MDGs, we
can  expect  fifteen  years  of  high-level  pleads  for  “more
political commitment”, for “pledging more resources” towards
an unprecedented success that would only be missed if the
largest  contributors  will  not  gradually  scale  up  their
financial  contributions  while  the  recipients  will  have  to
“increase  their  political  commitments”  (please  read:  “make
more imaginative promises of reform and democratization”, in



most cases).

I also expect no change in the optimistic way in which we will
be presented the progress towards the achievement of the goals
and targets – optimistic enough, but not too much, as to
discourage  increased  amounts  of  financial  support  from
generous donors. We should never forget that the international
agencies, the ones holding the monopoly over what reaches the
public eye, are funded and controlled by governments. What
does that mean? Well, it means that those who are in power in
those  governments  or  governing  structures  will  never  be
willing  to  look  as  if  they  failed  in  such  an  honorable
endeavor. They will want to project success and their mandates
to  be  associated  with  some  achievements  on  such  a  global
scale.

I’m  sorry,  but  after  living  amidst  real  people  in  the
developing world and getting to know, first hand, their real
problems, beyond any convenient rhetoric for the eyes or ears
of  the  general  public,  I  can’t  show  a  better  brand  of
optimism. But again, this is just me and nothing should be
taken face value. That is exactly why I’m encouraging all
those  interested  in  real-life  development,  to  go  on  the
ground, to engage in real fieldwork and experience reality for
themselves, through the filter of their own principles and
ideals. Development and human rights simply cannot be done
from classrooms and textbooks, from conference halls or from 5
stars hotels. Development should happen on the ground, not on
paper, in charts or in power point presentations.

However, regardless of what may or may not happen, the SDGs,
same as the MDGs, are somehow like an experimental vaccine:
they may work, or they may not, but no harm can be done by
trying.

Alexandra: Together for development is an organization that
seems very close to the principle of subsidiarity, setting
goals at the most appropriate level in the communities where



you carry on your projects.

Who are the communities you work with? 

Could you tell us more about the current/ future projects you
work on at Together?

Alexandru  Ciorobea:  Currently,
we  work  in  Cameroon  with  2
different communities. One is a
community of fishermen in Kribi,
right  on  the  Atlantic  coast,
where  we  have  set  up  a
sustainable  commercial  fishery
and  a  fish-distribution
operation,  while  the  other  is

located deep into a remote area from the central region. The
latter is an agrarian community that due to its geographic
isolation  and  lack  of  access  to  most  resources  had  to
diversify and develop by itself. What made us interested in
them was their proven capacity to work together and thrive
despite unimaginable adversities and without absolutely any
help from the local authorities. This second project is much
larger in scale and more diversified than the fishery. If
successful, we will prove that the development model proposed
by Together can be implemented and generate results even in
the most remote and geographically challenged communities.

The third project in Cameroon is focused on the empowerment of
women.  Essentially,  we  plan  to  develop  an  all-women
cooperative that is harvesting and processing a traditional
local  plant  called  Allanblackia  Floribunda.  Most  of  these
women were victims of various forms of abuses and were outcast
by their conservative communities of origin. Their only chance
for a better and dignified life is to develop their own income
generating activity. So, in a nutshell, Together intends to
provide these women with all the necessary technology that
would enable them to increase their productivity, the quality

http://arcadiareview.ro/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/IMG_2262.jpg


of their products and to expand their presence on the local
markets.

 However, the dearest and
closest to my heart is the
project that we have developed
in Romania, as the pilot project
of Together, back in the spring
of 2013, when we were trying to
test the concept in the real
world. There we developed a
fully organic and carbon neutral
bee-farm. The project is now in its last year of development.
That means that according to our agreement, our collaboration
with them will end in May 2016. At that point, according to
the financial indicators, the project will be self-sustainable
and set on a growing trend. You can find more about it from
our website and also anyone interested can order honey, pollen
and a wide range of apicultural byproducts directly from their
website: www.mellydor.ro.

 In perspective, once the bee-farm project will be over next
year, we intend to start another project in Romania, most
probably  in  the  field  of  social  responsibility  and  civic
education  focused  on  young  people  from  disadvantaged
communities.

Alexandra:  The  name  of  your  organization  –  Together  for
development – seems to catch the idea of #SDG17 (Partnership
for the Goals). Is the idea of partnership for development
sufficiently shared amongst decision makers, CS workers and
final beneficiaries (i.e. communities in need)?
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Alexandru  Ciorobea:   As  I  was
excessively long on all my other
answers I will be brief on this
one. About decision makers, the
problem  is  not  that  they
wouldn’t be aware of what needs
to be done. At that level, the
problem  is  a  bit  more  cynical
than  that.  It’s  all  about
political benefits. If a certain

project presents immediate political or image capital, then it
is likely that it will draw the necessary attention and maybe
the support of the “decision makers”, otherwise it’s either
shelved  or  left  for  the  idealist  activists…  With  the  CS
workers, honestly I didn’t have enough contacts as to form an
opinion one way or another.

However, at the level of the beneficiaries, there can be a
real  challenge.  The  idea  of  “partnership”  and  mutual
obligations,  of  deadlines  and  quantitative  targets  is
initially difficult to grasp. It takes time, patience and
perseverance to create the premises for developing a project
that would stand a decent chance to come out on the green
after the first year… This is not only applicable in countries
where one would expect that cultural differences may be the
main impediments, but also closer to home.

Believe me, it took us some many long, unsuccessful hours to
try to explain to some communities in Romania that the modern
cooperatives that proved successful in many other EU countries
– especially from Central Europe, such as Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Austria or Poland – have nothing to do with the
cooperatives from the communist time. We were met with a high
level of reticence and we came to understand that some people
simply cannot grasp how someone would just wish to help them
develop their own businesses without giving them money but
just means of production and counseling. Moreover, very few of
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them seemed to understand and to be willing to accept the
rigors of a business-plan, with clear deadlines and assessable
growth and productivity targets. Well, the problems are more
complex on this department and this could easily make the
topic of a different conversation some other time.

*

With a very rich academic background (holding a BA degree
in Management and Administrative Studies from Bucharest
Academy of Economic Studies (Romania), an MA degree in
Anglophone Studies from Metropolitan University (Czech
Republic) and being a graduate of George C. Marshall European
Center for Security Studies, (Germany), Alexandru Ciorobea
became a career diplomat with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(MFA) of Romania (2004-2012).

Posted in NYC with the Permanent Mission of Romania to the
United Nations, between 2007-2012 he negotiated, on behalf of
the European Union, several General Assembly resolutions on
Human Rights and development. His main fields of expertise are
Human Rights, humanitarian affairs, social and economic
development. In December 2012, after he left the MFA, he
established Together for Development in Washington D.C., which
is an American non-profit organization aiming to promote a new
model of implementing economic and social development
projects.

*

The views expressed in this article are solely the property of
their author and do not represent under any circumstances the
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official position of any international organization.

Fresh  perspectives  from  the
European  Commission  with  Ms
Angela Filote
We are interviewing Ms Angela Filote, the Head of the European
Commission Representation in Romania. In the context of the
European Year for Development (EYD2015), our discussion is
touching upon the role of the EU as the biggest development
donor in the world and Romania’s profile as a new donor in the
field of international cooperation.

*

Alexandra: A special survey dedicated to the #EYD2015 has been
carried out at the end of 2014 in all the 28 Member States of
the European Union. At a European level, 85% of the citizens
consider  that  helping  people  in  developing  countries  is
extremely important and should be a priority for the EU (64%).

However, more than half of the Europeans (55%) do not know
where the EU aid for development goes and lack knowledge on
the way the EU operates in partner countries where development
work is conducted.

Having a look at the way Romanians answered, we discovered
that 55% of the population does not know where the Romanian
ODA goes; nevertheless, almost the same percent of respondents
(54%) consider that tackling poverty in developing countries
should be a priority for the national government. About 70%
agree that tackling poverty in developing countries is a moral
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duty of the European Union.

Now when the EYD is about to end, how would you describe its
legacy in terms of enhancing knowledge and spreading good
practices in the field of international cooperation across the
EU and more specifically in Romania?

Ms Filote: Going into this campaign, we always knew that 2015
would be a key international year for enhancing knowledge with
a follow-up framework to the recently approved Sustainable
Development Goals, this December’s Climate Change Conference
in Paris and the ongoing financial and now refugee crisis. The
timing of 2015 for the European Year for Development (EYD2015)
was therefore crucial as it created a unique communication
platform and momentum to raise awareness and bring global
issues such as climate change, natural and man-made disasters,
trade, migration, radical extremism, outbreaks of epidemics
and security issues closer to EU citizens.

An effective EYD2015 communication campaign was needed to show
and  involve  EU  citizens  in  the  reality  of  international
cooperation.  Thanks  to  a  decentralised,  innovative  and
engaging approach with an emphasis on the young (15-24), the
EYD2015 has brought about widespread support from our partners
and a new and better way to communicate the narrative on
international  cooperation’s  current  and  future  global
challenges affecting our everyday lives via co-owned social
media channels, an interactive website and a thematic campaign
toolkit in all languages.

Like the majority of the Europe’s Member States, Romania has
contributed to the year’s legacy and ran a very ambitious
campaign for the year through music and art festivals, youth
exhibitions and EYD Days on 19-20 September as part of our
broader  campaign  taking  place  across  17  European  Member
States. The EYD Days involved youth volunteers, local NGOs,
the private sector and national media targeting the broader
public.
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Alexandra: 2015 is the European Year for Development. However,
if we had dedicated a thematic topic to be celebrated by the
entire world this year, 2015 would have been the Global Year
for Development. What are your hopes and your doubts about the
new post-2015 agenda and how does it influence the EU’s role
as the biggest development donor in the world?

Ms Filote: The Millennium Development Goals have guided EU
development  policy  for  15  years  and  the  EU  has  made  the
biggest  contribution  –  the  EU  and  its  Member  States  are
collectively the world’s largest donor by far, providing €58
billion in 2014.

However, progress has been unequal around the world, and there
remains  unfinished  business  as  we  reach  the  MDGs  2015
deadline.  Furthermore, the world is a very different place to
what it was in 2000 when the MDGs were put in place, with new
challenges  that  call  for  global  and  integrated  solutions
across a wide range of policies. The new set of Sustainable
Development Goals reflects that.  The EU is determined to
fully  implement  the  2030  Agenda,  across  the  range  of  its
internal and external policies. In doing so, the EU remains
committed to global solidarity and will support the countries
most in need.

Alexandra:  We  are  going  to  slightly  change  the  topic  and
discuss  the  fact  that  since  2007,  Romania’s  role  in
development  cooperation  has  changed.  From  a  beneficiary
country,  it  has  become  a  donor  of  official  development
assistance  (ODA).  While  providing  ODA  through  multilateral
channels (i.e. UN agencies, EU, OSCE, etc) might give us less
visibility in the field, bilateral assistance is perceived as
a very efficient way of exporting our transition experience.
What are Romania’s comparative advantages as a donor and how
can it enhance its role in the development cooperation, from
your perspective?

Ms Filote:  The transition experience of Romania is definitely
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a valuable asset for its development policy. Its comparative
advantage  consists  in  the  multitude  of   development  and
transition similarities with the partner countries we try to
engage with at the moment. The fact that Romania succeeded in
achieving  important  results  during  the  transition  process
towards democracy and an open economy might benefit to our
partners in development. Moreover, Romania’s knowledge of the
economic,  political  and  social  context  of  the  Eastern
neighbourhood and the South Caucasus region should give us a
leading role in promoting the European agenda and several
development projects and programmes.

Since its integration in the EU in 2007, Romania has provided
bilateral development assistance (i.e. country-to-country) and
has  also  joined  the  European  Commission’s  efforts  in  the
field.  Currently,  from  a  geographic
perspective, Romania’s focus is on 12 countries: in the Black
Sea extended region (Republic of Moldova, Ukraine, Belarus,
Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan) and in the Middle East North
Africa (MENA) region: Egypt, Tunisia, Libya, Irak, Palestine
and Afghanistan. Amongst its thematic priorities, we should
mention  i)  the  transition  to  democracy,  good  governance,
support for the Civil Society, ii) the support to agriculture
and economic growth, iii) the environment protection and the
promotion  of  the  renewable  energy  sources  in  the  Climate
Change context.

Last,  but  not  least,  I  would  also  add  the  fact  that
recently Romania made significant progress in increasing its
aid  transparency.  In  July  2015,  Romania  became  the  first
country from those that joined the EU in 2004 and 2007 to
publish data related to its development cooperation activities
according  to  the  International  Aid  Transparency  Initiative
(IATI) requirements.

*
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With over 20 years of experience in
institutional  communication
management, Ms Angela Filote worked
in Romania, Turkey and Egypt, and
in 2010, she started to work at the
European Commission in Brussels as
one of the spokespersons responsible

for the EU Enlargement and the Neighbourhood Policy. One year
later,  Ms  Filote  joined  the  Directorate  General
 for Agriculture and Rural Development as the Head of the
Communication Department in charge, amongst others with the
information  campaign  on  the  EU-wise  Reform  of  the  Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP). In January 2014, she became the
Head of the European Commission Representation in Romania.

Ms Filote studied economics, political science and European
affairs. She holds a Master’s Degree in Philosophy, with a
Major  in  International  Relations  from   VU  University  of
Amsterdam.

“Development  Cooperation
Days”  Romanian  Development
Camp, 8th edition

The  Romanian  Development  Camp  2015  –
entitled “Development Cooperation Days” was
a  public  event  organised  by  the  Romanian
NGDO Platform – FOND in partnership with the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the United
Nations  Development  Programme  –   Regional
Centre  for  Europe  and  Central  Asia.  This
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edition took place between 8th – 10th of July in Bucharest in
the context of the European Year for Development 2015. Having
the  unique  opportunity  to  bring  the  public  closer  to
development issues, the event’s main purpose was to raise
awareness on Romania’s role as an international donor and
inspire Romanian institutions, organisations and individuals
to become more involved in the global efforts of eradicating
poverty in the world.

Reaching its 8th edition, the Romanian Development Camp has
become  a  traditional  annual  event,  which  reunites
representatives from NGOs, government, academia and mass-media
within  a  unique  space  dedicated  to  fostering  an  open  and
constructive dialogue on topics relevant for the field of
international development cooperation. 

This year’s edition was different from all the others, being
an interactive and open event which combined plenary sessions
and  thematic  workshops  with  side-events  such  as  a  movie
projection and debate, photo exhibition, theatre forum and a
projects’ fair. Throughout these activities, the audience had
the chance to better understand how aid works and how they can
become  more  involved  in  development  efforts.  Also  the
projects’ fair offered visibility to development projects and
activities with focus on results and provided the tools to
better communicate development projects and results.

Moreover, the 2015 edition of the Romanian Development Camp
enjoyed the presence of some of the most relevant speakers in
the development cooperation field. The key note speaker was
Mr. Simon Maxwell, an expert with a career in international
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development  of  over  40  years,  currently  Senior  Research
Associate at the Overseas Development Institute (UK’s leading
independent  think-tank  on  international  development  and
humanitarian issues) who talked about the complexity of the
field of international development, the achievements reached
so far and the challenges we are facing in the context of a
new post-2015 development agenda.

 “An excellent event and a productive partnership between
civil society and the Government of Romania, demonstrating the
country’s commitment to sustainable development in all its
aspects, and Romania’s leadership at regional level. There is
a lot to do if we are to secure a safe, prosperous and
sustainable world by 2030. Romania’s engagement, on its own
account and within the EU will be essential.”

 The audience also engaged in fruitful discussions with: Ms.
Carmen Burlacu – State Secretary for Global Affairs, Romanian
Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  Mr.  Geert  Laporte  –  Deputy
Director, European Centre for Development Policy Management
(ECDPM), Ms. Deirdre de Burca –  Member of the EU Beyond 2015
Campaign  Steering  Group,  Ms.  Amalia  Garcia-Tharn  –  Policy
Officer, Policy and Coherence Unit, Directorate – General for
Development and Cooperation – EuropeAid, Ms. Ebba Dohlman –
Senior  Adviser,  Office  of  the  Secretary-General,  Policy
Coherence for Development Unit and many other representatives
of  national/European  institutions  and  organizations  (NGOs,
think-tanks).

The plenary sessions were bolstered up by the thematic work-
shops, focused on more specific subjects such as: Promoting
development  through  social  media,  Young  people  in
international development,  The role of academics, Migration
and  Development,  Financing  Development:  The  role  of
Multilateral  Development  Banks,  Child  Protection,  Gender  &
Development, Humanitarian Assistance.

Nevertheless, one of the most interesting and engaging parts



of the Romanian Development Camp were the side-events. Below
you can have a quick peek of the most exiting moments during
the event.

Living Library: Getting to Know Migrants’ Experiences in
Romania

Projects’ Fair: Development Cooperation Initiatives and
Projects
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 Forum-Theatre: From Spectator to Actor – Disaster Risk
Reduction

Food Workshop: Traditional International Cuisine, Dance and
Music

 

For more details regarding the Romanian Development Camp 8th

edition – “Development Cooperation Days” we invite you to
visit fondromania.org and FOND FB page.
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The Romanian Development Camp is an annual event organized by
the Romanian NGDO Platform – FOND, in partnership with the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the United Nations Development
Programme –  Regional Centre for Europe and Central Asia.

Where do youth fit in the SDG
architecture?
Our vision is a world that values diversity, environmental
sustainability and active participation by all citizens. A
world that operates an economic system based on fairness and
equality, where everyone has access to basic services such as
health and education and where the standards of those services
are  high  no  matter  what  people’s  background  or  economic
situation. No young person in this world would be excluded or
marginalized  because  of  gender,  ethnicity,  disability  or
sexual  orientation.  Young  people  in  this  world  are
incorporated into decision making processes and given access
to the levers of power regardless of their background.”

Visions and principles for a post-2015 world

In September 2015 world leaders met in New York to adopt the
post-2015 development agenda. In what has been considered the
most  inclusive  global  debate,  thousands  of  voices  made
themselves heard and tried to bring their contribution to the
world of tomorrow. The SDGs are the goals to be achieved by
2030 and a simple reading of them makes it quite obvious that
by  success  or  failure,  they  will  shape  the  future  in  a
significant way. From ending extreme poverty in all forms to
fighting climate change, inequality and injustice, what has
come to be known as the seventeen global goals touch upon all
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aspects of human life, all over the world.

The  world  of  2030  will  be
inhabited by today’s youth, and
we  currently  live  in  a
‘younger’  world  than  ever
before. There are an estimated
1.2 million  youth age fifteen
to twenty-four worldwide, 85%
of  them  living  in  developing
countries.  Improving  economic
opportunities, promote quality
education  and  ensure  healthy
lives for all are just a few
aspects that will shape their

life and future choices. Consequently, it should be quite
obvious that youth should have a prominent voice on these
topics. Moreover, since the SDGs are not legally binding and
the review of their implementation is voluntary, citizens’
involvement or lack thereof will have a great impact on their
success.

Today’s youth face a number of general and specific problems
whose resolution will depend upon the success of the SDGs. To
name just a few, low economic opportunities, poor education
and  poor  health  services  affect  the  lives  of  hundreds  of
millions. According to the International Labor Organization,
youth unemployment has been constantly rising to reach up to
13%  in  2015,  roughly  three  times  bigger  than  the  adult
unemployment, while youth represent 25% of the working age
population. In 2014 alone, 74 million youth were looking for
work, this problem not being contained to developing countries
alone. An index developed in the spring of 2014 shows that the
overall  wellbeing  of  85%  of  the  youth  in  the  countries
included in the index falls between medium and low, with the
lowest index score in the economic opportunity domain. More
than 87% of young women and men living in developing countries
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facing a broad range of development challenges and issues
related to inequality, with around 238 million youth living
with less than one dollar a day.

Youth voice in the SDGs

In contrast to their predecessor, the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs), the SDGs focus on all countries, with an overall
focus on sustainability. Even if the global goals pick up the
unfinished  work  of  the  MDGs,  they  feature  a  much  more
comprehensive  view  of  development,  which  falls  in  between
social  and  economic  development  and  protecting  the
environment.  As  youth  consultations  point  out,  all  three
dimensions of sustainable development are relevant to youth
everywhere,  thus  it  is  interesting  to  see  how  youth  were
involved in the shaping of the post-2015 agenda, what are
their top priorities in the SDGs, where do they fit in within
it and how will they participate in its implementation.

Youth around the world have actively participated in shaping
the  global  goals  through  consultations  and  working  groups
which  made  recommendations  for  the  decision-makers.  While
youth  participated  in  the  national  and  thematic  UN
consultations as stakeholders, they were also represented in
one of the Major Groups for the negotiation of the post 2015-
agenda. The UN Major Group for Children and Youth in the
United  Nations  (MGCY)was  the  youth  ‘constituency’  within
sustainable  development  negotiations,  and  worked  in  the
shaping of the global agenda by making recommendations and
proposals, with major thematic proposals falling in twelve
categories, the most important being promoting gender equality
and  participation,  decreasing  youth  unemployment  worldwide
through the promotion of decent work and universal education
and increasing access to universal health care.

Similarly, another significant involvement of youth in shaping
of the global agenda was through the consultations carried in
twelve countries worldwide under the Youth Conversations for
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Post-2015, a project initiated by the DFID/CSO Youth Working
Group.  Worried  that  youth  participation  in  the  UN
consultations was not as meaningful and broad based as it
should be given youth relevance for the whole process, the
group carried inclusive consultations in twelve countries, in
order to mainstream the results into the negotiation process.

Eleven  principles  emerged,  which  are  the  backbone  of  the
vision for the future the consulted youth hold (in the order
of their importance, as complied in the final report):

Equality and freedom1.
Fair, responsible and accountable governance2.
Environment sustainability3.
The right to be healthy4.
Peace5.
Quality education for all6.
Responsible approach to the economy7.
Respect for diversity8.
Decent employment for all9.
Civic  participation  and  active  citizenship  including10.
youth empowerment
Global co-operation11.

Although  these  are  the  priorities  emerging  from  all
consultations,  youth  from  different  countries  prioritized
these principles differently. For example, for the Romanian
youth,  the  most  important  ones  were  active  citizenship,
primary health affordable to everyone and combating all forms
of discrimination, while the youth in Sierra Leone prioritized
equality of power and resource distribution, increased youth
participation in decision making and stability for all.

How are these principles reflected in the SDGs?

A look at the seventeen goals shows that the above mentioned
principles  are  generally  fairly  represented.  However,
interestingly enough, yong people do not have an SDG ‘of their
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own’, but they are included in three of the seventeen goals
and  six  of  169  targets,  specifically  those  regarding
education, employment and one climate change- related goal.
Under  the  mentioned  targets,  we  are  supposed  to  achieve
universal literacy for youth, increase the number of youth who
have relevant skills for employment, reduce the proportion of
youth not in employment and raise the capacity for effective
climate change related planning in least developed countries,
including focusing on youth. However, youth are not explicitly
included  in  the  goals  regarding  health,  political
infrastructure or security, although these were identified by
youth themselves as most relevant areas of interest.

To get to the point, while youth are somewhat represented in
the post 2015 agenda, it is not at all obvious how this
targets will be achieved, with states being quite free to
adopt their own policies, and youth in different parts of the
world  having  different  priorities.  Similar  with  not
specifically including youth in the goals, youth participation
in the achievement of the SDGs is not explicitly codified in
the post-2015 agenda. With the MGCY itself observing that
children and young people are seen rather as beneficiaries
than contributors, and that the overall post 2015 agenda falls
short of recognizing the centrality and potential of youth in
the implementation of the agenda, it seems that while the SDGs
somewhat represent the key interests of youth, they fall short
of empowering them to actively engage into the achievement of
the Goals.

Steps further

While  states  have  pledged  to  allocate  resources  for  the
achievement of the Goals, and, more importantly, the Goals
themselves stand as a moral commitment to the world of 2030,
there is a lot to look forward to. However, since the SDGs are
not legally binding, and review of the progress made by states
is voluntary, citizens will have a large impact on the success
of that commitment. Moreover, citizens should be the driving



force behind the achievement of the SDGs if they are to be
truly sustainable.

As the majority of tomorrow’s population, youth have both
incentives and opportunities to actively participate in the
achievement of the SDGs and shape the world they will live in.
The same youth consultations carried between 2013 and 2014
identifies five major themes which synthesize the results of
all debates in terms of solutions for the problems identified
by youth:

“Sensitize: Raise awareness to promote human rights, respect
for others, support equality and protect the environment.

Empower People: Support wide scale civic participation, proper
representation, accountability and knowledge of human rights.

Harness Technology: Use technology and promote innovation to
enable, support and strengthen solutions and their reach.

Collaborate:  Build  effective  relationships  from  local  to
international levels to support solutions across issues and
amongst everyone involved.

Reform  Institutions:  Review  and  reform  systems  across
education, health, governance and infrastructure (to ensure
access to basic human securities).”

While  all  solutions  proposed  by  youth  consultations  sound
great in principle, the degree of their practical usability
depends  on  the  overall  progress  of  the  SDGs  as  a  whole,
starting with empowering youth to take action and awareness
raising  with  a  strong  focus  on  education  for  sustainable
development.  Definitely,  with  the  transition  from  the
Millennium Development Goals to the Sustainable Development
Goals, the focus shifts on the world of tomorrow.


