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In January 2016, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) replaced 
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) as the main international 
mechanism for guiding development in all United Nations member states 
until 2030. These global goals concern a wide range of targets, including 
poverty alleviation, economic growth and environmental objectives. 
National governments, however, cannot realise these ambitious goals 
on their own. Collective and individual efforts at the local, national and 
international levels are necessary. Moreover, governments will need the 
broad involvement of other stakeholders, such as the private sector, the 
general public and civil society organisations (CSOs). This paper identifies 
four critical roles that CSOs can play in the “localisation” of these goals. 
These roles were discussed and validated by two African think tank 
dialogues that involved civil society actors as well as other local and 
international experts.
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The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which came into effect in January 2016, are a new, 
universal set of economic, social and environmental goals and targets that United Nations (UN) 
member states are expected to achieve by 2030 (see Appendix). The SDGs build and expand on the 
eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by focusing on critical dimensions of sustainable 
development in both developing and developed countries, including human rights obligations, good 
governance, social justice, equity within countries, sustainability (particularly environmental 
sustainability), vulnerability and the exclusion of marginal populations and the poorest of the 
poor (Meyer-Ohlendorf et al., 2013; Simelane and Chiroro, 2013). Like the MDGs, the SDGs will 
not be legally binding; they represent a political commitment to development by all UN member 
states (Meyer-Ohlendorf et al., 2013). Ultimately, these universal goals are expected to create a 
benchmark that ensures the balancing of economic development and global environmental goals 
with poverty reduction objectives (Sachs, 2012).

Until now, the debates surrounding the SDGs have mainly concerned the setting of goals and 
indicators. Less attention has been paid to discussing the roles and responsibilities that different 
stakeholders should take in achieving these goals – in particular, how to best implement this 
universal framework at the local level. Given the scope and ambition of the SDGs, it is clear that 
governments alone cannot achieve the agenda. They must also facilitate participation of all sectors 
of society, including civil society organisations (CSOs), the private sector and the general public at 
the local level. This “localisation” calls for an inclusive approach that utilises local knowledge to 
tailor the ambitious global-development agenda to specific local circumstances.

Localisation is defined as “the process of defining, implementing and monitoring strategies at 
the local level for achieving global, national and subnational sustainable development targets. It 
involves various concrete mechanisms, tools, innovations, platforms and processes to effectively 
translate the development agenda into results at the local level” (GTF et al., 2014: 5). In other words, 
localisation is the local implementation of the new set of goals and the monitoring of progress at 
the sub-national level (Lucci, 2015). Localisation should be conceptualised in a holistic manner 
and include civil society, local governments at the frontline of development, traditional leaders, 
religious organisations, the private sector, citizens and other parties (GTF et al., 2014). 

The inclusion of CSOs in these processes is imperative, for these actors play crucial roles in society 
as agents of accountability and service delivery. In the African context, the inclusion of CSOs is 
important because governance throughout the continent is described as being “bad” and of low 
quality (Owuye and Bissessar, 2012), whilst not enough effective institutional spaces have been 
created by governments to allow CSOs to engage with and act on global development issues. An 
examination of MDG-related implementation practices in South Africa revealed that CSOs played 
a critical role in advancing these goals by effectively articulating the needs and aspirations of 
the poor, fulfilling critical service-delivery gaps and promoting “good” governance practices 
(Motala et al., 2014). Therefore, it is essential to unravel the potential roles of CSOs in the effective 
implementation of the SDGs as well as to enhance their engagement, impact and effectiveness in 
global development processes.1 

1 This paper includes insights from a roundtable talk involving experts and civil society actors that was hosted 
by the Democracy Development Programme (DDP) in July 2015. An initial draft was also presented and 
commented upon at the African Civil Society Circle (ACSC) meeting in Johannesburg in October 2015. 

Introduction
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According to the United Nations Development Group (UNDG, 2013), there are strong voices 
demanding that civil society fully participate in the design of post-2015 policies in order to create 
functional national systems.2 Civil society must play a critical role in fostering advocacy and 
mediation in policy development, identifying crucial development priorities, proposing practical 
solutions and policy opportunities, and criticising impractical or problematic policies (UNDP, 
2014). 

Specifically, CSOs must work to localise these goals in four key areas: giving a voice to the poorest 
and most marginalised citizens, serving as agents of accountability, acting as a service delivery 
provider and monitoring progress through data collection and reporting. 

CSOs as the Voice of the Poorest and 
Most Marginalised Citizens

“Leaving no one behind” is an underlying principle of the SDGs. Its aim is to ensure that 
development throughout the world has positive impacts on the poorest and most marginalised 
members of society. A key criticism of the MDGs in this respect was that national or aggregated 
statistics do not reflect the geography of deprivation at the local level, and certain areas that are 
home to the poorest and most marginalised citizens in society have taken a step backwards (UN, 
2008; Miyazawa, 2012). 

One of the aims of localisation is to “put the last first” (Chambers, 1983) and to ensure that areas of 
relative deprivation are targeted when implementing the SDGs at the local level. To represent the 
interests of the poorest and most marginalised members of society at the local level, CSOs should 
take on six critical roles:

1. Listen to people and be aware of what is happening in their respective areas of operation. 
This requires CSOs to be proactive in gathering information and interacting with communities. 
Therefore, it is crucial to create opportunities, spaces and platforms for engaging with these 
groups in order to promote genuine dialogues, build community awareness and develop strong 
relationships. It is important to listen to, and consider the solutions to, problems identified by 
these groups. Moreover, this dialogue should work both ways: CSOs should provide feedback to 

2  These “voices” emerged from a global consultation process on the post-2015 agenda and were captured by the 
report “A Million Voices” (UNDP, 2014). The report was based on approximately 100 national dialogues on the 
post-2015 agenda, 11 thematic consultations, various e-discussions and the global MY World survey (UNDG, 
2013; UNDP, 2014). The stakeholders involved in this process included national and local decision-makers, 
the private sector, civil society, children, young people, lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) people, 
indigenous peoples, trades unions, displaced people, homeless people, farmers, prison inmates and gang 
members (UNDG, 2013).

Roles for Civil Society 
Organisations in Localising the 
Sustainable Development Goals
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these groups on steps they are taking to address concerns and the (lack of) progress made. This 
role constitutes a long-term process for CSOs.

2. Translate the voices of the poorest and most marginalised citizens into rational or strong 
arguments that are acknowledged and addressed by the local government. The SDGs represent 
a globally legitimate frame of reference for CSOs, which can introduce issues into policy 
dialogues. Where possible, CSOs should identify integrated improvements or interventions 
that could make a significant difference for vulnerable people. CSOs should also reiterate the 
value of locally tailored solutions in realising local and global development goals.

3. Develop relationships or partnerships with the local government, and in particular, 
identify the government departments, actors or institutions that need to respond in order to 
remedy problems. Moreover, they can ensure that action is taken by the responsible person or 
department, and if this is not the case, they should also follow up with the relevant government 
officials or departments. The goal is to ensure that local resources are mobilised for those who 
are most vulnerable and that their needs are reflected in local development plans and national 
public policies (Ghaus-Pasha, 2004; Save the Children, 2012; Motala et al., 2014).

4. Use human rights as a lens of analysis. Adopting a human rights approach will enable the 
identification of groups of people whose rights have been violated, neglected or overlooked in 
development processes (UNDP, 2007). This approach also calls for the need to understand why 
these particular groups of people have had their rights infringed – for example, as a result of 
discriminatory laws or social practices that perpetuate inequality (UNDP, 2007).

5. Identify, engage with and learn from other CSOs that interact with these groups. CSOs 
should use “claimed” or “invited” spaces to highlight the actions, pilot projects or remedies 
that are effective or ineffective. In such spaces, CSOs can introduce issues important for their 
constituencies to the policy agenda through research advocacy, the lobbying of governments, 
litigation, mobilisation of public opinion and other actions (Coalition on Civil Society Resource 
Mobilisation, 2012). 

6. Play a critical role as transformers in society by being involved in training and advocacy 
processes, which build the capacities and knowledge of the general populace towards achieving 
the SDGs. This will ensure that people become the focus of the SDGs and that the most 
vulnerable in society are not left behind when these global development goals are localised.

Civil Society Organisations as Agents of Accountability

Another critical role of civil society is to ensure that governments are held accountable (Bissio, 
2015). Accountability is typically based on three elements: responsibility, answerability and 
enforceability (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). Responsibility entails that those in positions of authority 
have clearly defined duties and performance standards, which enable a transparent and objective 
assessment of their behaviour (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). Answerability demands that public officials 
and institutions present logical and articulate justifications for their actions and decisions to 
those affected, such as the general public, voters and other institutions (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). 
Enforceability requires public institutions to implement mechanisms that measure the degree 
to which government officials and institutions abide by established standards, and that enforce 
sanctions on officials who do not comply and, when needed, ensure that the proper corrective and 
remedial action is carried out (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). The three elements of accountability are 
not mutually exclusive, but interlinked. It is thus paramount that the roles and responsibilities 
of governments are clearly defined, particularly in terms of the answerability and enforceability 
dimensions of these development goals.
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Responsibility

Governments are responsible for the implementation of the SDGs, but as with the MDGs, they will 
need to define their specific responsibilities and include other actors that can add value to these 
processes (Motala et al., 2014). This will likely pose a challenge to accountability. Past observations 
of the MDGs highlighted that accountability tended to be weakened by an unclear understanding 
of what governments defined as specific responsibilities and who was responsible for MDG-related 
practices (OHCHR, 2010). 

A starting point to better understanding responsibility in the context of these global goals is 
the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities,” which is anchored in the SDGs. 
This principle emphasizes that the responses of different UN member states to the SDGs will 
be context-specific and that their priorities will also be weighted differently. Consequently, 
countries will need to mobilise or redirect resources to certain goals that address issues that are 
most pressing in the local context (Osborn et al., 2015). In South Africa, for example, high levels 
of unemployment, poverty and inequality are identified as the core context-specific problems. 
In the past, the agenda of the South African MDGs prioritised these core issues, and it is likely 
that the SDG agenda will continue to have a similar context-specific, weighted focus. Although 
this weighting is understandable, the remaining priorities of the SDGs should not be neglected in 
South Africa’s development agenda, given the country’s common responsibility to realise these 
global goals.

As an agent of accountability, CSOs need to participate and be integrated into development 
and planning processes at the national and local levels. One of the failures of the MDGs was 
the exclusion of civil society from the planning and formulation of goal-setting processes and 
development strategies in the beginning (UN Millennium Project, 2005; Sachs, 2012; Simelane 
and Chiroro, 2013; Motala et al., 2014). Given the lesson learned from this experience, SDGs should 
feature broader stakeholder involvement from the onset (ACSC meeting, 2015; DDP roundtable 
talk, 2015). The creation of institutional spaces that facilitate meaningful CSO participation is 
critical in this regard, with the goal of ensuring that SDG-related decisions can be proactively 
shaped starting from an early stage. 

Beyond including CSOs in the defining of local development priorities, CSOs and citizens should 
also seek to establish social contracts that detail the implementation of such development 
priorities. Examples exist where local governments have engaged with citizens to formulate 
charters that stipulate service expectations of users and the community (UNCDF, 2010). These 
charters represent social contracts, whereby local officials and authorities publically commit 
to locally established standards, the provision of information, the addressing of infringements, 
performance indicators and value for money (UNCDF, 2010). In this context, local governments 
have endorsed the use of various CSO-driven initiatives to promote local accountability and 
scrutiny of local operations: participatory budgeting and expenditure tracking, public expenditure 
tracking surveys and citizen report cards (UNCDF, 2010). For example, local communities in 
Tanzania, with support from Norwegian Church Aid, monitored how their governments spent 
resources, tracked whether expenditures on water and sanitation were received by the intended 
beneficiaries and highlighted instances where this was happening ineffectively (OHCHR, CESR, 
2013). In addition, they elected committees that requested explanations from relevant government 
departments and officials, which resulted in a more responsive and accountable government. 

Answerability

CSOs are able to promote transparency through the dissemination of information. For example, 
to highlight what has and has not been achieved by the government, CSOs can disseminate 
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publications on legal provisions, public expenditure allocations, governance, accountability 
mechanisms and other matters that the government may not want to share (Motala et al., 2014). 

The formation of partnerships or coalitions with other CSOs is an opportunity to strengthen the 
power of arguments in these institutional spaces and to approach development in an integrated 
manner. CSOs can act as a watch dog, critically examining government policies to ensure that 
government actions align with global development goals (Environmental Monitoring Group, 2005). 
This is particularly relevant in regards to the equity of provision or the distribution of services 
and benefits; CSOs can find out who is being excluded. Such partnerships and monitoring can 
also be applied to the informing of international donors, who may be unaware of a certain group 
of vulnerable or marginalised citizens. While existing legal frameworks may inhibit proactive 
engagement, CSOs should make an effort to shape legal and policy frameworks. 

Enforceability

Enforceability is not only centred on punishing those who do not comply with established standards. 
It is also concerned with ensuring the availability of adequate and systematic mechanisms 
for measuring compliance according to stipulated responsibilities (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). 
Enforceability is also associated with the need to ensure that the appropriate corrective action 
is carried out (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). Although the SDGs are not legally binding, the localisation 
of these goals into domestic legal systems does provide some form of legal accountability and 
opportunities for enforcement (DDP roundtable talk, 2015). 

Judicial enforcement at the court level is a possible route for CSOs. Litigations, however, are often 
very expensive and take a long time (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). Despite the costs of litigation, there are 
a number of success stories. For example, human rights–based social mobilisation resulted in the 
court-ordered dispensation of antiretroviral treatment in South Africa, which is argued to have 
saved over a million people (OHCHR, CESR, 2013). The judicial route can often identify systematic 
policy failures, and courts can be used to promote structural and institutional change (OHCHR, 
CESR, 2013).

CSOs as Service Delivery Agents

While national governments hold primary responsibility for delivering services in their country, 
the private sector, communities and CSOs also play a key role, particularly in situations where 
governments lack capacity, capability or the will to provide essential services for their citizens 
(UNCDF, 2010; Save the Children, 2012). As a result, these actors must be collectively involved 
in shaping demand, developing state policies and delivering services (UNCDF, 2010). This is 
particularly relevant in areas affected by conflict and characterised by high levels of poverty and 
a lack of access to basic services (Save the Children, 2012). Here, CSOs are often better suited 
to meeting the needs of the poor, as they can be more flexible than the government and can 
identify creative and innovative alternatives to development (Coalition on Civil Society Resource 
Mobilisation, 2012).

One acute risk, however, is that CSOs capable of service delivery are often co-funded by Western 
donors. While this arrangement can reduce the need for national or local governments to allocate 
money for service delivery, it has dangerous potential to make developing countries excessively 
reliant on official development assistance and to encourage an abdication of financial commitments 
from national or local governments (ACSC meeting, 2015). For example, Moss et al. (2006) found 
that states in Sub-Saharan Africa that are heavily reliant on the international community for 
revenue have tended to be less accountable to their citizens and are less likely to invest in effective 
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public institutions. This risk is exacerbated by recent cases of donor resource withdrawal, which 
has led to increasing pressure on governments to fulfil their own responsibilities related to local 
development (UNCDF, 2010; ACSC meeting, 2015). 

Data Collection, Reporting and Monitoring 

It is clear that data gaps, the insufficient use of data and differences in indicator values between 
national and international sources hampered the MDG process (Easterly, 2007; Sanga, 2011; 
Sachs, 2012). Moreover, “traditional” forms of large-scale data collection take a number of years to 
complete and analyse, which ultimately delays action for those in need (Sustainable Development 
Solutions Network, 2015). 

In an effort to remedy this, the High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Agenda called 
for a “data revolution”: data collection systems should be low-cost and reliable, and they should 
ultimately ensure that data are accurate, timely and immediately available to policymakers, the 
public and CSOs (UN, 2013; Gandure and Kumwenda, 2013; Sustainable Development Solutions 
Network, 2015). The data revolution needs to be an inclusive and transparent process that includes 
statistical experts, CSOs, national human rights institutions, service providers and marginalised 
populations (UN, 2013). Furthermore, data should be disaggregated, should focus on the local 
level and be crowd-based to capture statistics about the most poor, vulnerable and marginalised 
citizens of society (Sustainable Development Solutions Network, 2015).

To realize this ambition, there need to be adaptable tools for data collection, monitoring and 
evaluation of processes related to the implementation of the SDGs. Recent improvements in 
information technology, such as the innovative use of mobile technology in collecting data, create 
an opportunity to enhance statistics for accountability and decision-making purposes and to 
create new forms of participatory monitoring (UN, 2013). This could be used by CSOs to enhance 
government and service-provider accountability (UN, 2013). Moreover, geo-referenced data 
provides opportunities for the collection of disaggregated data about some of the SDGs, as well 
as the inclusion of many voices in the design and monitoring of projects related to these goals. An 
interesting example of the possibilities of geo-referenced data is the Nigerian MDG Information 
System, an online interactive data platform that enables the general public to comment on Nigeria’s 
health, education and water facilities. Citizen information is then forwarded to the relevant 
policymakers and development planners. While the use of such online and mobile technology 
can facilitate the real-time monitoring of development results, this innovation is currently 
disconnected from traditional statistical communities throughout the world (UN, 2013) and will 
need to change. 

For their part, CSOs have an important role to play in this new form of data collection by 
encouraging people to use these new platforms. CSOs can also use the data from such platforms to 
highlight ineffective or problematic areas with the overall aim of ensuring that domestic resources 
are mobilised to address issues. However, it is imperative for civil society to be aware that the 
complexity of certain technologies could exacerbate the exclusion of the most marginalised 
citizens in development processes. This relates to the possibility of these people not having the 

“know how” or access to certain technologies. Thus, CSOs need to be aware of the limitations of 
“technical” monitoring tools and endeavour to assist the most marginalised with the use of these 
technologies. 

Beyond supporting data collection, CSOs also have the important role of directly monitoring 
the local implementation of the SDGs (Arowolo, 2015). Civil society can produce shadow reports, 
particularly when it believes that a country report is inadequate and does not highlight the 
plight of the poorest and most marginalised citizens (Motala et al., 2014). When interacting 
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with government departments, CSOs have the potential to inform the relevant and responsible 
authorities of such groups of people. In addition, Arowolo (2015) suggests that SDG implementation 
in countries should include an evaluation process to assess whether the implementation of these 
goals was informed by human rights treaties, as well as the principles of good governance, broad 
and inclusive participation, and the rule of law. Therefore, effective data collection, analysis and 
reporting mechanisms need to be established with regards to the localisation of the SDGs (ACSC 
meeting, 2015).

A DDP roundtable talk (2015) suggested that CSOs could play a more effective role in the 
implementation of the SDGs if the UN or some other authoritative body produced a guideline 
document further outlining how they can interact and enhance their roles in SDG processes. Such 
a guideline document would potentially have binding “power” as a result of its issuance from 
the authoritative body in question; this would ensure that CSOs abide by the roles outlined and 
effectively fulfil the associated responsibilities. Furthermore, these roles could be localised to a 
particular context, which would be beneficial to CSOs operating in different areas. 

One of the recommendations that emerged from the ACSC meeting (2015) was the establishment 
of effective data collection, analysis and report mechanisms. CSOs have a role in these processes. 
By focusing on and aligning with the SDGs, CSOs will be able to highlight the areas where the 
implementation processes of the SDGs are effective or lacking. Advocacy is strengthened when 
grounded in contextual research (Coalition on Civil Society Resource Mobilisation, 2012). In 
addition, CSOs can thus create their own set of indicators to help identify, and bring attention 
to, the issues that are most pressing in the local context. These indicators need to focus on the 
local people who should benefit from the realisation of the SDGs. This means that civil society can 
perform a watchdog function by ensuring that governments are delivering on these commitments. 
It is envisaged that this will aid the mobilisation and redirection of resources. 
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The roles highlighted in this paper reflect the value that civil society organisations bring to society 
and, in particular, how CSOs can best contribute to achieving the SDGs at the local level. As CSOs 
are recognised as having an increasingly important role in carrying out global development goals, 
they need to engage with other stakeholders in the implementation of the SDGs. Here are a number 
of steps that can enhance CSO engagement on the SDGs and encourage CSOs to fulfil the various 
roles discussed earlier: 

Firstly, CSOs stand to benefit from aligning the framework of their programming to that of the 
SDGs. Looking back, the MDGs became part of the dominant development discourse for many 
developing countries, as well as donors and other important multilateral institutions (Ghaus-
Pasha, 2004). By adopting the framing associated with the SDGs, CSOs will be able to participate 
in debates on global development, which have local level impacts, and can effectively create an 
argument for forming partnerships with government. This will open up possibilities for CSOs to 
engage with governments on the allocation of resources, on facilitating the implementation of the 
SDGs and on monitoring activities related to this process. In addition, the SDGs can be linked to 
programmes and funding proposals of CSOs, which could improve the possibilities of international 
partnerships and other collaborations. This would also increase public awareness of the SDGs.

By being aware of and linking with the objectives of the SDGs, CSOs can take a cross-cutting 
approach to identifying creative solutions on the ground – solutions that government departments, 
which tend to operate in silos, may miss. Furthermore, CSOs need to actively engage with their 
communities so that they are aware of the local issues. This will allow them to choose which 
areas to focus on, ensuring that they operate effectively in their communities and function as a 
community’s “voice.” This engagement would include understanding the relevance of different 
issues and providing feedback about what is going on in the community’s local context, so that 
communities, thusly informed, have the knowledge and confidence to become more involved.

Secondly, CSOs need to forge new partnerships with other CSOs as well as with governments, the 
private sector and other international bodies. Within these partnerships, best practices and other 
information should be shared and translated into meaningful vehicles for the implementation of 
the SDGs. As relationships between CSOs and the government are often strained, CSOs must adapt 
and be flexible, rather than adopting an “always oppose the government” doctrine (DDP roundtable 
talk, 2015). Ideally, this would create a more effective space for engagement and dialogue.

Thirdly, CSOs need to work in a coordinated fashion with each other – for example, by forming 
a coalition of CSOs to organise civil society engagement with the SDGs and to enhance their 
interactions with governments (DDP roundtable talk, 2015). Furthermore, local champions could 
emerge from these coalitions, which could further enhance and drive the local implementation 
of the SDGs (ACSC meeting, 2015). Such a model of collaboration is essential for promoting 
deliberative governance, identifying gaps, facilitating inclusivity and generating collaborative 
solutions to challenges related to the SDGs. A coalition is likely to have greater power and presence 
in governance processes than CSOs attempting to engage with the SDGs on their own. By having 
power and presence in these processes, the voices of coalitions are more likely to be recognised 
and considered by governments, which would enhance the impact of CSOs in the localisation of 
the SDGs. 

The Way Forward



11

The author would like to thank representatives from the following organisations for their 
contributions to the DDP roundtable talk: Amnesty International, DDP, Durban University 
of Technology, eThekwini Municipality, Give a Child a Family (GCF), Greater Durban YMCA, 
Mariannridge Community Centre and the South African Human Rights Commission (SAHRC). 

The author would like to thank the representatives of the following organisations for their 
comments and opinions on an initial draft of this paper presented at the ACSC meeting: Agency 
for Cooperation and Research in Development (ACORD), African Capacity Building Foundation 
(ACBF), African Centre for the Constructive Resolution of Disputes (ACCORD), African Forum 
and Network on Debt and Development (AFRODAD), African Monitor, Botswana Association of 
Local Authorities (BALA), Centre for Natural Resource Governance (Zimbabwe), Centre for the 
Study of the Economies of Africa (CSEA), Collective Leadership Institute (CLI), Global Public 
Policy Institute (GPPi), Konrad Adenauer Foundation, Institute for Public Policy Research 
(Namibia), Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS – Tanzania), Institute for Security 
Studies (ISS), Isis-Women’s International Cross Cultural Exchange (Isis-WICCE), South African 
Institute of International Affairs (SAIIA), and Southern Africa Trust.

Many thanks as well to Alexander Gaus and Wade Hoxtell from the Global Public Policy Institute 
for their insightful comments. In addition, the author extends gratitude to Dr. Folasade Ayonrinde 
(Senior Program Officer, African Capacity Building Foundation), Dr. Jason Musyoka (postdoctoral 
fellow in the Human Economy Program, University of Pretoria) and Sylvia Hannan (Human 
Sciences Research Council) for their respective reviews of this paper.

Acknowledgements



12

African Civil Society Circle (ACSC) meeting (2015). African Civil Society Circle – Third Meeting, 12–13 October 
2015, Johannesburg. 

Arowolo, O. (2015). “Where are Human Rights and Good Governance in the New Sustainable Development Goals?” 
Position Paper prepared for the African Civil Society Circle.

Bissio, R. (2015). “The ‘A’ word: Monitoring the SDGs.” Future United Nations Development System, Briefing 26. 
http://futureun.org/media/archive1/briefings/FUNDS_Brief26_Feb2015_Bissio.pdf. Accessed 20 July 2015.

Chambers, R. (1983). Rural Development: Putting the Last First, Harlow: Longman.

Coalition on Civil Society Resource Mobilisation (2012). Critical Perspectives on Sustainability of the South African Civil 
Society Sector: Including an assessment of the National Lotteries (NLB) and the National Development Agency (NDA), Jacana 
Media, Auckland Park, South Africa. 

Democracy Development Programme (DDP) roundtable talk (2015). Sustainable Development Goals Roundtable Talk, 16 
July 2015. DDP Offices, Durban.

Easterly, W. (2007). “How the Millennium Development Goals are unfair to Africa,” Global Economy & 
Development, Working Paper 14.

Environmental Monitoring Group (2005). The Millennium Development Goals: A guide for South African civil society, 
Mowbray, Cape Town.

 Gandure, S. and Kumwenda, H. (2013). “Draft Report on Sustainable Development Goals for the Southern Africa 
Subregion.” Africa Regional Consultative Meeting on the Sustainable Development Goals, 31 October–2 November 2013, 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.

Ghaus-Pasha, A. (2004). “Role of Civil Society Organisation in Governance.” Paper presented at 6th Global Forum on 
Reinventing Government Towards Participatory and Transparent Governance, 24–27 May 2005, Seoul, South Korea.

Global Task Force of Local and Regional Governments for Post-2015 Development Agenda Towards Habitat III, 
United Nations Development Program and United Nations Habitat (GTF et al., 2015). “Key Messages and Process on 
Localizing the Post-2015 agenda.” http://www2.dse.unibo.it/ardeni/Key%20Messages%20and%20Process%20on%20
Localizing%20the%20Post-2015%20agenda.pdf. Accessed 6 October 2015.

Lucci, P. (2015). “‘Localising’ the Post-2015 agenda: What does it mean in practice?” Overseas Development Institute 
Report. http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-opinion-files/9395.pdf. Accessed 6 October 
2015.

Meyer-Ohlendorf, N., Gorlach, B. and McFarland, K. (2013). “Towards Sustainable Development Goals: Working Paper,” 
Umweltbundesamt, Berlin, Germany.

Miyazawa, I. (2012). “What are sustainable development goals?” Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES) Rio 
+20 issue brief, Vol 1. http://www.stakeholderforum.org/fileadmin/files/IGES%20rio%20issue%20brief.pdf. Accessed 24 
June 2015.

Moss, T., Petterssopn, G. and van de Walle, N. (2006). “An Aid-Institutions Paradox: A Review Essay on Aid Dependency 
and State Building in Sub-Saharan Africa,” Working Paper 74, Centre for Global Development.

Motala, S., Gwenhure, Y., Ndokweni, M. and Chitiga-Mabugu, M. (2014). “Civil society organisations and participation in 
the Millennium Development Goals processes in South Africa.” Policy Brief.

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR, 2010). “Human Rights and the 
Millennium Development Goals in Practice: A review of country strategies and reporting.” http://www.ohchr.org/
Documents/Publications/HRAndMDGsInPractice.pdf. Accessed 23 June 2015.

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights and Centre for Economic and Social Rights 
(OHCHR, CESR, 2013). “Who is accountable? Human Rights and the Post-2015 Development Agenda.” http://www.
ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/WhoWillBeAccountable.pdf. Accessed 24 June 2015. 

Osborn, D., Cutter, A. and Ullah, F. (2015). “Universal Sustainable Development Goals: Understanding the 
Transformational Challenge for Developed Countries,” Report of a study by Stakeholder Forum.

Owoye, O. and Bissessar, N. (2012). “Bad governance and corruption in Africa: Symptoms of leadership and institutional 
failure.” http://www.ameppa.org/upload/Bad%20Governance.pdf. Accessed 20 July 2015.

Sachs, J.D. (2012). “From Millennium Development Goals to Sustainable Development Goals,” Lancet, 370: 2,206–211.

Sanga, D. (2011). “The Challenges of Monitoring and deporting on the Millennium Development Goals in Africa by 
2015 and Beyond,” Journal Statistique Africain, 12: 104–118.

References



13

Save the Children (2012). “After the Millennium Development Goals: setting out the options and must haves for a 
new development framework in 2015.”

Simelane, T. and Chiroro, B. (2013). “Beyond the Millennium Development Goals: What can Africa expect?” Africa 
Institute of South Africa, Briefing No. 84.

Sustainable Development Solutions Network (2015). “Indicators and a Monitoring Framework for the 
Sustainable Development Goals: Launching a Data Revolution for the SDGs.” http://unsdsn.org/wp-content/
uploads/2015/05/150612-FINAL-SDSN-Indicator-Report1.pdf. Accessed 20 July 2015.

United Nations Development Program (UNDP, 2007). “Human Rights and the Millennium Development Goals: 
Making the Link.” http://www.undp.org/content/dam/aplaws/publication/en/publications/poverty-reduction/
poverty-website/human-rights-and-the-millennium-development-goals/Human%20Rights%20and%20the%20
MDGs.pdf. Accessed 6 October 2015.

United Nations Development Program (UNDP, 2014). “Delivering the Post-2015 Development Agenda: 
Opportunities at the National and Local Levels.” http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/MDG/
Post2015/UNDP-MDG-Delivering-Post-2015-Report-2014.pdf. Accessed 24 June 2015.

United Nations (UN, 2008). “Claiming the Millennium Development Goals: A human rights approach.” http://
www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/Claiming_MDGs_en.pdf. Accessed 25 June 2015.

United Nations (UN, 2013). “A New Global Partnership: Eradicate Poverty and Transform Economies through 
Sustainable Development,” The Report of the High-Level Panel of Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 Development 
Agenda. http://www.un.org/sg/management/pdf/HLP_P2015_Report.pdf. Accessed 23 June 2015.

United Nations Capital Development Fund (UNCDF, 2010). “Global Forum on Local Development Report. 
Pursuing the MDGs through Local Government.” Kampala, Uganda. http://www.uncsd2012.org/content/
documents/945_UNCDF_final%20lowres_240111.pdf. Accessed 6 October 2015.

United Nations Development Group (UNDG, 2013). “A Million Voices: The World We Want – A Sustainable Future 
with Dignity for All.” http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/MDG/Post2015-SDG/UNDP-MDG-
Delivering-Post-2015-Report-2014.pdf. Accessed 26 June 2015. 

United Nations Millennium Project (2005). Investing on Development: A Practical Plan to Achieve the Millennium 
Development Goals, Report to the UN Secretary-General, Earthscan, London.



14

Following various meetings, conferences and consultations, the United Nations directed an 
intergovernmental Open Working Group (OWG) in 2014. The OWG discussions resulted in the 
generation of 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) (see list below) and 169 targets, which 
were conceptualised as the way forward after the MDGs. The SDGs have a universal focus. They 
thus have a broader focus than the MDGs and will apply to both developed and developing UN 
member states from 2016 to 2030 (Sachs, 2012). The SDGs also reflect the moral principles that 
no one, and no country, should be left behind, and that every country has a common responsibility 
with regards to achieving these goals (Osborn et al., 2015).

The 17 Sustainable Development Goals

1. End poverty in all its forms everywhere 
2. End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition, and promote sustainable agriculture
3. Ensure healthy lives and promote well-being for all at all ages
4. Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote life-long learning opportunities 

for all
5. Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls
6. Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all
7. Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable, and modern energy for all
8. Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive 

employment and decent work for all
9. Build resilient infrastructure, promote inclusive and sustainable industrialization and foster 

innovation
10. Reduce inequality within and among countries
11. Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable
12. Ensure sustainable consumption and production patterns
13. Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts
14. Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable 

development
15. Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage 

forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss
16. Promote peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, provide access to justice 

for all and build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels
17. Strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable 

development
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