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Conclusion

211. As the Commonwealth enters the twenty-first century, it has an unprecedented
opportunity to promote both democracy and pro-poor development not only as goals
in their own right but as interdependent objectives. Democracy, as this Report has
endeavoured to show, can work for pro-poor development. Concerted efforts at the
local, national and international levels have the potential to transform the Fancourt
Commonwealth Declaration on Globalisation and People-Centred Development into
reality and to help developing countries achieve the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs).

212. The Expert Group believes that Commonwealth countries and institutions are
in a strong position to build on their existing achievements and further support
democracy and pro-poor development in member states in significant and innovative
ways. Urgent action is required to tackle not only the fragility of democracy but also
the extremes of poverty and inequality that exist in many Commonwealth states. As
has been discussed, the key reforms include:

* committing to democratic institutions and strengthening democratic culture;

* tackling corruption;

» ensuring democratic accountability of government revenue and expenditure;

» promoting free and fair trade;

* mobilising resources to finance development;

* encouraging democratic accountability, participation and transparency in inter-
national institutions; and

+ guaranteeing peace and security.

213. The Expert Group stresses the value of developing a means of monitoring
progress towards implementing the Recommendations made in this Report. It
requests the Commonwealth Secretariat to develop an appropriate framework for pro-
viding progress reports to Commonwealth Heads of Government at their biennial
summits.

214. This Report is a call for responsibility, partnership and concrete actions — from
governments, from firms, from civil society and from the international community.
Without responsibility on all these levels, development and democracy will remain
rhetoric rather than become reality. While development and democracy are goals in
their own right, they can and should be mutually reinforcing. To promote peace and
prosperity, Commonwealth Heads of Government must commit to a new, deeper
approach to development and democracy.
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