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As a result of the conducted research the following parameters of the influence of the organizations of the civil society on the activities and decision taking within the G8 were brought to light. In general what is worth noting is that the leaders of the eight states and officials, involved in the process at least expressed desire to listen to what the representatives of the civil society have to say. Another point to mention is the readiness for cooperation and assistance on the part of the Russian official agencies, primarily the presidential administration, sherpa and Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Before drawing generalized conclusions it makes sense to examine problems of interaction and dialogue of civil society and authorities of eight countries on concrete directions.

Energy security. If we consider the first priority of energy security, we’ll see that taking into account fundamentally different approaches of civil society and official political elites to the issue despite practically concurrent titles, one can’t find a lot in common in the substance of the documents. The only common interests that were elicited, was on the necessity to take further efforts to dwell upon commitments taken in Gleneagles. Another stress made was on the development of clean technologies (Monterrey).

In case of the proposals of the civil forum that “all remaining G8 nations should sign (Japan) and ratify (USA and Russian Federation) the Convention on Environment Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Espoo, 1991)”, although during the preparation process and at the Summit the question was not discussed at all, nonetheless there was a new document on cooperation in the sphere of the environmental protection signed during the meeting of the EU and Russia on October 10, 2006 in Helsinki. At the same meeting the EU representatives also pointed out the desirability for Russia to ratify this convention, which has not happened so far.

It is interesting that at the early stages of talks and preparations to the Summit in St. Petersburg Russia has put forward several proposals on the necessity to create new structures and mechanisms in the energy sphere (as an example one can mention new International Partnership on Global Energy Security for the institutions that at present function in the sphere of global security do not provide for the comprehensive approach to the problem), which corresponds well with the provisions of the recommendations that “The G-8 countries should create with its “plus five” partners a multistakeholder renewable energy group in order to identify, develop and transfer the best available technologies, to mobilize financial mechanisms in support and to design a prospective international renewable energy agency”, as well as “National Oil Spill Fund“. Nonetheless the idea of establishment of new mechanisms was rejected by the rest of the G8 partners right away.

Both sides also mentioned the capabilities of the Global Environment Facility (GEF). The only difference tracked could be that the civil society representatives regarded it from the point of view of imposing a dedicated Environmental Mitigation Tax on all oil production to supplement the budget of the GEF to enhance conservation initiatives in developing countries, while within the G8 the Facility capabilities were viewed primarily through the problems of energy conservation and energy efficiency and intensification of the GEF activities on this direction.

It is interesting that following the views expressed by the western partners of Russia, civil society representatives considered it vital to stress in their recommendations the importance of market mechanisms in solving energy problems: “market mechanisms, strong governmental regulation and voluntary actions are essential”.

The biggest difference between the views of official and civil society representatives was on nuclear energy problem (this standing was of great importance to the Russian Federation, the main opponent of putting the question of nuclear energy development into the agenda within the official G8 was Germany). In the final document the G8 leaders have once again “agreed not to agree”: “Those of us who have or are considering plans relating to the use and/or development of safe and secure nuclear energy believe that its development will contribute to global energy security, while simultaneously reducing harmful air pollution and addressing the climate change challenge”.

Nevertheless, counter to the demands of the civil society to terminate “all plans to build new and extend the term of operation of old reactors”, the final G8 documents state the reverse: “The development of innovative nuclear power systems is considered an important element for efficient and safe nuclear energy development. In this respect, we acknowledge the efforts made in the complementary frameworks of the INPRO project and the Generation IV International Forum”.

However President Putin was quite explicit on the issued while at the July Civil G8 Forum, when answering to the propositions of the energy round table. If on the other issues Vladimir Putin either expressed full support for the civil socity opinion, or, agreeing personally, warned that this or that statement might not be accepted within the G8 due to negative position of a number of other partners, in case of nuclear energy he took very tough stance.
Education for Innovative Societies in the 21st Century.

In the sphere of education the G8 didn’t come forward with any concrete initiatives that corresponded with relevant civil society proposals. In particular one can say about absence in official documents the expressed idea of elaboration of the international project under the G8 patronage for development of professional education, “including programmes for raising qualification levels of teachers and instructors”. Although there is a range of questions that are undertaken on the national level. Thus the new requirements are being worked out in the Ministry of Education of Russia to the qualification skills, new demands are being brought in line (in particular with the European systems) with the development of a certain set of competences of the students, this October there was announced a grant competition for lecturers and professors to elaborate educational-methodic complexes of the new generation.

On the front of assisting the poorest in the education sphere Russia recently announced that during the period from 2007 to 2010 it would allocate US$ 60 million within the Education for All framework.

Civil society also called upon the G8 to hold specific research in view of defining diverse demands of different regions in the international educational labor context, to “develop programmes for targeted financing of research, innovative projects, student exchange programmes, and cooperation between higher and secondary educational institutions, including civil society initiatives”.

Nevertheless as a signal that the problem will stay within the scope of the G8 attention, it was declared in the Final Declaration that the G8 welcomes “Italy's offer to organize in cooperation with UNESCO a World Forum on "Education, Innovation and Research: New Partnership for Sustainable Development".

Also the G8 countries acknowledged that nowadays they failed to fulfil interim targets related to eliminating gender disparities in primary and secondary education have not been achieved. The call of the civil society to the G8 leaders to “create an international expert committee, acting in collaboration with civil society institutions with regard to problems in development of education, to make development of education a recurring issue for the G8 summit, and to examine results achieved in development of education in the current year at the 2007 summit in Germany” was not heard. Taking into account the declared by the German presidency priorities, it is all but clear that issues of education are unlikely to take place in the next year’s agenda.

Fight against infectious diseases. Health problems are viewed in a similar way buy all participants of a process, but with that, the G8 governments have to take into account more the stand of the biggest pharmaceutical companies and consider that the intellectual property rights and those of patenting rights of the medical products. Thus the generics problem is not really considered by either side. The civil society representatives recommended to “scale up universal access to quality and comprehensive prevention, treatment, care and support services by applying successful prevention measures already developed, tested and proven effective in order to avert a substantial increase in HIV/AIDS cases in the coming decades”. While the G8 leaders made the basic accent on the necessity to use flexible mechanisms, that are contained in “the WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS Agreement), as well as the compulsory licensing solution of 30 August, 2003 to enable developing countries without manufacturing capacity in the pharmaceutical sector to import medicines they need. We note that despite certain achievements, many countries still cannot get access to safe, effective and affordable medicines for those in need».

In accordance with the civil society recommendations the G8 leaders in its Final document on fight against infectious diseases also called upon necessity to  realize that gender inequality, stigma, discrimination (namely racial and sexual), social isolation, breach of the human rights and the limitations to the basic freedoms are the main catalysts to the global HIV/AIDS epidemics.
Immediate influence of the civil society on the G8 and the scope for a real interaction of official and civil structures lies in education and activating the scientific research and development within the framework of so called public private partnerships, in particular from the point of development of new vaccines and new methods of diagnostics. The most vivid example of the already existing cooperation is the Global Fund to fight HIV/AIDs, TB and Malaria. It seems that parallel work of the civil-expert circles within the Civil G8 firstly contributed to the inclusion of the position on the activities of such public private partnerships, since the initial concept of the Russian presidency didn’t talk about such format. And secondly, the civil society pressure stimulated the fact that the G8 countries undertook specific donor commitments. In particular to supplement the Global Fund budget Canada committed to allocate this year CA$ 250 mln; France – 225 million euros this year and 300 million euros in 2007, Italy pledged to allocate 460 million euro in total over the period from 2004 to 2007 (as well as 600 million for pilot International Finance Facility for Immunization (IFFIm) over the 20 years); Japan as of March 2006 has allocated US$ 130 million; Russia in 2005 doubled its input into the Global Fund to make it US$ 40 million, and also intends to compensate to it by the year 2010 about US$ 270 million, that were directed to projects in Russia via Global Fund; Great Britain pledged to direct 1,5 billion pounds over the period from 2005 to 2008 to fight HIS/AIDS, and the overall contribution to Global Fund within the period of 2002 – 2008 is seen to be 360 million pounds; the US will provide $15 billion over 5 years to support international HIV/AIDS programs; will contribute $90 million in fiscal year 2006 to bilateral tuberculosis programs in over 35 countries; will increase funding for malaria prevention and treatment by more than $1,2 billion over 5 years; and the European Commission since the Creation of the Global Fund in 2001will have contributed Ђ 522 million by the end of 2006, with Ђ 90 million allocated in 2006 alone. It was also committed that the G8 countries will support the Global Plan to fight TB in 2006-2015, which goal is to reduce twice the level of mortality from TB by 2015 if compared with 1990, which will allow to preserve about 14 million lives over the decade. The important notion is that it was suggested that this Plan is realized in cooperation with the other states and other interested actors of the international community.

Another important fact is that the official G8 have decided on this to scale up “access to these means of prevention and treatment through innovative clinical research programs, private-public partnerships and other innovative mechanisms”.
Strengthening Global Social and Economic Policies for Sustainable Human Development. 

A big part within the framework of trade issues discussion were taken by the problems of the WTO functioning, where the negotiations stagnate and in fact are on the point of breakdown. The G8 Final Declaration was adopted after the failure of still another round of WTO talks on June 29 – July 1 in Geneva. Here we can also note that leaders from the very start tried to the maximum avoid taking specific obligations, that is pledging additional concrete funds for new initiatives. The more effective while the cheaper the initiative was, the sooner the G8 would adopt it in its final document. In accordance with the demands of the civil society, which stressed the necessity to solve African problems by means of assisting trade development, the G8 pointed out only one specific figure , when speaking of their expectations that “spending on Aid for Trade was to increase to $4 billion, including through enhancing the Integrated Framework”. It was also noted that this “is a necessary complement to a successful outcome of the Doha Round”. The leaders reaffirmed their commitment “to Aid for Trade and Trade Capacity Building”, and also expressed readiness to “promote trade-related technical assistance through training and education”. At the same time the G8 leaders did not mention the importance of dropping provisional conditionality and political rational when rendering technical assistance, as it was demanded by the civil society representatives. Up to this moment according to the WTO recent figures only Japan (US$ 480 thousand) and Germany (US$ 1,25 million) specified their plans from the point of view of pledged funds for trade-related technical assistance to the developing countries.

Not breaking its tradition of implicit support for market mechanisms, the final G8 document stated that opening the market is a serious development factor, without considering the notion on the part of the representatives of the civil society that there should be a number of exemptions (as in the field of public services (health, education, water) and agriculture, notably regarding the implementation of market regulation mechanisms to protect small farmers).

If we talk about the civil society recommendations regarding additional US$ 50 billion for development by 2010, half of which should be going to Africa, in this case the civil society did not invent a wheel, but continued the line of the official G8, especially if we remember the Gleneagles commitments. Thus here the approaches formally do not differ, although here it is difficult to say that the paragraph devoted to this problem in the final document appeared thanks to the calls of the civil society (although in the long run one of the reasons that at some point made the G7 and then G7 tackle developmental problems was among others the voice of the international civil society). The G8 leaders also noted progress with a number of specific advances, among them that “the IMF and IDA have implemented the G8 proposal to cancel 100% of the debts owed by eligible Heavily Indebted Poor Countries and the African Development Fund is expected to implement it soon. 15 African countries have already benefited from debt stock cancellation at the IMF and IDA. Up to 24 more countries will also qualify for MDRI when they complete the HIPC process. A deal resolving 100% of Nigeria's $30 billion in debts to Paris Club creditors has also been agreed and delivered”.  And we can actually already see some measures taken at present, although one can hardly call those measures very large scale. Thus, initiated by the USA, Malawi’s debt was written off 90%, which amounted to US$ 400 million. If take into account the OECD statistical data, this year the international volume of aid to Africa grew by 31%. Although half of this development assistance from the USA was headed to Nigeria. But in any case we should note here the remaining bias of such assistance, when the debts are written off in the first place not to a very open and trouble-free from the point of view of political regime, but to hydrocarbon resources rich countries. Also the G8 leaders didn’t take into account the civil society calls to expand the number of countries to 60 who can claim 100% debt write off, including the poorest CIS countries.

If we talk about Russia that already in the middle of the 2005 it officially claimed that it is ready to write off the debts to 13 poorest African countries out of the G8 list for a total sum of US$ 2,2 billion (although all the debts here are value-impaired). Earlier such debt of US$ 1,125 billion was written off to Ethiopia. Russia also agreed to write off the debts of the poorest countries to IMF, World Bank and African Development Bank, which will be only a minor “loss” of US$ 5 million by 2015.

Although with this in mind, one should realize that a number of proposals could not for sure be included into the current discussion and considered by the G8 leaders for they demand for a very serious preparatory work. In particular one can say here of the civil society recommendations to “seize the opportunity of the current crisis in the international economic institutions, especially World Bank, IMF and the WTO, and initiate a participatory process to either “sink” or “shrink” these institutions. That is, unless these institutions are radically reformed, the WTO should revert to its trade mandate (rather than addressing non-trade issues)”. Here we should note that such an attempt has already been taken once by the G8. It happened at the Halifax Summit (Canada). At that point the G7 countries acknowledges that the end of the cold war confrontation have transformed the international organizations due to participation of all the countries of the world and also because of new influential actors coming out to the arena. The G7 countries could no longer push through block solidarity and impose its will on the organizations and expect that those would blindly follow their decisions. But they were still in a very advantageous position to put forward such initiatives and influence deeply these institutions in case of tactful behavior and attention to the interests of the other countries.
The G7, and after Russia joined – the G8 acknowledges that strong and effective international organizations can assist in overcoming globalization risks. They can counter protectionist and directed at satisfying national interests only tendencies, of which the US feared of, especially after unfavorable for Clinton Administration results of the midterm elections held in November 1994, and in the European Union, which looked to the non-Europeans as obsessed with its internal dynamics. But to strengthen international institutions it was not enough for the G7/G8 to launch ideas, but what’s more important – to lead with example. That means the G8 had to elaborate rules of multilateral interaction, observe them and implement effectively. The G7/G8 countries themselves had to use multilateral mechanism of dispute settlement, observe decisions taken and work on creation of such mechanisms where they still do not exist. Such an approach can in the best way contribute to strengthening international institutions, influence other countries, so they also observe those rules, which in turn would also lead to acknowledgement of the bigger role for the G8. Thus for Halifax two main topics were chosen:

1. Reform of the International institutions, especially taken activities of the IMF and World Bank.

2. Reform of the UN system, especially in the humanitarian field, development etc.
On international finance reform Canadian premier at first couldn’t find any support from anyone but France. The USA, Germany, Japan and Great Britain were reluctant even to consider the possibility to introduce changes into the system of methods of IMF and World Bank activities. Since the international monetary system is based primarily on trust, any suggestion, that something is wrong, could lead to instability, which everyone wanted to avoid. But things changed after the December 1994 financial crises in Mexico.

All the G7 countries agreed that the IMF is unable to foresee or prevent speculative crisis of such scale or save countries, over flooded with huge financial means. Mexican crises also changed the regular balance within the G7 on monetary issues. Americans, previously in one camp with the Germans, couldn’t ignore consequences of the Mexican currency collapse and thus became supporter of the reform. All this (along with raise of interest of world community to the topic after Barings Bank collapse and dollar speculations at the stock exchange in spring of 1995) brought the issue to the agenda of the Halifax summit.

But in this case, the G7 didn’t act in vacuum, the IMF itself started work in this direction after the Mexican crises and the G7 proposals fit well this work. But only one Summit was not enough for such an issue. Thus no matter how timely it is for the G8 nowadays to approach this problem, before taking real and hopefully effective decisions on the level of heads of state and governments of the eight countries, it is important to hold very careful preparation and research of the topic.

As we could have noticed within the developmental issues Africa stand apart. At large the Russian presidency, notwithstanding the initial critique for disregard and insufficient consideration for the African continent interests in 2006 managed to some extent raise to a new level interaction on African issues. First of all what is meant here is the convocation of the Civil forum on African problems this October, just ahead of the Africa Partnership Forum (APF) meeting, which led to a direct interaction and dialogue of the participants of the conference (mostly representatives of African NGOs, but also activists of the international NGOs, seriously into the problems of development, primarily in Africa) and the official APF representatives, that is NEPAD Secretariat and NEPAD Support Unit. Although so far the civil society representatives’ still await for answers and actions regarding their recommendations (notably access to information related to the monitoring of the G8 commitments for Africa through a website)

Global Security and Interests of the Society. 
The very first that the participants of the Civil Forum called on was the necessity for the states to cooperate with the civil society, which was by no means new and one could here such calls from all the round tables held. But it also appeared in the final G8 documents on counter-terrorism, when it confirmed its resolve to counter terrorist threat in cooperative work with its international partners, including “engaging in active dialogue with civil society to help prevent terrorism”. Such approach was notably supported by the State Duma speaker Boris Gryzlov prior to the 9/11 anniversary. Talking about the practical steps one can say of the recent conference (November 28-30) for the government officials with business representatives on the counter-terrorism issues. Nevertheless although business circles undoubtedly are the part of the civil society, such approach seems too narrow and in the strict sense the G8 promise of active dialogue hasn’t been realized so far. Besides no attention was given by the G8 to a proposal by the civil society representatives neither to establish “an effective permanent mechanism of civil society monitoring of G8 governments' activities in the area of human security”, nor to “provide for support (including financial support) for the NGO activities with regard to holding meetings/conferences in between the Summits to discuss possible steps of the civil society, primarily from the point of view of sharing best practices in the sphere of internal legislature”, nor to promote creation of the “research network, with academic and non-governmental expert circles involvement of the G8, as well as Third World countries, which could have elaborated, with further approval at the G8 Summit, universal definition of terrorism, and also to have elicited and explore its origins and root causes”.

In accordance with the NGO understanding the G8 noted the necessity to monitor crisis situations. It is stated in the Declaration on Cooperation and Future Action in Stabilization and Reconstruction that the “G8 experts will invite representatives from the UN and appropriate regional organizations from a range of disciplines (development, security and diplomacy) to meet as soon as possible in 2006 after the conclusion of the UN General Assembly to discuss feasibility of implementation of the following measures”.
Similar approach is seen from both the official G8 and civil and expert community to the problems of nonproliferation and necessity to solve the question of functioning and universalization of the NPT, as well as the issue of elaboration of effective measures to enhance security of the nuclear fuel cycle from the non-proliferation of WMD point of view. In particular one should mention the results of the bilateral meeting between Vladimir V. Putin and George W. Bush in connection with their latest initiatives on the issue (Initiative of the President of the Russian Federation on multinational centres to provide nuclear fuel cycle services and the Initiative of the President of the United States on the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership). Those were approved by the G8 in their Declaration on non-proliferation as well when they regarded those as potentially complementary in line with the “recent initiative tabled at the IAEA by France, Germany, the Netherlands, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom and the United States regarding a concept for a multilateral mechanism for reliable access to enrichment services for nuclear fuel”. The question in this very case is in the follow-up and further effectiveness of those initiatives.
Other issues of concern to the CSOs.

Not a small portion of attention is given by the G8 to interaction, not in the last place due to the need to attract additional investments and private donor contributions into the variety of initiatives by the eight states. We’ll see quite a lot of attempts by the G8 to engage business, here one can say not only about business being mentioned practically in every final G8 document, where it was viewed as an important component of any partnership, mechanism or simply mode of cooperation on an issue, but also multiple initiatives to hold joint events, be it already mentioned Global Forum to counter terrorist threat or the process of prior consultations the G8 chairman undertook with the representatives of the big business (which is not unprecedented and is practices by the G8 chairs). And though G8 is not a place for lobbying special corporate interests, some of the views defended by the national governments during their negotiations while preparing for the Summit, did look like preserving big business interests. And vice versa – the recommendations as such of the business round table as part of civil society process wasn’t really substantively rich. To say about the differences the G8 Summit this year made for Russian business circles, was mostly raising awareness among the Russian business of the G8 as it is.

If we talk about the rest of the proposals of the civil society, particularly on the human rights, issues of genetically modified organisms, here one could track no reaction from the G8. In this case this could well be explained by impossibility to endlessly expand the G8 agenda and the distance of these topics from the main declared priorities. But nevertheless it is quite surprising, that, for example, if we take the problem of human rights, considering the great interest given to this problem (also according to the poll, it is topic of greatest concern for German constituency), the incoming German chair of the G8 for the 2007 neglected the problem.
*
*
*

Nevertheless, notwithstanding the fact that far from all the recommendations and wishes of the civil society representatives were adopted on the G8 level, and also not in all cases the coincidence of certain recommendations with the G8 commitments can be tracked as a direct cause-effect relation (very often development of recommendations and analogue ideas within the G8 went in parallel and just concurred well in the end), nevertheless there’s serious progress in desire to listen to the opinion of the world community and render additional legitimacy to its actions and its existence by means of more consistent involvement in the process of interaction and dialogue with the civil society. Here it is worth mentioning that such a level of cooperation between the different actors of the world social and political area. Evidence to this is an unprecedented presence of all sherpas at the March civil forum, since before then there were either NGO meeting national sherpa of the presiding country, or simply a limited number of sherpas. Additionally there were held a more specific meeting of the representatives of the civil sector with sherpas of the G8 countries and the European Commission, which  led to a very frank exchange (as a result of both meetings civil society recommendations, elaborated during the round tables were handed to sherpas. For the first time in the capacity of the G8 chair President of Russia Vladimir Putin came to a large scale meeting of around 700 representatives of the international NGOs, further on another meeting was held with the group of heads of the global non-governmental organizations. What’s important, President not only came to the meeting, but participated in the interactive communication, answering to the questions and criticism of the civil society representatives. Moreover, Russian chair promised to transmit the civil society directives to the other G8 participants and did it. The other question is whether those opinions were taken into account in the end, which was reviewed in detail above.

In conclusion I should say that this is only a preliminary report and the process of monitoring effectiveness of interaction along the lines of civil society – the G8 will continue, with the updated one ready for the first meeting of sherpas with the international NGO representatives next year in Germany.
� Target program was adopted in the Russian Federation this October on the intentions of the government to spend over the nine years around 675 billion roubles on the atomic stations construction, minding that during this period of time atomic industry will pay off and will earn even bigger sum for nuclear investments, which would in turn create a real possibility to build several dozens of nuclear power generation plants and is coming close, if compare by the scale, to the grandiose program of construction in the Soviet Union in 1980s. What concerns the USA, it was as early as last August (2005) that the new law on energy policy was signed, which for the first time since the energy crisis of the 1970s declared that nuclear energy development was one of the priorities of the energy strategy of the USA. Thereat the nuclear energy share is to grow by the year 2020 from 20% to 32%.



