
The G8 summit in Hokkaido

They came, they jawed, they failed to
conquer
HOKKAIDO

A mountain-top gabfest provided a spectacular show and a long guest list but few
answers to the woes of the world

A; DILIGENT hosts, the Japanese made
sure this year's G8 summit, grouping

the leaders of the biggest industrial econo-
mies plus Russia, saw little of the angry
protest that has marred so many similar
gatherings. It all happened at a remote
highland resort at Toyako on Hokkaido, Ja-
pan's northernmost island. Many foreign
activists were turned away at the border,
and such demonstrations as did take place
were kept to distant cities where riot police
outnumbered malcontents. Even the me-
dia horde and those non-government or-
ganisations (NGOS) deemed semi-respect-
able were interned in a holiday camp
about 20 miles from the eight great leaders.

To Yasuo Fukuda, Japan's prime minis-
ter, whose domestic standing is extremely
shaky, the summit's smooth passage was a
huge relief. He even showed a flash of
statesmanship. In answer to perennial crit-
icism that the G8, a self-appointed steering
group for global problems, was hardly rep-
resentative of the world, he invited seven
national leaders from Africa to join Japan,
the United States, Canada, Britain, France,
Germany, Italy and Russia to discuss the
continent's development.

At another point, Russia's Dmitry Med-
vedev found himself hobnobbing not
only with the old-time capitalist club but
also with fellow leaders (see picture) of the
BRIG gang of fast-growing giants-in other
words, his counterparts from Brazil, India
and China. By inviting that lot, plus Mexi-

co, South Africa, Indonesia, South Korea
and Australia, the Japanese were able to
bring together the bulk of the world's
greenhouse-gas emitters. This was easily
the G8's biggest "outreach" to date, and Mr
Fukuda skilfully ensured that disagree-
ments among that disparate bunch did not
break out angrily into the open. Carry on
like that, people at the summit quipped,
and the 71-year-old leader might one day
make a competent foreign minister.

On substance, however, the summit
was a let-down. A year ago, when the Hei-
ligendamm summit took place in Germa-
ny, oil and food staples were at half their
prices today, while Northern Rock was an
unknown little bank. At the Toyko summit
the G8 leaders rose to the challenges posed
by the "three Fs"-food, fuel and the finan-
cial credit crunch-with platitudes, and lit-
tle effort was made to resolve the contra-
diction between calls for larger oil supplies
and the promise of a low-carbon future.

On Africa, higher food prices seemed to
make a mockery of G8 pledges made three
years ago to raise annual aid levels by $25
billion until 2010, even before NGOS
warned that the commitment was already
slipping. (Here, though, Japan can hold its
head higher: in May it hosted a big African
aid gathering, promising substantially to
increase aid and technology transfer.)

The big disappointment was over cli-
mate change-despite some word games.
Last year, Germany's chancellor, Angela

Merkel, overcame the reluctance of George
Bush and got the G8 to promise to "consid-
er seriously" cutting greenhouse emis-
sions by at least half by 2050. This time the
G8 vowed to "consider and adopt" such
cuts. Ms Merkel hailed this tighter lan-
guage; the hosts called it the summit's big-
gest victory, coming just 18 months before
180 countries meet in Copenhagen to ham-
mer out a successor to the Kyoto protocol.
In effect, Mr Bush has at last committed
America to a quantifiable target. With just
2OO-odd days of his presidency to run, this
may be his final input to the climate-
change debate; some would call it his only
contribution.

Yet the strength of the G8's commit-
ment starts to crumble under scrutiny-
even without one cynical Russian diplo-
mat pointing out how absurd it is for to-
day's politicians to take responsibility for
meeting goals four decades from now. The
baseline from which the cuts are supposed
to occur has been left vague. The European
Union wants them to begin from 1990,
while Japan (which unilaterally says it will
aim for a 60-80% cut in emissions) thinks it
more realistic to start from 2005 or perhaps
this year. America hardly has an opinion.

To some, this obsession with distant tar-
gets is beside the point. The G8 could not
come up even with nearer-term goals to
cut emissions—say, by 2020. The lack of
more immediate and concrete measures,
says Michael Grubb of the Carbon Trust,
set up by the British government to reduce
reliance on fossil fuels, underscores an "ab-
dication of responsibility". At the least, he
says, the G8 leaders could have promised
to treat cuts eventually agreed under UN
auspices as legally binding. And they could
have moved to bring the huge, dirty mar-
ket in bunker fuel for shipping and avia-
tion, hitherto excluded from discussion of
caps, into the negotiations.



> Without such marks of resolve, it is little
wonder that the five biggest developing
polluters, which account for a smallish
amount of the man-made carbon dioxide
now clogging the air but a fast increasing
share of new emissions, refused to make
any firm pledges. A Japanese diplomat
worries that the relationship between the
G8 and the so-called G5 (India, China, Bra-
zil, Mexico and South Africa) over climate
change may soon resemble management-
and-labour stand-offs at their worst.

Perhaps such weakness was inevitable.
Big challenges demand strong leaders. But
if Mr Fukuda is weak domestically, Mr
Brown looks little better. Mr Bush is a lame,
unpopular duck. Nicolas Sarkozy of France
struggles to comprehend how and why his
voters' enthusiasm has evaporated. In all
the big democracies (as well as elsewhere)
the three Fs have played their part in creat-
ing a mood of dissatisfaction. Leaders find
themselves punished, and also hobbled,
by the low regard in which they are held by
their voters. •

In some parts of the world, family
planning is still a distant dream

THREE decades ago, many pundits were
saying that an ever-rising population

could lead to global disaster. They argued
that ecological catastrophe, resource wars
and other tragedies were inevitable unless
radical measures were taken to defuse the
coming "population bomb". Happily, a
mixture of technological innovation, eco-
nomic dynamism and successful popula-
tion-control strategies have helped defuse
that bomb, or at least delay its detonation.

As the United Nations commemorated
World Population Day this week, there
was reason for cheer. Population experts
have been busy revising their long-term
scenarios downward to account for falling
fertility not only in wealthy Europe and Ja-
pan but also in poor countries like Bangla-
desh and Kenya. Stan Bernstein of the UN
Population Fund (UNFP A) even insists that
"this is one of the great development suc-
cess stories of the last 40 to 50 years,"
pointing out that the active use of family-
planning techniques in developing coun-
tries has shot up from 10% to 12% in the ear-
ly 19605 to over 60% today.

That is impressive, but there is a second,
less happy population story. Even as the
world in general has been getting a grip on
the population problem, things still look
bleak for the poorest people in the world.
Mona Byrkit of CARE, a charity, calls this

the "huge unfinished business" of the pop-
ulation-control movement.

In a report released this week, experts
at the World Bank show that 35 countries
(31 of them in sub-Saharan Africa) are lag-
ging badly, with sky-high fertility rates and
limited access to family-planning tools. In
contrast with the relative success that
many post-Soviet countries have had in in-
creasing access to contraceptives, the agen-
cy's investigators have shown how Afri-
can women are too often forced to turn to
poorly executed abortion as "contracep-
tion of last resorf'-sometimes with fatal
results (see chart above).

What particularly troubles Sadia
Chowdhury, one of the report's authors, is
what the agency calls "unmet need for
contraception": the difference between
how many children a woman in, say, an
African village wants to have and the num-
ber she actually ends up bearing. Even al-
lowing for all cultural and economic fac-
tors that might prompt such women to
produce more children than their sisters in
wealthy countries, there seems to be a
huge gap (see chart below).

Why does this happen? Money is not
the main reason. In most developing coun-
tries, contraception is in theory available
to the indigent either free or at nominal
cost through state agencies. The trouble is
that these bureaucracies are often ineffi-
cient, understaffed and incapable of work-
ing properly in rural areas.

Politics clearly plays a role. One factor,
says CARE'S Ms Byrkit, is the social conser-
vatism of the Bush administration, which
makes it hard for those receiving American
funding (for HIV/AIDS, for example) even
to work with charities providing abortion
counselling. Another problem is flagging
political momentum. The very success of
many parts of the world in limiting popu-
lation has sapped donors' enthusiasm. The
UNFPA'S Mr Bernstein likens this to the
first finishers of a marathon declaring the
race over before the rest of the runners
cross the finish line.

If bad politics leads to terrible results,
the reverse may also hold good, Ms
Chowdhury points to the success of her
native Bangladesh; she says political will
and female empowerment can make all
the difference even in a poor country. And
there are some other positive signs on the
political front. The UN has recently, and not
before time, decided that population con-
trol should be one of its much-vaunted
Millennium Development Goals. •

The rules that protected world leaders
from prosecution are being rewritten

'''THERE is no longer any doubt as to
whether the current [Bush] adminis-

tration has committed war crimes," Anton-
io Taguba, a retired American general who
conducted the first investigation into pris-
oner abuse at Abu Ghraib, declares in a
new report on the maltreatment of detain-
ees: "The only question that remains
is...whether those who ordered the use of
torture will be held to account."

As George Bush's presidency draws to a
close, many others in his administration,
including Mr Bush himself, may be asking
the same. Like all heads of state and go-
vernment, along with many of their senior
officials, the American president enjoys
wide immunity from both criminal prose-
cution and civil lawsuits, at home and
abroad, while he remains in office. But
once he goes, so does much of his protec-
tion. And though nobody expects Mr Bush
to face legal problems at home, it is just
possible that in some other country, a pros-
ecutor (or a private citizen initiating a civil
suit) will try to hold him to account for
America's record in Iraq and elsewhere.

Across the world, leaders are fretting
about the judicial moves that might be in
store for them, especially after they leave
office. Italy's newly re-elected prime minis-
ter, Silvio Berlusconi, is trying to rush an
immunity bill through parliament to pro-
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