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MDG8 GPD for Development and Human Right to Development 

So far all the effort in responding to MDG8 has been on defining goals and monitoring indices to match. It is surprising that the concept of the Global Partnership for Development (GPD) required to achieve what ever was decided has not been given adequate attention. Not only is it important in defining the subdivision of the task – that is everyone has his part to play, but it is also a wide ranging process of stakeholder participation in governance stretching across space and hierarchy as well as just developed country state representatives aligned with the developing country partner. The concept of ‘partnership’ in the MDG8 is much too limited. The opportunity to build a real participatory framework for instituting all the MDG’s is being lost – and it is needed for effective implementation. 

A second neglect is that the Millenium Goal 8 sets up a GPD but restricts it to trade, aid and debt but not to the other goals 1-7 as if only each state alone is responsible for all these other goals and a multi stakeholder partnership is only necessary for goal 8. In effect 1-7 needs a GPD hierarchy much more than Goal 8 which assumes that the concept of partnership is narrowly defined to mean loose cooperation in providing the funds and resolving major policy questions such as subsidies. Of course if that is the aim it also explains why the concept of GPD does not need any spelling out. But is that the aim? Is that what OHCHR wants if it would like to see an implementing procedure that relates human rights to all development? 

Certainly the point about aid, trade and even subsidies and debt are that although there are macro considerations on how each are treated, ideal for high level cooperation, inter state, when broken down – certainly very important for aid – they enter the goals 1-7 in detail. Is even the ‘Partnership’ between developed and developing countries just a question of funding at global level or is it a deeper sharing and cooperation at each level in the spatial hirearchy? Where International Civil Society Organisations join the Partnerships, the participation with their local branch or counterparts are there to link human rights and development. Without a deeper organisation including the consocial partners at each level, the ICSO is isolated from all the forces that link human rights to development. Starting from where MDG8 is now, indeed trade in drugs is inseparable from Goals 4-7. Starting from micro programmes, the ‘20/20 MDG8 initiative’ is a funded programme which will finally enter Goals 1-7, but is contained within an isolated MDG8 Global Partnership. There are three questions here: 1) Can MDG8 be separated from Goals 1-7 in implementation organisation? 2) Can organisation of partnerships be confined to MDG8 and 3) only to global levels? 

International responsibilities for MDG’s have been divided up within the UN system going to what are called ‘nodal agencies’ but no clear hierarchy of Global Partnerships for Development (GPDs) have been established by each nodal agency nor have they been interlinked to create the minimum chain of Partners. Can there be mutual feed back up and down a spatial hierarchy without duplication of the same participants. Fear of centralisation should not be confused with effectiveness and organisation. Decentralisation, continued use of nodal existing agencies and states taking responsibility for their own programmes should not be a bar to an effective UN led Partnership implementation. This requires exactly what the MDG8 title says a GPD framework joining stakeholders at global level with task forces at regional, country and country region, levels. 

What this submission hopes to do is to convince the OHCHR and the SF/WC that a certain concentration on the problem of Partnership as a process using a clear formula of what that entails would help to ensure that there will be a process means of implementing all of the MDG’s at each level of implementation from policy to field programmes. 

1) The Contribution so far and lessons learnt from other Global Policy Partnerships

Global and regional partnerships are already in place for a number of programmes.  Some examples can be given of Partnerships in action especially World Bank, WHO, UNEP and Habitat are important in using this formula but there is no real hierarchy or clear process by which global and local interact with issues.

i. The Rights of the Child 

The great campaigns to inscribe the Rights of the Child into the charter on Human Rights (Including taking children out of war zones) succeeded and have carried the messages far. They linked local and national groups with a global campaign.
 However what first strikes one on perusing the documents and declarations is the length of time between the declarations and conventions. In, 1959 the UN General Assembly adopted the Declaration of the Rights of the Child; twenty years later in 1979 a working group comprising members of the UN Commission on Human Rights, independent experts and observer delegations of non-member governments, non-governmental organizations and UN agencies decided to draft a legally binding Convention, the adoption ten years later in 1989 of a final Convention, the 1990 World Summit for Children and Declaration on the Survival, Protection and Development of Children with a Plan of Action to be achieved by the year 2000. In 2000, the adoption of two Optional Protocols to the Convention on the Rights of the Child: one on the involvement of children in armed conflict, the other on the sale of children, child, prostitution and child pornography. The second conclusion is that these documents and conventions would not be necessary if there had been universal application of the first in 1959. Conventions are one good first step – implementation is a difficult necessary follow on.

Recent reports of UNICEF and Millennium Monitoring show that despite many world wide improvements, they are too slow to meet the Millenium goals and in some countries the state of the world’s children has not much improved since the coming into force of the Children’s Charter Treaty. The Committee on the Rights of the Child set up to monitor state obligations has been embroiled in legalistic and convoluted reporting problems rather than to use expert monitoring indicators and independent reporting, enabling comparison between states. Sensitive states either put in restrictive reservations when they sign, delay reporting or write encyclopaedic documents.

Nearly 24% of the least developed countries experienced increasing under 5 mortality rates between 1990 and 2003. 33.9% of children currently (2004) live in dwellings with more than 5 people per room, or on mud floors;  30.7% have no toilet of any kind; 21.1% have only unprotected surface water available nearby; for 16.1% the nutritional status is far below the norm; 14.2% are not immunized and diarrhoea not treated, and 13.1% have never been to school.
 There are new or rising threats from internal war and people displacements, famines and diseases, especially HIV/AIDS and child exploitation.
 Taking mid 80s to mid 1990s average in 15 OECD countries child poverty actually increased in 11 countries.
 The campaigns for the Rights of the Child were major efforts of CSOs, ICSOs and IGOs and despite the fact that those concerned are field hardened veterans and do not give up easily, the minimalist end results can only be terribly frustrating and disappointing. Other methods are necessary.

ii. The World Bank, WHO and ILO

For the World Commission on Dams (WCD), the governments, ICSOs and World Bank sweated out a series of principles or ‘rules’ (WCD Report 2000). Not only is there uncertainty about the legitimacy of this kind of public/private rule making but much more important just how many dam projects have fallen under their influence.
 Despite the very considerable number of forums and dialogues following the WCD Report there appears to be only isolated follow ups to the major work undertaken to examine actual projects to see the impact of the new ‘rules’.
 

The World Bank and WHO each has more than 70 global programmes operating.
 They work with partners from governments, business and trade unions, not only at global levels but also in building parallel partnerships at local levels, coming as near as it is currently possible in representing Global Society in action.
  

The World Bank over the last 20 years has innovated many new partnership programmes associated with its poverty reduction strategy. Global Civil Society and the Bank cross the same boundaries and often, especially in poverty reduction programmes, have the same aims. It is prepared to widen its engagement with reformist but not violent radical civil society and considers that recent maturity in the World Social Forum (WSF) merits it being within the circle with whom the Bank could dialogue.
 

At the national level the Bank’s poverty reduction programme (PRSP) has resulted in some case specific attempts to strengthen national governance regimes involving civil society but differing levels of interest, democracy in the country and government willingness to accept civil society policy contributions implied results were very varied.
 In Malawi the PRSP included strategies to strengthen public sector transparency and accountability tried to have popular participation in decision-making. In Tajikistan, the most that could be done was to have PRSP literature disseminated in several languages and in Albania and Mongolia CSO working groups were trained along with government officials in the preparation of the PRSP. More significantly but still with limited coverage, the Bank also helped bring specific constituencies such as trade unions, faith groups, parliamentarians, persons with disabilities, and youth leaders into some project processes.
 A recent internal report suggests a very messy mixture of relationships with civil society on many different planes and sectors.
 

Apart from its auto criticism, the Bank is also under attack for too little engagement of civil society in early discussion and active participation in policy determination, project monitoring and evaluation. Civil Society accuses the Bank of being interested more in growth than employment creation and wants the participation in Bank policy and project work to be legalised.
 There is no real overall policy framework for the Bank’s role with Civil Society but the issue is certainly engaging the Banks attention. Because such engagement goes against some powerful member states, the defuse nature of Bank support disguises the varied secretariat views without making too many waves. It is not without reason that civil society questions the governance structure of the Bank. The new Bank President could well provide a focus that will run counter to civil society engagement in policy and programme governance – especially if he worries where GPD’s might lead.

The ILO is itself a tripartite organisation, government, labour and employers, without any representatives of other civil society organisations. The whole structure is based on state organisations and even the global trade unions have to work through a state dominated structure where crossing boundaries although not impossible is rare. Excluded unions and the new global solidarity movements such as those seen at the WSF in the new age of globalisation have tended to leave the IlO behind and there are many of them.
 The issue has been appreciated and analysed.
 The ILO is too much in the grip of its past to change and form a model of consocial global governance which included civil society or at the minimum – consumers. Although it is experimenting in the UN Global Compact and researching through its own Institute for Labour Studies alternative models, the results are not carrying into the major streams of its work.
 

iii. Agenda 21 and the Millenium Forum 

Civil society is currently advancing into a decision making arena with reach down capacity. This is in the GPDs that have been promoted since the 1990’s. The local level supported Agenda 21 initiatives for the Conference on Sustainable Development were a striking success in thousands of communities but it was only when they came together at the global level that they turned into a counter power. The Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations–Civil Society Relations concluded that:

 “Complex issues were solvable and difficult targets achievable if a broad range of actors contributed to all stages of the effort. This demands linking local efforts to global goals, sharing resources and fostering joint ownership of both the failures and the successes. Non-State actors, including in the private sector, no longer remain agents of programme delivery “hired” by an intergovernmental institution. They become partners in policy-making and decision making”.

The need to give GPDs some firm foundation which eliminates many of the worries - of who finances the programmes, who is represented, how are interests balanced and what is the status of their decisions, all are relevant for recognition of the benefits to giving GPDs a formal role in global policy. 

Recognition of wider implications is apparent in the recommendations of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations–Civil Society Relations. They made the case for more partnerships and specifically recommended in their Proposal 7 a backup support unit for partnerships. The aim would be to, “Maximize strategic influence: link the partnership to globally agreed priorities (Millennium Development Goals, Agenda 21) and to official processes; ensure that it has the full buy-in of the relevant United Nations agency.”
 From there to recognise that some formal high level dialogue covering generalities about all GPDs would be useful is not a large step – but it may become too much for states to accept and the Secretary-General was especially quiet about this in his guarded blanket commending of the Eminent Persons Panel report in his 2005 “In Larger Freedoms” Reform proposals. However the Eminent Persons Panel Proposal 24 goes far along the road to a focussed stakeholder GPD in its recommendations  for a new Office of Constituency Engagement and Partnerships which would incorporate a Civil Society Unit, absorb the Non-Governmental Liaison Service, a Partnership Development Unit, absorb the United Nations Fund for International Partnerships, an Elected Representatives Liaison Unit, the Global Compact Office and the secretariat of the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues.
 The eventually aim to use these back up UN offices to institutionalise a new forum - a GPD would be an inevitable next step. If this was to happen, there would be a need to involve all the partners from the start even if some of the initiating moves were made by ICSOs or the UN and its agencies.

The Civil Society Millenium Forum was called together by the UN Secretary-General to add input to the major Millenium 2000 Summit meeting of heads of states. Apart from the fact that the Summit meeting promised much and has delivered little, the Millenium Forum achieved a great deal – except to renew itself. There were more than 1,350 CSO representatives working on a budget shoestring. Their final Forum Declaration contained broad and far-reaching vision, along with detailed proposals for reform.
 They pressed governments and the United Nations for inter alia, full implementation of the 1995 World Summit for Social Development commitments, leadership in supervising debt cancellation, introduction of binding codes of conduct for transnational corporations. They themselves agreed to monitor and pressure governments to fulfil their commitments, to engage the poor in real partnership in eradicating poverty and exert their best efforts to implement the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. A comprehensive catalogue of initiatives was elaborated for international action.
 Foster has written, “The Declaration and the Goals that emerged in September, 2000 fell significantly short of the hopes expressed by the Millennium Forum and also short of the sort of summation that might have been expected by CSO participants in the World Conferences of the 1990s.”
 With the attention shifting to issue partnerships around the Millennium Goals, the major political idea of perpetuating the Civil Society Forum has been suspended, but as Foster says, “The opportunity for engaging civil society organisations, integrally and in an ongoing manner, remains”.
 

iv NEPAD

The New Economic Partnership for African Development (NEPAD) is ostensibly a Partnership of the North with Africa for Development but it also has direct links to civil society widened to include all social partners. The participation in the implementation of NEPAD of the private sector and civil society was encouraged in General Assembly resolution 57/7. NEPAD has been taken under the wing of the African Union (AU) and is wound into the deep consultative and partner structure of the AU/ECOSOCC.  The African Union Commission head is supporting the remit to be: “Against authoritarian regimes, hostile external efforts and the negative waves of globalisation…. You should be by the side of those who suffer injustice and are deprived of their basic human rights.” 
 

Worries have been expressed that the CSO’s squeezed into AU/ECOSOCC rules will be corrupted. “If these CSOs do not play according to the prescribed rules, they will not make it into 'the Club'.” 
 Will NGO’s be silenced under the language of partnership, consensus-building, solidarity and cohesion? Equal worries have been expressed about lack of implementation progress.
 A 2003 UN Secretary–General Report has commented on the prevailing poor policy environment in most African countries, for companies:  the weak Institutional mechanisms for policy dialogue and consultation between the corporate sector and the Government in a number of African countries, resulting in insufficient exchange of information on their respective NEPAD-related activities, the limited use of public-private partnerships for addressing a whole range of NEPAD priorities. For CSO’s important were: lack of communication between and among civil society organizations, Government and the private sector on the one hand and between civil society organizations and the NEPAD secretariat on the other, a lack of resources for participating in the implementation of NEPAD and poor coordination and synergy among civil society organizations.
 The UN/ECA and THE AU/NEPAD secretariat has to have more funds for this purpose. Without funds for implementation processes funds for projects and programmes will be only released very tardively.

So far the issue partnerships around the Millennium Goals have no unitary coherent framework within which a plural assignment of implementation can work – NEPAD is only a budding role model in theory until its regional to local institutional framework is also given some kind of uniform shape.

2. Current fears about partnerships

Worries that partnerships that include CSO’s can be corrupted morally if not financially can apply to more than African NGO’s so that it is important for NGO’s participating in regional and global partnerships to understand the benefits of engaging as well as when to oppose. Permanent opposition is auto corrupting and finishes with the view that nothing works. Certainly CSO’s have to maintain contact with connected global ICSO’s who can undertake research to see if real and positive change is occurring. They can always move into opposition mode, but ideas for change with real potential have to be first given a chance. In addition the Global Issue Group coalitions are more free floating than even ICSO’s and should consider staying out of Partnerships where partners are being financed by funds from the North. This may be regarded as tough, but there are sufficient ICSO’s with stable addresses to take on long range partnership tasks.

There is a prevalent fear that mainly voluntary initiatives would be substituted for effective governmental action. Also there is a worry that large corporations may dominate proceedings.
 Both concerns could be addressed if Global and Regional Partnerships always had national government, and UN agency membership along with the consocial partners from civil society and companies. To crack the under representation of Southern ICSO’s each world region could have its own representation quota within the GPD, using federations of CSOs fitted into major groups. There is no appropriate regional structure of INCSOs except for Europe and Africa and the whole network is in need of inventing. Organizing in this manner would take some consideration but the basis is there in the WSSD format.

The limitations of ICSOs has not gone unrecognised but given the failure of states acting without stakeholder assistance, new partnership policy management has to be regarded as an improvement. Inapplicable government with many layers of governance does not lead to real change. It has been called accurately ‘governance without government’.
 Those who admire this global governance structure call it "global public policy" or "multi-track diplomacy". However because of its messiness and unpredictability, ‘governance without government’ is a more appropriate description.

Southern governments may consider that they can both control the North’s representation as well as their own people more in isolated international level global partnerships than if the structure was widened to include a network at different spatial levels – especially if there was a bottom up priority. International agency representation down to the level of the state is necessary bound by the harmonisation of aid between the national North aid agencies. Also it should not be thought that the people in the local areas do not know who are manipulating them and with global to local support can stand up to be counted.

Without a global to local network there will be cultural and value bias in the decisions of global partnership – especially in the name of development. Development is not just economic progress and happiness is something even deeper than human development. It might include just maintaining long standing and thriving community traditions for example. The cultural diversity of each community may well depend on traditional local resources and the conservation of nature. No global partnerships without local roots concerned only about grand monitoring numbers will be prepared to slow down growth to preserve cultural and  natural diversity.

3.  A Global to Local Network of Partnerships

Some GPD networking to implement the MDG’s requires assisted birth. Although global civil society has given people a larger voice in issues that dominate world politics and a greater stake in the proposed solutions, neither they nor their partners in government can produce the required global will, decisions, or implementation procedures to move from talk and paper to action. Each ICSO and its occasional government partners must stick to their limited programmes and work within limited means. The network once established has to have the power to direct funds to programmes. It should be held responsible at each level by a plural system of control, within the hierarchy of the network, by participants, by state parliaments, by international organisations audit and evaluation and judicial sanction as well as transparency to media reporting.

Who are the organisations that would stand to play a role in any mobilising and then later participating in a GPD network. How would they establish their legitimacy through representation or from some other criteria? The grounding and motivation of CSOs has been questioned. The issue has been put as which are civil and which uncivil by a number of authors (including myself).
 Choice of objective will influence the choice of classification and method of selection. It’s not just a question of sorting the civil sheep from the uncivil goats. There is also a need to reduce overlap to keep numbers down, not over represent the most powerful organisations, bring in the currently under-represented; especially those new voices that are knowledgeable change agents. Finally it is important to rely on those ICSOs that are apex to a wide local pyramid and with a permanent address. 

Religious groups have a tendency to be excluded by western rationalist discussion. The notions of secular rationalism are important for the North but much less for the South where it often leads to totalitarianism. As Ezzat has said that “There is no way we can understand the logic, strategy and dynamics of civil society anywhere in the Third World unless we bring the transcendental dimension back into our analysis.”  A religion cannot necessarily be asked to be democratic but its government can. The more coterminous is government and religion the greater the probability that it will lead to totalitarian rule and the suppression of all human rights however defined. Where religion and government are separated in the South the religious groups do often stand in for civil society and plead its causes. How religious leaders are chosen and come to a global forum of civil society cannot be dictated by global rules demanding strict voting procedures. Procedures have to be left to the world regions where the concerned religions are dominant. In all regions religious groups can be included in world regions major groups – unless the religion is the state. If Clerics are the government – they are already included in Partnerships as government representatives.

If ICSOs are to participate in a GPD they will either require a classification that will enable them as an Apex organisation to represent a major group, as at the Conference on Sustainable development, or just join on the basis of registered membership. As the concept of GPD is deliberately consocial it would be much more appropriate to crack the problem of defining the boundaries of groups than rely only on ordering ICSOs by ranking membership numbers. 

Certainly membership numbers ought not to be avoided in deciding whether a CSO has more or less legitmacy. Most ICSOs understand they have to greatly improve their accountability as well as their strength if they are to count in major debates on the future of global governance.
 It has been questioned how representative are present ICSO’s.
 Legitimacy depends on membership proven in some form not excluding that actual executive campaigns have to be flexibly composed perhaps through GIGs.
 ICSOs must be legitimate to participate in global forums but GIG campaigns gather a temporary legitimacy through the internet and media – this again shows how important is the distinction between formally legitimate territorial fixed ICSOs and floating GIGs. The critique that the ICSO’s cross boundaries in their advocacy on the strength of a false impression of a large membership and global following is corrosive of their reputation especially in winning hearts and minds to their causes and will nullify their claim to a permanent place within the structure of global governance and government. That a code of conduct and legitimacy can be prepared for ICSOs was answered by the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, one of the few global civil society networks that have implemented its own code of conduct to answer criticisms about legitimacy and accountability.
 ICSO’s have been advised that they face the danger of being too democratic leading to indecisiveness.
 This is questionable as the ICRC, Greenpeace and OXFAM have a democratic structure that is capable of leadership and crisis management.

Choosing Major Groups presents a number of problems. The first is a general question of whether partial or interest groups need to be declared and some prevented from being represented. From there it has to be decided who are the groups and can overlap be prevented? Then, how are the representatives to be chosen?   

The existence of a GPD would immediately galvanise civil society into organising in a manner for it to make the optimum contribution. This would usefully put pressure on CSOs to form apex INCSO’s and rules agreed covering the democratic constitution of each. Giving each INCSO the same rules for widening its democratic base will bring greater legitimacy to a second chamber and isolate out all associations that depend on money rather than wide support for their power.

The aim would be to choose a schema for GPD representation that did not leave out any major interest that wanted representation – even if the grouping was broad. Various criteria could divide groups where overlap would occur but could be accounted for by limiting delegations:
1. Ensure underrepresented groups were included in the GPD and RPD’s – e.g. women, and young people, minority ethnic groups. 
2. Future generations have to be accounted for through the young people and specialist environmental groups.
3. Major non state government jurists and legislators were included as a distinct category – legal, parliaments, cities, local governments. The law and the media should have their institutions and role outside the GPD with the aim of keeping it on track.

4. Major Group Representatives

The choice of major groups has a number of useful precedents. The 1992 Rio Summit Agenda 21 local partnerships identified a set of nine 'Major Groups' (Women, Children and Youth, Indigenous People, Non-governmental Organizations, Local Authorities, Workers and Trade Unions, Business and Industry, Scientific and Technological Communities and Farmers.
 Habitat II in 1996 innovated Major Group half-day informal dialogues which were frmalised as a procedure to produce composite resolutions. The World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002, for which the Committee on Sustainable Development (CSD) is secretariat, moved these procedures directly into the summit process. Only by choosing a strong steering committee could the major groups of the CSD prevent bickering over all kinds of balances (gender, geographic and sectoral balance, also racial, ethnic, intergenerational and religious diversity).
 At global forums fairly equal delegations from each world region would prevent past questioning of over representation of the North.
 

Both the 2002 Summit Forum and the recently innovated UNEP civil society multi stakeholder forum were more than just the means of project implementation and involved giving policy advice.
 The way that major group representatives are chosen is basically by a process of consultation and choice by UNEP secretariat. UNEP have a Youth Advisory Council that chooses its own representatives. Regional and Global apex organizations select their own CSO representatives. The other major groups go through the secretariat.
 There have been other specialised conferences that have used major groups adapted to their needs.
  The wide issue coverage of a GPD and RPD’s require a wider base and more systematic method for choosing major groups, but because of their current accepted status it might be wise to just keep to the original nine – although methodology of selection really ought to be given some accepted system other than secretariat recommendation and ECOSOC accreditation rules where any CSO that passes can attend. 

In considering a GPD, the pool of CSOs accredited to the UN Department of Public Information (DPI) in New York and the UN Economic and Social Council in Geneva would serve as a starting point but there are certain disadvantages. The DPI has 1400 accredited CSOs . There are 523 CSOs accredited to ECOSOC (454 full members of the UN Committee of Non Government Organisations (CONGO) and 68 associate members). The ICSOs accredited to UN/ECOSOC have a fairly good representation of the major issue clusters. For example, the ECOSOC group have to abide by ECOSOC Resolution 1296 (XLIV) which presents some mainly democratic and efficiency criteria.
 Apart from the sifting criteria for probity, representation, public service remits and fixed office locations, they are all self selecting and largely originating from the Anglo Saxon North. In practise the way they are called upon by the UN system seems to depend more on their effectiveness than on the extent of their representation and accountability to their base constituency. Once through the accreditation process, it is the office size, public profile and technical nature of the IGO and the experience of the ICSO representative that counts .
 The pool presented by DPI, ECOSOC with that of UNEP added, together make a better overall North/South balance until a means is put in place which would allow regions to select their own major group delegates. The fact that no voting seems to take place even amongst the ICSO groups implies that giving them a vote would heighten the tension to produce balance and legitimacy amongst those who were open to selection. Election from the bottom up from sub state through states to regions and then global would increase the representation and hence legitimacy at each stage. 

If the number of major groups could be increased then the following would create four broad blocks whose different status could be argued out to provide a different voting weighting: A) ‘excluded’  population blocks such as i) womens groups, ii) youth, iii) retired, iv) indigenous people. Then a second professional block B) i) TNCs,  ii) other employers, iii) industrial unions, iv) agriculture/other workers, v) consumers associations and the media; then C) a functional ‘Expert’ INCSO grouping: i) development, ii) security, iii) environment, iv) culture/sport, v) human rights. A fourth official block would represent D): i) parliamentarians, ii) local governments, iii) jurists.  As a temporary measure until a regional system of elected CSO delegates was established, the last official block could be given a higher vote weighting in a GPD. Without such a weighting the parliamentarians would rightly consider their status as direct representatives of people as being downgraded. 

How representatives of GPD’s and RPD’s should be chosen coming from ‘autocratic’ states will need careful consideration as they must be free to contribute without fear of reprisal. The aim is for consensus and not voting. Each functional group contributing representatives would have to have their own rules by which they are chosen and the kind of support that can be given one of their own representatives coming from a problem country. States may control representatives elected to the regions but the regions can sift out any state mandated delegates before they reach the GPD. Criteria for being a representative include the democratic base and will eliminate those whose base is state nominated. 

	5. Conclusion

The concept of ‘Partnership’ in the MDG8 is much too limited. It is narrowly defined to mean global cooperation in providing the funds and resolving major policy questions such as subsidies and debt. However the confusion between North/South Partnerships, those that include Consocial Partners and in addition those that operate at different spatial governance levels can resolve a number of problems. It can ensure global to local backup support in case of manipulation whilst at the same time empowering the local levels to take responsibility for the partner programmes, ensuring also cultural and community acceptance. Development in the name of human rights has to recognise the cultural diversity of each community, linked to the traditional local resources and the conservation of nature.  

No clear hierarchy of GPDs have been established by nodal agencies nor have they been interlinked to create a minimum chain of Partners including all the consocial Major Groups. The opportunity to build a real participatory framework for instituting all the MDG’s is being lost. OHCHR could emphasise ‘Partnership’ as a networking process using a clear formula of what that entails. Such a network would help to ensure that there will be a process means of implementing all of the MDG’s at each level of implementation from policy to field programmes. MDG8 cannot be separated from Goals 1-7 in implementation organisation. Organisation of partnerships cannot be confined to only MDG8. Also partnerships have to be both global and local or better still have a distinct hierarchy from global through world region to state and country region.

The recommendations of the excellent and comprehensive reports of both the OECD and the UN Eminent Panel would if put into effect make a major impact on democratic governance both globally and in world regions but first and principally at the country level where it is most weak.
 The global and world region changes will be that much easier if first consocial policy consultation and as far as practical, active participation, stakeholder partnerships were instituted within many more states. The UN System through the UNDP and World Bank is stronger in this in the newly developed and developing countries, where it is needed for the MDG implementation, than the more developed countries although the right to development is universal. The OHCHR SF/WC would have to regrettably show that the existing Millennium implementation framework is insufficiently deep to achieve targets – although it will fine at monitoring that they are not being achieved. A deeper network of Partnerships is necessary for real implementation. These partnerships and some consocial World Regional Councils (such as that in the Africa Union) already exist. OHCHR SF/WC would not need to invent a completely new prayer wheel – just turn it! 

Given the complexity of building a network of MDG 1-8 Partnerships at each spatial hierarchy level, the OHCHR SF/WC could limit a first effort to persuading the whole Millennium Goals organizing framework to create such a network at global and key world region levels, with some experimentation at lower equally key country levels to receive mutual feedback, provide empowerment and support. Long term planning for a wider and deeper network could depend on successful evaluation of the first efforts. 
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