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Introduction

The 2010 G8 and G20 summits, taking place respectively on 25-26 June in Muskoka and
26-27 June in Toronto, Canada, are unusually significant events. For the first and
probably the last time these two steering groups for global governance will occur in
tandem — in time, in place and in the hosting, chairing and careful coordination that lies
behind. For the first time the G20 will embark on its new mission, proclaimed at its last
summit in Pittsburgh in September 2009, to serve as the world’s premier, permanent
forum for international economic cooperation. . It will be the first G20 co-chaired by an
established G8 country, Canada, and an emerging non-G8 country, the Republic of
Korea, with the latter chairing and hosting the next G20 summit on its own on November
11-12, 2010. The twin summits will provide the expanded capacity for global governance
to address the world’s many pressing issues across the financial and economic, social and
developmental, and political and security domains.

At present, the prospects are that each summit will succeed in its own right by producing
its priorities and by pushing forward across a broad but bounded front. Together they will
confirm that each group has value as an ongoing institution, and that each can work with
the other and outsiders for the greater global good. They will thus set a path for the way
they develop individually and together as stronger centres of global governance for a
changing, complex world. The Muskoka-Toronto twin summits will thus prove to be a
success in managing the immediate issues and shaping global governance institutions for
the years ahead.

These achievements are driven in the first instance by the many shocks, starting with the
European financial crisis and the Korean security crisis, that show the vulnerability of
each member and the need for all for help from others in the two clubs. With the
established multilateral organizations failing to respond adequately, the predominant and
equalizing capabilities of these two clubs become the world’s first line of defence. Their
coherence and commitment is reinforced by the common democratic convictions of their
Canadian and Korean chairs, G20 steering group and almost all members, and by the
political control, capital and continuity their key members have back home. And
compared to their immediate predecessors they will have more of the constricted and
controlled participation need to leave leaders alone to be leaders to meet collectively the
great global demands of the time.



Progress at the Muskoka G8

Plans

Planning for Canada’s 2010 G8 summit began in November 2007 when Canadian
officials began holding full day interdepartmental sessions to identify what the priority
themes might be. The topics proposed were democratization, Africa, compliance,
architecture including a G13, energy and the Arctic. It was felt that compliance could be
made more systematic across all G8 and G5 governments to track deliverables, and shift
attention from words to actions. This would be good for the G8 as a whole but also for
Canada as one of the smaller members of the GS.

In the summer of 2008, Prime Minister Stephen Harper announced that the summit would
be held in Huntsville, in the scenic small town in the Muskoka region of central Canada.
Its three themes would be economic growth and trade, climate change, and freedom,
democracy, the rule of law and human rights.

The following summer, the prime minister extended the list. Development emerged as a
fourth pillar, with an emphasis on health issues, including maternal and children’s health.
Food security also appeared on the list.

In late January 2010, as Canada assumed the G8 chair, Harper announced his top
priorities in a more precise way. In an editorial in Canada’s largest circulation daily
newspaper on January 26, where he outlined a major initiative on maternal and children’s
health (MCH) (Harper 2010a). Shortly after, at the World Economic Forum in Davos,
Switzerland, he outlined his agenda and aspirations for both the G8 and G20. His
statement of his MCH initiative was the part that received the most spontaneous and
sustained applause (Harper 2010b).

The choice of MCH as the “top priority” flowed from the development strategy that the
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) in the summer of 2009. It identified
health as a priority, including MCH. An MCH for Muskoka initiative was championed by
a coalition of children’s focused non-governmental organizations (NGOs), led by World
Vision, Plan Canada, and Save the Children. They were able to demonstrate to the
satisfaction of Canada’s summit planners that such a Canadian initiative would secure
strong support from summit partners, led by the US and UK. The initiative also had the
full support of the entire global community, as the leaders of all 192 members of the UN
had met in September 2000 to endorse the eight Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs), due to be delivered by 2015, including MDG4 on children’s health and MDGS5
on maternal health. At the beginning of 2010, MDG 4 for children and especially MDG 5
for mothers were the two goals the furthest behind from being achieved by a due date fast
approaching.

Starting in August 2009, interdepartmental task forces led by the G8 summit planners in
the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (DFAIT) developed proposals
for other G8 initiatives. They proposed those on food security and, more innovatively, on
research and innovation for development, and security vulnerabilities in fragile and
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failing states. While these met with interdepartmental consensus, as the autumn turned to
winter, it remained unclear if this agenda would meet with the approval of the Prime
Minister’s Office (PMO) and the prime minister himself.

Preparations

It largely did, forming the basis of the agenda Canada proposed to its partners as the
sequence of preparatory meetings started among sherpas, foreign affairs sous sherpas and
political directors. There were accompanied by the preparatory meetings of finance
ministers, foreign ministers in Gatineau and development ministers in Halifax.

As the Muskoka approached, momentum came from the substantial and rising level of
compliance of the members of the priority commitments they had made at the L’ Aquila
summit last year. According to the G8 Research Group’s final compliance report, overall
G8 compliance rose to +0.58 compared to +0.48 the previous year, as measured on scale
from +1.00 to -1.00. However, the score of host country Canada dropped a little from the
previous year’s commitment of +0.75 to +0.67, taking Canada down to third place from
its second place standing the year before.

As the host, Canada chose to emphasize several issues, including maternal and child
health. The G8 research group tracked two health commitments from the L’Aquila
summit. The first addressed the scarcity of health workers, particularly in Africa. Canada
achieved full compliance on this commitment by introducing new initiatives and
committing more funding to strengthen health systems. The second health commitment
was specifically to accelerate progress on combating child mortality, including
intensifying support for immunization and micronutrient supplements. The commitment
also included support for reproductive health care and services as well as voluntary
family planning. Canada complied with both aspects of the commitment on child and
maternal health.

The second issue emphasized by Prime Minister Stephen Harper was accountability.
Accountability was discussed at the L’Aquila summit. In order to improve the
effectiveness of foreign aid, the leaders commitment to implementing the Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness and Accra Agenda for Action. Canada fully complied
with this commitment as well, along with the United States and European Union.

Food security was one of the major initiatives coming out of last year’s summit at
L’Aquila. Canada, along with all the G8 member countries with the exception of Italy
complied with the commitment to increase investments in agriculture development that
directly benefits the poorest and to make best use of international organizations. Canada
committed short, medium and long term agriculture development Canada is one of the
World Food Programs’ strongest and most committed partners. Canada will be
committing $1.18 billion over three years to food and agriculture sustainable
development and has already disbursed over $800 million.
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At the Summit

At the G8’s Muskoka summit, the leaders of the United States, Japan, Germany, Britain,
France, Italy, Canada, Russia and the European Union, will assemble at about noon on
Friday, June 25 for discussions on development and finance until about early afternoon
the next day. Leaders will likely meet alone on Friday evening for an intimate discussion
of the most pressing security concerns. They will also gather for a session with the
invited leaders of a few African countries, and perhaps at least one other from a region
beyond. No heads of international organizations have been invited there.

Child and Maternal Health

The G8 leaders’ first focus is on development, above all the host’s “top priority” of
maternal, newborn and children’s health. Here the G8 will adopt those two of the eight
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), set by the United Nations in 2000, that are now
furthest behind, and will provide the critical push to achieve them by their due date of
2015. Each G8 member is likely to add, in the way it prefers, new funding through
existing mechanisms to scale up simple, proven instruments such as trained healthcare
workers, vaccination, nutrition and clean water and to strengthen the healthcare systems
that these interventions need to succeed.

Canada’s contribution will probably be between 1.0 and 1.4 billion dollars with much
more coming from the other G8 members, other countries starting with partners in the
G20, international organizations, civil society foundations, professional bodies and
NGOs. Among the G8 member countries, robust contributions should come from the
U.S., the UK, France, and Japan. Russia will also give, inspiring the reluctant Germans
and Italians to contribute meaningfully too. Altogether the Muskoka G8, including the
EU and all its 37 members should pledge to give directly the $10 billion dollars needed
over the next five years, to induce the other partners to raise the total to the $30 billion
need to get the job done.

If these contributions are implemented in an accountable, effective fashion by all G8
members and many others, including recipient partners in a spirit of mutual
accountability, in the five years ahead, the G8 will have done much to enable MDGs 4
and 5 to be reached. Attention can then turn at Muskoka to sending a signal that the
Global Fund To Fight HIV/AIDS, TB and Malaria will get the money it needs when its
three year replenishment comes due in October this year.

Food Security

The second priority is food security. Here the core challenge in also accountable,
effective implementation, above all to deliver and use wisely the $20 billion promised as
the central achievement of the G8 summit in L’Aquila, Italy last year. Host Canada
delivered its contribution of $600,000 fast and in full. In May 2010 the US took its first
major step by asking Congress to spend US$1.3 billion on the administration’s “Feed the
Future” initiative. Serious action by several others now will probably come.
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Research and Innovation for Development

The third priority is research and innovation for development, including in health. Here
host Canada has led with a federal government contribution of $225 million for its new
Grand Challenges Canada initiative to bring researchers in developed and developing
countries together for the common cause. Prospects for progress are enhanced by the
signal from Russia that it would contribute such an effort, and by the session that the G8
leaders will hold at the summit with key colleagues from Africa itself.

Haitian Reconstruction and Natural Disasters

The fourth priority is the long-term reconstruction of a re-designed Haiti, a country close
to key G8 countries such as Canada, the United States and France. In that troubled
country, many chronic conditions and crises have long come together in particularly
destructive and deadly ways. While the first tranche of needed money had already been
pledged at a UN hosted conference, accountability and effectiveness are needed to ensure
the money is delivered, and spent in the intended way with the intended results.

Accountability and Effectiveness

The fifth priority is improving accountability and effectiveness, in general, across all G8
and G20 commitments, and on official development assistance in particular within the
G8. Advances here could well serve as the defining feature of both summits. Canada and
those partners that have fulfilled the G8’s 2005 commitment to double aid to Africa and
overall will push the laggards to do so, with some success. A critical component is
making the new money mobilised by the summits more accountable and effective, in part
through recipient country and community partnership, ownership and a spirit of mutual
accountability. A comprehensive accountability report on development according to a
common, credible and comparable framework is due to be released for the first time.

Climate Change and Energy

Other development issues will be dealt with, including climate adaptation for vulnerable
states. But treatment of and advances on climate change, clean energy and energy
security in general are likely to be modest.

Nuclear Security

Beyond development stand several severe interconnected challenges in the security
domain. The first concerns nuclear weapons, where G8 leaders will seek to build on the
2002 Kananaskis summit’s Global Partnership against Weapons and Material of Mass
Destruction and the more recent Nuclear Security Summit hosted by U.S. president
Barack Obama in Washington in April. Here a few reluctant, cash-strapped G8
governments must agree to commit to new money rather than wait until the last moment
in 2012, and the Russians must agree to share the recipients’ rewards with other states
that now have more weapons of mass destruction that terrorists could seize. They will
also seek to destroy obsolete weapons held by the established nuclear powers to contain
the threats from North Korea and Iran, to strengthen the United Nations non-proliferation
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regime and, above all, to keep nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction out of
terrorists’ hands.

Afghanistan-Pakistan

The second security priority is the ongoing war against terrorists and insurgents in
Afghanistan, where victory depends not only on broadly shared military investments but
also those in diplomacy, development and trade, especially along Afghanistan’s long,
troubled border with Pakistan.

Terrorism

The third security priority is terrorism, in new and old forms. The narrowly thwarted
terrorist attacks in New York City and now Detroit, along with the deadly one on the
Moscow subway over the past six months have reminded the former superpowers of their
continuing vulnerability to non-state enemies that they cannot completely control. At
Muskoka the leaders will want to give attention, not only to the threats delivered within
in member by plans, trains and subways, but now by cars and their bombs too.

Security Vulnerabilities

The fourth security priority is the new multi-faceted, non-state security challenge coming
from vulnerable states, often with fragile or failed states. They include terrorism and their
training grounds, but extend to piracy off the shores of Africa, and the drug trafficking
and transnational crime that is proliferating in Mexico and infecting the Caribbean, North
America, Africa and even distant Europe itself.

Regional Conflict

The fifth security priority is regional conflict, focused on the acute outbreaks of violence
at the time. For Muskoka these include tensions on the Korean peninsula, following the
deadly North Korean sinking of the Republic of Korea’s warship, the Cheonan. The
Middle East will also receive attention, given fresh incidents that fuel the chronic conflict
and tensions throughout that regional as a whole. It is possible that leaders here will want
to consider how they can effectively support the embryonic democratic and human rights
revolution in Iran.

Progress at the Toronto G20

Plans for the Toronto G20

Planning for the Toronto G20 had begun much later than that for the Muskoka G8 one.
The Republic of Korea had agreed to host the fourth G20 summit, and to do so in 2010,
on the anniversary of the second G20 summit in London on April 1-2, 2009. The
Republic of Korea received support from Japan, which had been eager to host a G20
summit, and from China too. However, the new American president, Barack Obama,
wished to host a special Nuclear Security Summit, and it became clear that his preferred
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time was in April 2010, in Washington. It thus made sense to delay the G20 a few months
and hold it when many G20 leaders would already be together for their long scheduled
G8 one. At the L’Aquila G8 Summit in July 2009, Harper and Korean President Lee
Myung-bak agreed they would co-chair the summit in Canada, very close in time and
space to the G8 one. The Canadians first thought they could do both at the G8 location in
Huntsville. But it became clear that for security and logistics reasons, they would have to
mount the much larger G20 summit in downtown Toronto, Canada’s largest city
containing its largest police force and consular corps, and have the G20 immediately
follow the G8 summit on the weekend, when most Torontonians would be at home or at
the cottage, rather than working in their office towers downtown. Some Asian countries
felt strongly that the G20 summit should take place first, to avoid any appearance or
actuality of the old G8 ganging up in advance to pre-decide what the newer G20 would
do. But President Lee agreed with Prime Minister Harper to put practicalities first, and
announced when they met in Seoul, in late autumn, that the G8 would precede the G20.

Preparations for the Toronto G20

The preparations for the G20 centred on the four sherpa meetings, in Mexico City on
January 12, in Ottawa on March 25-26 (17"?), at Spruce Meadows ranch just south of
Calgary on May 24-25, and in Toronto on June 23-24 just before the summits start.

Sherpa Meeting 1, Mexico City, January 12

The first Sherpa meeting was held at the urging of the US and others. Canada agreed to
have it outside Canada, in Mexico. It took place alongside the G5 meeting and the
Heiligendamm-L’Aquila Process (HAP) ones. The G20 meeting came to consensus on
many things. The most important was that the time had come to stop talking about
architecture and focus on substance — delivering the promises made to produce real
results.

On the hosting order, an advance was made. Under the old bucket system established for
the G20 finance ministers, Mexico had been directed to host the G20 finance in 2011 and
Turkey or Russia in 2012. But when the French were allowed to host both the G20
summit and finance ministers in 2011, they did a private deal with Mexico, saying France
would support Mexico’s bid for 2012. Calderone very much wanted to host then for
domestic political reasons because he had an election coming up soon after and would be
stepping down. So both Turkey and Russia wanted to host in 2013 and 2014. Turkey did
not care in what order.

In Mexico it was agreed that after 2010 as a transition year, there would be one G20
summit a year, in November. France would host in 2011. Mexico had bid to host 2012
but Turkey also said it wanted to. Mexico argued it should host in 2011 as it was in a
different region than Asia, November 2010 and Europe, 2011. Russia forwarded a plan
with rearranged, now geographically-based constituencies, and a hosting sequence from
now to 2050. By March the Chinese now indicated they wanted to host that year. By June
Australia had said it wanted to as well. Canada supported Mexico’s bid to host the G20 in
2012 but otherwise tried to remain neutral as the co-chair in 2010.
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On the frequency and timing, it was agreed that there should be one G20 summit a year,
taking place in the fall. But the Australians subsequently said they preferred the summer.
This incited an e-mail exchange with the result that G8 members agreed to stick with
November while non-G8 members take the other view.

On the agenda, it was agreed that that there would be a sharp separation of the agenda
between the G8 and G20. The G20 would do only finance and economics for the next 3-4
years and then see if it should expand its agenda at that time. A G20 statement on the
earthquake that had struck Haiti on January 12" Haiti was issued by not in the leaders’
name. When Mexico proposed it, the Canadians objected, saying it would signal that the
G20’s agenda was already expanding beyond the finance and economics domain. So
Mexico changed the wording and had it issued by the sherpas. The Canadians acquiesced.

On membership and participation, the consensus was that the G20 should have 20
country member participants, the 19 with the chair each year being allowed to invite 1-2-
3 guests as its choice, but only for that year. The European Union (EU) was seen in a
special category as far as regional organizations were concerned. At the Mexico City
meeting, the Spanish were there in their capacity as head of the EU only. The Dutch were
not. The Canadians have not yet invited the Dutch to Toronto but I suspect they will do
so in the end.

On the summit format, it was agreed that the G20 had to have leaders engage among
themselves more. Thus some sessions would be held among leaders only, without their
finance ministers at their side. The heads of multilateral organizations (M0) would be
invited only as technical experts on call to speak only when a country leader invited them
to. Before MOs had been there as equals, speaking too long and not letting country
leaders speak as they preferred. The G20 meetings might be a little longer to help.

On the G20 decision-making and delivery, it was agreed that G20 communiqués must be
short, clear and concise so that the public could understand what was promised and see
the results. A two-member team, perhaps the current and in-coming chair, would be
tasked to keep track of compliance. A public G20 website would be created to report on
compliance on an ongoing basis.

On the development of G20 governance, In accordance with this division of labour, it
was agreed that the HAP reports on their subjects would be delivered to the G20 in
Toronto, rather than to the G8 in Muskoka as initially intended. Then the Toronto G20
would decide whether to create G20 working groups to advance these. Canada suggested
(in Mexico) a G20 Working Group be formed in Toronto on IP (intellectual property) but
the Chinese and the Indonesians were vehemently opposed. Canada had been trying to
kill the HAP for some time but only got this done at the Mexico meeting. The Koreans in
mid March proposed a meeting of G20 officials or ministers) to deal with migration, for
their meeting in November.

It was felt that there was no need for a G20 Secretariat now but there might be in a few
years. In the meantime, there would be an electronic secretariat, a private, secure site for
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intra G20 discussions to take place. In the late autumn, someone had been sending out
bogus messages in the name of the Canadian chair so it was felt necessary to do this. The
G5 had a website.

Sherpa Meeting 2, Ottawa, March

Sherpa Meeting 3, Calgary, May 24-5

The third sherpa meeting took place at Spruce meadows ranch, a 35 minute drive south of
Calgary, on May 24-5. On the first day the sherpas were scheduled to discuss the
Framework but the eurocrisis was the focus of conversation. On day two they discussed
the other issues — development, trade, fossil fuel subsidies but not food as it has been
given to the G8 this year. The Koreans tabled their draft paper on development, including
the role of the private sector, the impact on the least developed countries, etc. Trade was
discussed on the second day. There is no sense that the Europeans are prepared to give up
the IMF quota share required to get the IFI voice and vote reforms done on time.

At Spruce Meadows there was no draft communiqué circulated or discussed. The
Canadians are planning a two page communiqué with three annexes — one on the
Framework, one on IFI reform, and one on development based on the Korean paper.

Sherpa Meeting 4, Toronto, June 23-4
The fourth G20 sherpa meeting will be held in Toronto on June 23-4. Then the draft
communiqué will be discussed.

Finance Ministers

In addition to the sherpas, the G20 finance ministers met, face-to-face, in Washington in
April, and in Busan, Republic of Korea, on June 3-5. They also joined to issue a
statement in response to the European financial crisis on May 10.

G20 Compliance

As the Toronto summit approached Prime Minister Harper’s determination to make
accountability the defining feature at the Toronto Summit was reinforced by the very
modest progress made by the members in keeping the promises they had made at the
Pittsburgh summit. Compliance by the G20 was generally not as strong as that of the G8.
The G20 Research Group has tracked five commitments since Pittsburgh. Canada
complied with its commitments on stimulating investment in clean energy, renewable and
energy efficiency in developing countries, and their commitment to improving access to
food, fuel and finance for the poor. However, Canada demonstrated partial compliance in
energy market transparency by publishing data on oil production. Canada also partially
complied with intensifying efforts to reach an agreement in Copenhagen. Canada
received a negative compliance score on the commitment to phase out inefficient fossil
fuel subsidies.

Canada’s compliance record in financial commitments was been stronger. According to
the G20 Compliance Report done by the Higher School of Economics in Moscow,
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Russia, Canada complied fully with the commitment to promote more balanced current
accounts and supporting open trade and investment. Canada also complied with the
promise to fund the multilateral development banks and to continue with reform of the
IMF. Canada has partially complied with its commitments to resist protectionism.

At the Summit

At the summit, the G8 leaders will come down from Huntsville to downtown Toronto to
join their G20 colleagues for dinner discussions at the Royal York Hotel on the evening
of 26 June and working sessions at the Metro Toronto Convention Centre the following
day. At the G20 they will turn to the critical issues of economics and finance.

The G20 leaders will be joined by their invited guests from Spain, the Netherlands,
Malawi, Ethiopia and Vietnam, as chair of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN). They will also be joined by the heads of several invited multilateral
organizations, starting with those from the UN, IMF and World Bank. The Koreans co-
hosts had been surprised that Canada decided to invite Spain and the Netherlands to
Toronto.

From Stimulus to Exit Strategies and Fiscal Sustainability

The G20 leaders’ first task is to construct a three-dimensional balance on macroeconomic
policy. They must first agree to stay the course on stimulus until private sector—led
recovery is assured. Equally, they must simultaneously design and implement smart exit
strategies and contain the unilateral uncoordinated competitive rush to cutbacks that has
broken out in Europe over the past month. They must further convince nervous markets
that the European members, Britain and the United States, have credible medium- and
long-term plans for fiscal sustainability, so that they will not go the way of Greece and so
that they have the credit to help other countries that might. On this third challenge, they
could well signal some consensus on cutting their deficits in half by 2013 and capping
their debt as a share of GDP by 2016.

Framework for Strong, Sustainable and Balanced Growth

A second, closely related challenge is implementing and improving the Framework for
Strong, Sustainable and Balanced Growth that they invented in Pittsburgh. Here the task
is to ensure that all members produce their promised national plans with precise numbers,
so that a proper analysis can be made of how those plans fit together to achieve shared
global objectives and of what options are available for the adjustments that must be
made. Only then can the leaders credibly signal their determination to make the balanced
and broadly shared changes in exchange rate, fiscal, microeconomic and social policy
required to put a durable recovery in place.

Financial Regulation and Supervision

The third task is to modernise G20 members’ domestic financial regulations and
supervision in a more comprehensive, forward-looking and internationally coordinated
way. Here the priorities, which leaders will likely achieve, are to tighten consensus on the
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higher quality and quantity of bank capital and liquidity and the lower leverage ratios
they need. To do so they must avoid getting bogged down by divisive, politically driven
debates over new taxes or levies on banks, and advance stronger, shared standards on
accounting, derivatives and other important issues that concern all. With both chambers
of the US Congress now having past comprehensive financial reform passages, there is
the prospect of a clear referent from the leading player around which others countries
policies and the G20’s collective position can cohere.

International Financial Institution Reform

The fourth task is reform of international financial institutions. This starts with shifting
five per cent of the voting share at the International Monetary Fund (IMF) from the
relatively shrinking established economies to rapidly rising emerging ones, and doing so
in ways that help legislatures in all member countries readily ratify the change. Also
important is expanding resources and improving governance at the IMF and the World
Bank, as well as considering their role in any future large financial safety nets and
support packages that countries beyond embattled Europe might need.

Trade and Investment

The fifth task is to liberalise trade and investment, in order to fuel private sector—led
growth and development, especially in the emerging and developing economies upon
which future global prosperity increasingly depends. The G20 leaders will again dutifully
promise to avoid and redress protectionism and get the overdue Doha Development
Agenda of multilateral trade negotiations done. They might also, following the lead of
their Canadian co-chair, try to unilaterally cut tariffs, negotiate ambitious bilateral and
plurilateral trade, investment and regulatory agreements, and forge regimes to contain
financial protectionism, eliminate nuisance tariffs, foster freer trade in environmentally
enhancing services and goods, and reduce subsidies for fossil fuels and agriculture that
damage the environment and much else.

Development

The sixth task is to deal with development, still afflicted by the recent American-
incubated crisis and now endangered by the European-initiated one. The key task here is
ensuring that the multilateral and regional development banks have the renewed and
expanding funding they need, to combat the economic recession and meet the
Millennium Development Goals due in 2015.

Climate Change and Energy

The seventh task of controlling climate change, and enhancing clean energy and energy
security will centre on forwarding the American-invented Pittsburgh initiative to reduce
inefficient fossil fuel subsidies, in part by expanding their coverage to embrace producer
subsidies as well as consumer ones. G20 members may also start to offer their share of
the “fast start” financing for developing countries to combat climate change, as was
promised at the Copenhagen Conference in December. They may also prepare for

Kirton: Progress through Partnership (draft of June 24/10) 11



mainstreaming “green growth” as the G20's November Seoul summit and the UNFCCC
COP/MOP in Cancun, Mexico in December.

Employment and Training

Outside this financial and economic core lies an array of micro-economic and social
issues that the G20 will again wish to advance. Here jobs and training for the new
economy head the list, driven by members such as the US where unemployment remains
high. Leaders will also want to follow up on the first G20 labour ministers' meeting in
Washington in the spring.

Tax Havens and Terrorist Finance

Other issues leaders will touch on are tax havens and terrorist finance. As the latter
suggests, G20 leaders will want to act on all seemingly economic issues in ways that
support their larger political-security goals.

Strengthening the G8-G20 Partnership

Beyond the challenges of managing these individual, tightly interconnected issues stand
the institutional ones of defining the shape of the G8 and G20 summits and their
relationship with each other and outside bodies in the years ahead. This requires
strengthening the distinctive role and added value of each summit system and the active
cooperation between the two, to ensure comprehensive, coherent global governance as a
whole. These tasks begin by making both summits events where leaders are free to be
leaders, and thus able to provide the integrated, innovative initiatives, in the accountable
and effective way that a more open global economy, society and political community
wants and needs.

Causes of G8-G20 Progress

Propelling this performance is the strength of many of the forces highlighted by the
proven concert equality model of G8 governance and the newer systemic club model of
G20 governance.

Shock Activated Vulnerability

The shock activated wvulnerability that produces a surge in demand for G8/G20
governance and equalizes the wvulnerability-capability combination across all group
members has arisen in several substantial ways.

In the older security sphere, the ongoing war in Afghanistan has had added the
unprovoked deadly North Korean attach on the Republic of Korea’s warship, the
Cheonan. In the new security sphere, the narrowly thwarted attacks on New York City on
December 25, on Detroit, and in New York City again, as well as the deadly assault on
the Moscow subway has reminded all of how vulnerable both former superpowers
continue to be.
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In the energy-environment sphere, the Haitian and Chilean earthquake, and the Icelandic
volcano that grounded transatlantic flights have reinforced memories from the last
summit in earthquake devastated L’Aquila last year. Moreover, the great, deadly
uncontrolled oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico erupting on April 20 shows how vulnerable
many countries, even an America at home, are to sudden deadly and destructive disasters,
both natural and man-made. The Gulf oil spill, with its immediate reduction of America’s
recent initiative to allow more offshore oil drilling, compounds its energy-security
vulnerability, and enhances the relevance of neighbouring Canada and Russia as the first
ranked, full strength energy superpowers in the world.

In the finance-economic sphere, the unprecedented American-turned-global crisis of
2007-9 lives on in G8/G20 governors’ memories, and in the still struggling job and
housing markets in America, the balance sheets of financial institutions in Europe, and in
the soaring fiscal deficits and debt burdens of both. Among the G8 powers only Canada,
Japan and to some extent Italy escaped the direct, if not the indirect effects, as did almost
all the rising powers in the broader G20. As soon as G20 governors had started to get
control of that crisis, through massive fiscal and monetary stimulus and direct financial
support, a second one struck in the form of sovereign debt and fears of rescheduling and
default. Starting in Greece and moving to Spain and Portugal, this European-turned-
global financial crisis of spring 2010 spread globally and from government debt to
private financial markets and the real economy with unprecedented, indeed almost instant
speed, scale, interconnectedness, complexity and uncertainty. Close behind lay the
historically high peacetime fiscal deficits in Britain and America's - vulnerabilities that
had not yet become an additional shock.

The challenge in confronting this second shock was compounded by the fact that the cure
for the first —government spending — was the cause of the second, and it was unclear how
private firms and the economy could now bail crisis-affected G8 governments out. This
was despite the fact that the second crisis brought G7 finance ministers quickly back into
the global financial governance game, intensified ad hoc G20 finance ministers flexible
governance and led the EU and G7 controlled IMF to promise a $1 trillion support
package — the second such large scale springtime package in two years.

The European-turned-global crisis added a new political dimension — the eruption of
deadly protest in Greece and prospectively in Spain and Portugal along Europe’s southern
tier. There erupted in Europe’s 1970s generation democracies that the G8 had been
created in 1975 to help defend. The threat that they would attack the G8’s core mission of
promoting open democracy and individual liberty was muted by the fact that these arose
in the few G8 polities governed by socialists, as elsewhere in Europe, notably in Britain,
voters moved to the democratic right. And a Russia whose democratic credentials some
still doubted stood with its new European and G8 partners, rather than seek to lure the
troubled southern tier countries into the sphere of influence, as the long gone Soviet
Union once had.

The one area where shocks were absent was in the health and development domain. The
swine flu outbreak that erupted in April 209 and instantly spread to the US, Canada, and
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elsewhere had faded by the summer and no new one had arisen to take its place, let alone
in the particular field of maternal and child health. Indeed, figures released by The Lancet
in April-May 24 2010 suddenly suggested the death toll and thus threat here was
significantly less than the WHO had long claimed. To be sure, the financial and economic
crisis compounded the chronic challenges of food, nutrition, water, good governance, and
vulnerable and insecure states. But in no visible case did they provoke political changes
that set back the global democratic revolution. Indeed those threats arose only in oil, gas,
and lithium rich Venezuela and Bolivia.

These shocks came with sufficient strength, speedy sequencing, scope, and equalizing
effect to propel the summits to substantial performance across a broad range. But there
impact was somewhat skewed. There were no targeted shocks on the priorities of health
and accountability and few on security vulnerabilities, Afghanistan and Iran. The most
proximate and politically problematic arose in the finance-economic field. This suggested
G8 governors dedicated to defending democracy would want tot discuss the European
debt crisis at their G8 summit, that a closer G8-G20 relationship would be forged beyond
the old formula based on a sharp division of subject labour, and that the G20 would have
an incentive to adopt the principles of political openness cherished by the GS.

Multilateral Organizational Failure

The second cause of substantial summit performance was the continuing, compounding
failure of the established multilateral organization to cope with these crises and chronic
challenges in the world. The UNSC, with its prospective Chinese veto, offered only a
delayed and diluted sanctionest response to Iran and North Korea, did little to help in
Afghanistan, and nothing of consequence to help America and Russia prevent or cope
with their new terrorist threats. The UN’s NPT review conference offered a useful action
forcing deadline and form to secure universal hard law legitimacy but still relied
primarily for progress on President Obama’s Nuclear Security Summit in April, its
Korean hosted successor in 2011, and the Canadian-Korean chaired G8 and G20 summits
in between.

In the energy-environment-natural disaster sphere, the UN system did well on
humanitarian relief in Haiti, even if it relied heavily on G8 members, the US and Canada,
for leadership here. ICAO was not visibly leading the response to the Icelandic volcano.
And the UN’s energy and environment organization was mission in action on the Gulf oil
spill. On climate change, the failure of the COP/MOP at Copenhagen left it to the
Copenhagen Accords ad hoc G5, and ultimately the G8/G20 summits to come up with the
$30 billion in fast start money from 2010-2012 that the CA-5 had promised all alone to
produce in December 2009.

Nowhere has the failure of the established multilateral organizations been greater than in
the inability of the UN as a whole to advance toward securing the eight Millennium
Development goals that the leader of all its members collectively proclaimed in
September 2000 that they would achieve by 2015. With two thirds of the time already
gone, the two that are furthest behind are those for child and maternal health, the very
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ones that the Muskoka G8 has adopted, as its “top priority” for the summit, to get back on
track.

Predominant Equalizing Capability

The G8 and G20’s strong, shock-intensified moves toward collectively predominant and
internally equal capability among members also strongly propelled the G8 and G20’s
substantial performance.

In 2009, in overall capability, the G8 continued to command a majority of many of the
relevant capabilities in the world, starting with those in the military realm. In the
economic sphere, an IMF report released on May 18, 2010 showed that the G8 members
(absent to remaining EU) commanded a predominant $32.2 trillion or 72% of the G20’s
GDP in 2009 (Kim 2010). The broader G20 contained an overwhelming 85% of the
world’s GDP, a similar share of its trade and 66% of the world’s population.

Within the two clubs capability among countries was equalizing strongly as well. The
G8’s share of global GDP had dropped 10.3% points from a decade earlier to its 72%
level now The GDP of four major emerging Asian, G20 only members — China, India,
Korea, Indonesia — now was $8.5 trillion or 19% of G20 GDP, nearly double its 10%
share a decade before. This surge was led by China, which had globally ranked 7" in
GDP in 1999, fourth in 2006 (overtaking Italy, France and the UK), third in 2007 (ahead
of Germany) and heading for second ahead of Japan in 2010.

Within the G8 alone, in the year leading up to the Muskoka Summit, the least capable
member Canada led in present and projected growth, with 6.1% growth in the first
quarter of 2010. This was more than twice the rate of growth in the largest member, the
US. Meanwhile, a rebounding Japan remained well behind and a sluggish Europe was
newly handicapped by the sovereign debt crisis that erupted in May. Outside the G8, the
other G20 members were largely performing like Canada within.

Six weeks before the summit these underlying GDP trends were offset by strong sudden
currency changes in response to the European-turned-global debt crisis erupting then. The
immediate safe haven seeking flight to quality saw the US dollar spike, while the Euro,
Canadian dollar and other commodity currencies declined.

In all, these changes in overall capability meant that the G8 was still large enough to lead,
as a club of increasing material equals in underlying annual economic strength. But it
could lead more effectively on economic issues within and through the G20, where the
19% addition of the four emerging Asian economics could be added to give the unified
G20 an overwhelming global share.

Common Principles

Their coherence and commitment of the G8 and even G20 clubs is reinforced by the
common democratic convictions of their Canadian and Korean chairs, the G20 steering
group pentarchy which added the US, Britain and France, and almost all members, and
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especially the country participants invited to come. There was a growing consensus on
the importance of financial stability and sustainable growth through economic openness,
including transparency, accountability, good corporate and public governance and the
rule of law. The new emphasis at the G8 and even the G20 on the accountability that
enhanced effectiveness and legitimacy was one result of consensus on political openness
pervading the clubs

Political Control

The fifth cause of summit performance, the domestic political control, capital and
continuity of the leaders performance presented a substantial constraint on performance.
Host Stephen Harper had a minority government, personal and party approvals that could
prevent a majority if an election were held now, and a Supreme Court that had to rule on
his proposal for a single national securities regulators that two leading provinces
opposed. He was however now a G8 veteran and G20 founding father, with Muskoka
being his fifth G8 summit in a row, and Toronto his fourth G20 in less than two years.
Harpers G20 co-chair at Toronto, Korean President Lee Myung-Bak was in a secure and
newly popular position at home, the latter due to his firm response to the shock of the
North Korean naval attack.

Elsewhere in the G8, the domestic political position of leaders was less secure. In the
U.S. President Obama and his party barely controlled both houses of Congress, had
recent victories on healthcare and prospectively financial reform blackened by the
continuing shock of the oil spill in the Gulf. With sagging popularity, Tea Party anger at
America's soaring deficit, and mid term congressional elections looming in November, he
had to keep one eye on his voters back home when he worked at his second G8 summit
and third G20 one in Ontario right next door.

In the world's second most powerful country, the political situation was much worse.
Less than a month before the summit started, Japanese Prime Minister Hatoyama
resigned, due to plummeting popularity from his failure to agree with his American ally
over its bases in Okinawa — a key issue of Asian security now that the prospected war on
the nearby Korean peninsula rose. While the new leader selected on June 3, should it be
finance Minister Kan, could provide some short term continuity, Japan's Prime Minister
would arrive in Ontario with virtually no G8 and G20 summit experience, with an upper
house election looming a few weeks after they return to Japan,

Elsewhere in the G8, political weakness prevailed. Angela Merkel's popularity was
plummeting due to her handling of the Euro crisis, and leading her to unilateralism over
naked short selling and similarly populist things. French President Sarkozy was in a
similar position, and also key regional elections as well. With theses and G8 and G20
veterans so domestically handicapped, internationally flexible leadership from Europe
would have to come from Britain novice Prime Minister David Cameron backed by his
novel minority government, and from the ultimate G8 and G20 veteran, Italy's Silvio
Berlusconi, who had hosted the G8 with some success in L'Aquila, Italy last year.
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The balance of power in domestic political control, capital and continuity thus lay with
the emerging, non G8 powers of the G20. China's Hu Jintao was in firm control back
home and had been coming to the G8 summits as a guest since 2003 and G20 ones since
the start, even if he was due to retire in 2012 and the prospect of domestic insurrection
and civil strife remained large. India's Manmohan Singh, recently re-elected with a
surprisingly strong plurality, was equally a G8 and G20 veteran, but one who could keep
coming to the summits as long as his aging health allowed. He also led all the G20
leaders in his economic expertise and experience as a finance minister now that Britain's
Gordon Brown was gone. Brazil's President Lula was like Hu Jintao in all respects, save
an earlier retirement date and deep populist popularity in his durable democratic policy at
home.

Constricted, Controlled Participation

On the sixth propeller of performance - the constricted, controlled participation that
leaves leaders alone to be leaders with their only peers and desired partners- the G8 and
G20 summits will see a substantial advance on those in the recent past.

Compared to the 40 leaders in the military barracks at L'Aquila last year, there will only
be 15 in the Deerhurst Hotel in the remote resort town of Huntsville in Muskoka-
strikingly scenic for its timeless natural beauty rather than its recent destruction. In
contrast to the 57 leaders at the Pittsburg G20, in Toronto there will be about 30, with
most staying in hotels with a block and easy walk to their meeting place. Moreover, a full
seat at the summit table will be reserved for only the 20 members and a few invited
guests, with a virtually all the attending heads of multilateral organizations sitting in the
back row in case they are asked for technical advice, just as civil servants are in the
member governments at home. Although almost no G20 only leaders will join the G8
ones in Muskoka, the tight proximity of the two summits in time, place, preparation and
coordination should make for three days of seamless summitry delivered by leaders
acting as a single global governance team.

Conclusion

The Muskoka-Toronto summits are unlikely to go down as big spending, signature
successes, the way the British-Hosted Gleneagles G8 in 2005 and the London G20 in
2009 did. Especially if mobilizing massive new money is the measurement, Muskoka will
also struggle to surpass the Canada’s last summit at Kananaskis in 2002, which produced
multibillion packages, for development in general, replenishment of the International
Development Association in particular, and the new Global Partnership on Weapons and
Materials of Mass Destruction, as well bringing Africans to the table in a new partnership
and letting Russia host the summit in 2006. But Kananaskis did little to help win the war
against terrorists, lawlessness and poverty in Afghanistan and govern the global economy
and financial system, which is the compelling crisis, challenge and centerpiece for the
G20 and global community now. Taken all together, the across-the-board advances
should enable Muskoka-Toronto to match and even surpass the Kananaksis legacy with
ease.
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The Muskoka-Toronto twins will be an amalgam of the greatest achievements from all
Canadian hosted summits in the past. Through its achievements on child and maternal
health, food security, research and innovation for development, security vulnerabilities,
the G20’s architecture and its development and IFI reform agendas, it will do more for
development and north-south partnership than Montebello in 1981 did, even if the latter
had a greater direct shock to drive it than the summits today have. Through its
accountability report for the G8, its strengthening of the G20 and its relationship with the
G8, and the G20’s IFI reform advances, it will do more to modernize global governance
than the 1995 Halifax summit with its UN-Bretton Woods focus did.

Above all, Canada’s June summits will most resemble the 1988 Toronto G7 one, held in
exactly the same place then as the G20 will be on June 27". In both cases a Conservative
Canadian prime minister unpopular in down Toronto offered free trade and investment as
a key instrument of Canadian and Global growth, securing endorsement of this approach
from his fellow leaders and initiating a process that changed global economic governance
with the creation of the World Trade Organization in 1995. There the “Toronto Terms”
for debt relief began a process that culminated at Gleneagles and that arguably did more
for self-directed development in poor countries than the provision of ODA did. And
Toronto advanced the Canadian-led crusade against apartheid in South Africa, to a happy
conclusion in a now democratic country that is a full founding member of an enlarged
and overwhelming democratic G8. The legacy of Toronto 1988 will live on in Toronto
2010 and its Muskoka twin, and enable the now twin summits to go well beyond.
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Appendix A: G8 Performance from 1975 to 2009

Year Gr? Domestic POlltlEal Deliberative Directional® Decisional| Delivery Dev G]oba]e Attendees’
de Management Governance
# . .
Ave# | # #of # Refs to Complianc . Min/ | # Par
0, -
7 Mem Refs | Days State Words | Core Values # Cmis e # Bodies off | C/10
ments

1975 A- 33% 033 | 3 1 1,129 5 14 0.571 0/1 4/6 0/0
1976 D 33% 1.00 | 2 1 1,624 0 7 0.089 0/0 7 0/0
1977 B- 50% 1.50 | 2 6 2,669 0 29 0.084 0/1 8 0/0
1978 A 75% 325 | 2 2 2,999 0 35 0.363 0/0 8 0/0
1979 | B+ 67% 333 | 2 2 2,102 0 34 0.823 12 8 0/0
1980 | C+ 20% 040 | 2 5 3,996 3 55 0.076 0/1 8 0/0
1981 C 50% 375 | 2 3 3,165 0 40 0.266 1/0 8 0/0
1982 C 75% 1.75 | 3 2 1,796 0 23 0.84 0/3 9 0/0
1983 B 60% 3.00 | 3 2 2,156 7 38 -0.109 0/0 8 0/0
1984 C- 25% 050 | 3 5 3,261 0 31 0.488 1/0 8 0/0
1985 E 33% 1.00 | 3 2 3,127 1 24 0.01 0/2 8 0/0
1986 | B+ 80% 440 | 3 4 3,582 1 39 0.583 1/1 9 0/0
1987 D 25% 6.00 | 3 7 5,064 0 53 0.933 0/2 9 0/0
1988 C- 25% 050 | 3 3 4,872 0 27 -0.478 0/0 8 0/0
1989 | B+ 50% 1.00 | 3 11 7,125 1 61 0.078 0/1 8 0/0
1990 D 33% 0.67 | 3 3 7,601 10 78 -0.14 0/3 8 0/0
1991 B- 20% 280 | 3 3 8,099 8 53 0.000 0/0 9 1/0
1992 D 33% 133 | 3 4 7,528 5 41 0.64 1/1 8 0/0
1993 C+ 33% 1.00 | 3 2 3,398 2 29 0.75 0/2 8 1/0
1994 C 40% 1.80 | 3 2 4,123 5 53 1.0 1/0 8 1/0
1995 B+ 25% 025 | 3 3 7,250 0 78 1.0 2/2 8 1/0
1996 B 40% 040 | 3 5 15,289 6 128 0.41 0/3 8 Ya
1997 C- 40% 040 | 3 4 112,994 6 145 0.128 1/3 9 1/0
1998 B+ 60% 1.00 | 3 4 6,092 5 73 0.318 0/0 9 0/0
1999 | B+ 80% 1.60 | 3 4 110,019 4 46 0.382 1/5 9 0/0
2000 B 25% 9.50 | 3 5 13,596 6 105 0.814 0/4 9 4/3
2001 B 40% 120 | 3 7 6,214 3 58 0.55 12 9 0
2002 B+ 17% 0.17 | 2 18 | 11,959 10 187 0.35 1/8 10 0
2003 C 75% 125 | 3 14 | 16,889 17 206 0.658 0/5 10 12/5
2004 | C+ 33% 0.67 | 3 16 | 38,517 11 245 0.54 0/15 10 12/0
2005 A- 50% 050 | 3 16 | 22,286 29 212 0.65 0/5 9 11/6
2006 25% 025 | 3 15 | 30,695 256 317 0.47 0/4 10 5/9
2007 75% 125 | 3 8 25857 651 329 0.51 0/4 9 9/9
2008 B+ 33% 133 | 3 6 16,842 TBC 296 0.48 1/4 9 15/6
2009 B 75% 275 3 10 | 31,167 62 254 0.33¢ 2/9 10 | 28/10
Total 98 | 206 345,082 1,105 3,369 14.127 15/101 299 | 74/43
Ave. all| B- 44% 1.74 | 2.8 5 0.404 0.43/2.89 8.5 12.17/1.26
?yvc.le 1 - 47% 1.94 |21 | 29 | 2,526 1.1 29 0.3246 0.14/0.71 7.43 0/0
?yvc']e 5 C 46% 245 | 3 33 | 3,408 1.3 34 0.3239 0.29/1.14 8.43 0/0
?yvc.le 3 C+ 33% 126 | 3 4 6,446 4.4 56 0.4754 0.58/1.29 8.14 | 0.57/0
?yvc.le 4 B 43% 204 29 | 6.7 10,880 5.7 106 0.4217 0.58/3.57 9.00 |0.86/1.00
?yvc.le 5 B 52% 0.88 | 3 | 12,5 | 25,181 177 255.67 0.5197 0.43/6.57 9.57 [10.67/6.0
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Notes:

N/A=Not Available; TBC=to be calculated.
a. Grades up to and including 2005 are given by Nicholas Bayne; from 2006 on are given by John Kirton, generated according to a
different framework and method.

b. Domestic Political Management (National Policy Addresses): % Mem is the percentage of measured G8 countries that referred to
the G7/8 at least once that year in their national policy addresses. Ave # refs = the average number of references for the measured
countries.

c. Directional: number of references in the communiqué’s chapeau or chair’s summary to the G8’s core values of democracy, social
advance and individual liberty.
d. Delivery: Compliance scores from 1990 to 1995 measure compliance with commitments selected by Ella Kokotsis. Compliance
scores from 1996 to 2008 measure compliance with G8  Research  Group’s selected commitments.
e. Development of Global Governance: Bodies Min/Off is the number of new G7/8-countries institutions created at the ministerial
(min) and official (off) level at or by the summit, or during the hosting year, at least in the form of having one meeting take place. The
first number represents ministerials created. The second number represents official level bodies created.
f. Attendees refers to the number of leaders of full members, including those representing the European Community from the start, and
the number of invited participants of countries and/or of international organizations at the G8 leaders’ session. Russia started as a
participant in 1991 and became a full member in 1998. In 1975, the G4 met without Japan and Italy; later that year the G6 met.
C=Countries; IO=International Organizations. The first number represents non-G8 countries who participated. The second number
represents International Organizations who participated.

g. Score is based on the 2009 L’Aquila Interim Compliance Report
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Appendix B: G20 Performance, 1999-2010

G20 Finance Ministers

Development of G20
Governance Development of Global Governance
Deliberation | Deci-|G20|G20| Dep | Work- Other Institutions Noted at Meetings
Year Words | Doc |Days|sional| I B |Mitgs| shops | BWI|IMF| WB |WTO|FSF|FATF | UN [ BCBS | OECD | IFI | IEF |[IOSCO|FSB |Other
1999 402 1 2 4 2 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 1
2000 2455 | 1 2 8 002 0 0 [12] 4 1 2 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 2
2001 2479 | 2 2 24 1 0 1 2 1 0 4 3 2 3 8 6 1 0 210 0 0 2
2002 958 1 2 2 0|1 ]2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 310 0 0 2
2003 1185 1 2 6 1 2 2 1 0 6 3 1 0 2 1 0 1 210 0 0 1
2004 39370 4 [ 210 ]2]0]2 3 0 | 4] 4 0 0 5 1 0 2 010 0 0 0
2005 3420 4 | 2 8 0]0]2 3 15| 81 4 2 0 0 2 0 1 0|1 0 0 0
2006 3483 | 2 [ 2 |10 |1 ]O0 |2 3 1 [ 13]10] 1 0 2 0 0 0 010 0 0 3
2007 3856 | 2 [ 2 [ 20 |1 ]0 ]2 3 3 |10 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 010 0 0 1
2008 259 1 2 4 0]10]0 0 01210 0 0 0 0 0 0 010 0 0 0
2008 1744 | 1 2 |27 |5]0]2 3 3 813 0 1 0 0 0 0 110 0 0 2
2009H* | 1669 | 3 1 18 |0 |02 1 0 |52 0 3 0 0 0 0 310 1 0 2
2009L* | 1368 | 2 | 2 |TBC|3 | 0 | O 2 0|5 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 110 0 7 2
2009S 1270 | 1 2 |[TBC| 3 1 0 0 0 8 4 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 9 4
2010 2078 | 1 2 [TBC|13] 0 | 1 0 0 | 715 1 0 1 1 2 2 311 0 7 6
Total 27143127 | 29 | 141 |31 | 6 [ 22| 21 24 194 1491 10 | 9 19 |13 5 8
G20 Leaders
Development of
G20 Governance
Deliberation  [Deci-| Delivery: Working Other Institutions Noted at Meetings
Year | Words | Doc | Days|sional| Compliance| G20B | Groups [BWI|IMF | WB |WTO|FSF|FATF | UN | BCBS|OECD| IFI | IEF |IOSCO|FSB |Other
2008 | 3656 | 1 2 |95 0.58 2 4 2 |12] 6 2 6 1 2 1 1 410 0 0 0
2009 | 6247 | 3 | 2 | 88 TBC | 1 0 |35] 8 2 5 3 2 8 2 1210 3 20| 5
2009 [ 9327 | 1 | 2 [128 0.23 0 0 0 |4 [17] 4 0 3 3 0 5 312 2 11 5
Total (19230 | 4 | 6 | 311 TBC 3 5 2 | 5131 8 |11 5 7 9 8 19 | 2 55 |31 10

Source:

G20 Research Group, University of Toronto, International Organizations Research Institute of the State University Higher School of Economics in
cooperation with the National Training Foundation of the Russian Federation.

Notes:

Includes only meetings at which communiqués were issued.

"Emergency or special meeting held outside regular annual schedule.

TBC = to be calculated. Catalysts: 1Y = one-year time table; CIO = delegation to core international organization; OIO = delegation to other international
organization; BCBS = Basel Committee of Banking Supervisors; BWI = Bretton Woods institutions; FATF = Financial Action Task Force; FSB = Financial
Stability Board; FSF = Financial Stability Forum; IEF = International Energy Forum; IFIs = international financial institutions; IMF = International
Monetary; OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; UN = United Nations; WB = World Bank; WTO = World Trade
Organization. Deliberation: Words is the number of words in documents issued at the annual meeting. Doc is the number of documents issued at the annual
meeting. Days is the duration of the meeting. Decisional: Number of total commitments made for the year in question, including commitments as they relate
to the G20 as a whole and excluding country-specific commitments. Delivery: Total number of compliance catalysts embedded in commitments for the year
in question. Catalysts highlighted in parentheses affect compliance either positively (+) or negatively (-). Development of G20 Governance: Documents
issued for the year in question, excluding titles and subtitles. One unit of analysis is one sentence. G201 is the number of references to G20 as an institution;
G20B is the number of references to G20 official-level bodies, including seminars; Dep Mtgs refers to the number of deputies meetings. Development of
Global Governance: Number of times an international institution is mentioned in the documents for the year in question, excluding titles and subtitles. One
unit of analysis is one sentence. If more than one institution is mentioned within a sentence, each institution is accounted for; if one institution is mentioned
more than once in a sentence, it is only counted once.
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Appendix C: G20 Leaders Communiqué Conclusions, 2008—-09

Financial Crises

# % Total # % Total # % Total Dedicated
Summit Words Words Paragraphs | Paragraphs | Documents | Documents Documents
Washington 2008 1865 50.9 25 35.2 1 100 1
London 2009 2135 34.1 30 32.6 3 100 3
Pittsburgh 2009 3118 334 33 30.2 1 100 1
Average 2372 394 293 32.6 1.6 100 1.6
Trade

# % Total # % Total # % Total Dedicated
Summit Words Words Paragraphs | Paragraphs | Documents | Documents Documents
Washington 2008 439 12 4 5.6 1 100 0
London 2009 1009 16.1 17 18.4 2 66.6 0
Pittsburgh 2009 906 9.7 9 8.2 1 100 0
Average 784.6 12.6 10 10.7 1.3 88.8 0
Development

# % Total # % Total # % Total Dedicated
Summit Words Words Paragraphs | Paragraphs | Documents | Documents Documents
Washington 2008 651 17.8 9 12.6 1 100 0
London 2009 1726 27.6 28 304 3 100 1
Pittsburgh 2009 2292 24.5 20 18.3 1 100 0
Average 1556 233 19 20.4 1.6 100 0.33
Climate Change

# % Total # % Total # % Total Dedicated
Summit Words Words Paragraphs | Paragraphs | Documents | Documents Documents
Washington 2008 64 1.7 2 2.8 1 100 0
London 2009 64 1 2 2.1 1 100 0
Pittsburgh 2009 911 9.7 10 11.7 3 100 0
Average 247.3 4.1 4.6 5.5 1.3 100 0
Energy

# % Total # % Total # % Total Dedicated
Summit Words Words Paragraphs | Paragraphs | Documents | Documents Documents
Washington 2008 29 0.79 1 1.4 1 100 0
London 2009 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
Pittsburgh 2009 1259 13.4 12 11 1 100 0
Average 419 4.7 43 4.1 1.6 66.6 0
Notes:

Data are drawn from all official English-language documents released by the G20 leaders as a group. Charts are

excluded.

# of Words: Number of issue-specific subjects for the year indicated, excluding titles and references. Words are
calculated by paragraph because the paragraph is the unit of analysis. % of Total Words: Total number of words in all
documents for the year indicated. # of Paragraphs: Number of paragraphs containing issue-specific references for the
year indicated. Each point is recorded as a separate paragraph. % of Total Paragraphs. Total number of paragraphs in
all documents for the year indicated. # of Documents: Number of documents that contain issue-specific subjects and

excludes dedicated documents. % of Total Documents: Total number of documents for the year indicated. # of
Dedicated Documents: Number of documents for the year that refer to the specified issue in the title.
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Appendix D: G20 Compliance, London Summit 2009

Member Sept 2008 April 2009 September 2009
N=1 N=5 N= CCN =

Germany +1 +1
United Kingdom +1 +1
France 0 +1
Canada +1 +0.8
European Union +1 +0.8
Australia +1 +0.8
Russia 0 +0.4
United States 0 +0.4
Brazil +1 +0.2
Japan +1 +0.2
Saudi Arabia +0.2
Turkey +0.2
Italy +1 0
Mexico +1 0
South Africa +1 0
South Korea 0
China 0 -0.4
India 0 -0.4
Indonesia 0 -0.4
Argentina 0 —0.6
All Average +0.58 +0.23
G8 Average (9) +0.75 +0.62
Non-G8 Average (11) +0.50° —-0.03

Note: G8 members are in bold.
a Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and South Korea were excluded from this calculation due to lack of compliance data.
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Appendix E: Shocks 2009-2010

Political- Subject Status Source Spread Speed Scale Scale Democracy in
Security Deaths Destruction Doubt
Afghanistan War Old- BMENA Bilateral Yes
New (Afghanistan) | Border
(Pakistan)
Regional
(BMENA)
Korea — | War Old Asia  (North | Bilateral 49
Cheonan Korea) Border
NYC Terrorism New Yemen-USA | Africa- 0 0
America
Detroit — Dec. | Terrorism New USA 0 0
25,2009
NYC May Terrorism New USA 0 0
Moscow Terrorism New Russia N/A 38 Yes
Subway
Energy-
Environment
Haiti Environment New Americas (Dominican 30,000-
Natural Republic) 50, 000
Disaster
Chilean Environment New Americas N/A N/A 300
Earthquake Natural
Disaster
Icelandic Environment New Europe Europe-North | 1 day 0
Volcano Natural (Iceland) America
Disaster
Gulf of Mexico | Environment- New — | USA America- April 11
Energy human Mexico 20-
accident ongoing
Finance-
Economy
2007-9 Banking- New USA-Britain- | Global 18 0 No
American- Finance Germany months
Atlantic
Greece Debt Sovereign Old Greece Europe Weeks 3 Yes
Debt
European Debt | Sovereign Old Europe Global 1 day 0 Yes
Debt (Bank) (New)
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Appendix F: Leaders’ Political Support in G8/G20 Countries
June 4, 2010

Canada France Germany Italy Japan Russia UK US EU
Date Harper Sarkozy Merkel Berlusconi | Kan Medvedev | Cameron | Obama Barroso
January 59% 45%" 75%
2010
February 7%
2010
March 29% 36% 44% 75% 53%
2010
April 33% 34% 55% 44% 33%" 73% 54% 34%
2010
May 2010 | 29% 27% 58% 24%" 54% 51%
June 2010

Notes: wording includes: “Do you have a positive or negative opinion of xxx?;” “Do you have confidence in xxx to face the country’s
problems;” “Do you approve or disapprove of xxx performance?; “Are you satisfied with the political work of xxx?;” “Indicate
whether you have a very good, somewhat good, somewhat poor or a very poor opinion of xxx;” and “Do you have confidence in

xxx?”

a Polls representative of Hatoyama’s political support while Prime Minister
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Appendix G: Leader Continuity in G8/G20 Countries

G8 # of Summit 1 Summit 2 Summit 3 Summit 4 Summit 5 Summit 6 | # of summits
changes | (Nov 1975) | (Jun 1976) | (May 977) (Jul 1978) (Jun 1979) | (Jun 1980) | for June 2010
Leader
France 0 d’Estaing d’Estaing d’Estaing d’Estaing d’Estaing d’Estaing Sarkozy = 4
United 2 Ford Ford Carter Carter Carter Carter Obama =2
States
Britain 2 Wilson Callaghan Callaghan Callaghan Thatcher Thatcher | Cameron = 1
Germany 0 Schmidt Schmidt Schmidt Schmidt Schmidt Schmidt Merkel =5
Japan 2 Miki Miki Fukuda Fukuda Ohira Ministers’ Kan =1
Italy 2 Moro Moro Andreotti Andreotti Andreotti Cossiga Berlusconi =
9
Canada 2 N/A Trudeau Trudeau Trudeau Clark Trudeau Harper =5
Russia N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Medvedev =
3
European 0 N/A N/A Jenkins Jenkins Jenkins Jenkins
Union
Total: 10
G20 # of Summit 1 Summit 2 Summit 3 Summit 4 Summit 5 Summit 6 | # of summits
changes | (Nov 2008) | (Apr2009) | (Sep2009) | (Jun2010) | (Nov2010) (2011) for June 2010
Leader
United 1 Bush Obama Obama Obama Obama Obama® 3
States
Britain 1 Brown Brown Brown Cameron Cameron Cameron® 1
Canada 0 Harper Harper Harper Harper Harper Harper® 4
Korea 0 Lee Lee Lee Lee Lee Lee! 4
France 0 Sarkozy Sarkozy Sarkozy Sarkozy Sarkozy Sarkozy 4
Argentina 0 Kirchner Kirchner Kirchner Kirchner Kirchner Kirchner® 4
Australia 0 Rudd Rudd Rudd Rudd Rudd Unknown 4
Brazil 0 da Silva da Silva da Silva da Silva Unknown Unknown 4
China 0 Hu Hu Hu Hu Hu Hu 4
Germany 0 Merkel Merkel Merkel Merkel Merkel Merkel 4
India 0 Singh Singh Singh Singh Singh Singh 4
Indonesia 0 Yudhoyono | Yudhoyono | Yudhoyono | Yudhoyono | Yudhoyono | Yudhoyono 4
Italy 0 Berlusconi | Berlusconi | Berlusconi | Berlusconi | Berlusconi | Berlusconi 4
Japan 2 Aso Aso Hatoyama Kan Kan Kan 1
Mexico 0 Calderon Calderon Calderon Calderon Calderon Calderon 4
Russia 0 Medvedev Medvedev | Medvedev | Medvedev Medvedev | Medvedev 4
Saudi 0 Abdullah Abdullah Abdullah Abdullah Abdullah Abdullah 4
Arabia
South Africa 1 Motlanthe Motlanthe Zuma Zuma Zuma Zuma 2
Turkey 0 Erdogan Erdogan Erdogan Erdogan Erdogan Erdogan® 4
Total: 5
Notes:

a. Assumes Barack Obama completes his term as president.
b. Assumes the coalition holds and no election is called.

c. Assumes no Canadian election is called before 2012.

d. Assumes Lee Myung-Bak completes his term as president.
e. Assumes the 2011 Argentinian elections are not scheduled before the G20 summit.
f. Assumes no change in government. Next election date is variable.
g. Next election date is variable.
h. Masayoshi Ohira died a few days before the 1980 G7 Venice Summit. Japan was represented by Saburo Okita,
minister of foreign affairs, Noboru Takeshita, minister of finance, and Kiyoaki Kikuchi, the prime minister’s personal
representative (sherpa).
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Appendix H: Previous Finance Experience of G20 Leaders in

2010

Country Head Ministerial Experience Professional Experience Education
USA Bush 0 0
USA Obama 0 Lawyer
Britain Cameron 0 0 Economics
Canada Harper 0 Accountant MA Economics
Korea Lee 0 Businessman
France Sarkozy Budget, 1992 Lawyer

Interior, 2002, 2005

Economy, finance, and

industry, 2004
Argentina Kirchner 0 Lawyer
Australia Rudd 0 0
Brazil Da Silva 0 0
China Hu 0 0
India Singh Finance, 2008 Economist, IMF PhD Economics

Governor of the Reserve
Bank of India, 1982-1985
Indonesia Yudhoyono 0 0 PhD  Agricultural
Economics

Italy Berlusconi 0 0
Japan Kan Finance Minister, 2010

Deputy Prime Minister
Mexico Calderon 0 0 MA Economics
Russia Medvedev 0 Lawyer
Saudi Arabia Abdullah Chair of the Supreme | 0

Economic Council
South Africa Zuma 0 0
Turkey Erdogan 0 0
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Appendix I: Outside Participating Countries in G8 Summits

South Africa 11 2000 | 2001 2002 |2003 2004 | 2005 2006 | 2007 |2008 | 2009 | 2010
Nigeria 10 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 2004 | 2005 2007 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Algeria 10 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 2004 | 2005 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Senegal 10 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 2004 | 2005 2007 2008 | 2009 | 2010
China 6 2003 2005 2006 | 2007 |2008 | 2009
India 6 2003 2005 2006 | 2007 |2008 | 2009
Brazil 6 2003 2005 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
Mexico 6 2003 2005 2006 | 2007 |2008 | 2009
Ghana 4 2004 | 2005 2007 | 2008

Egypt 4 2003 2007 2009 | 2010
Ethiopia 4 2005 2008 | 2009 | 2010
Tanzania 2 2005 2008

Turkey 2 2004 2009
Australia 2 2008 | 2009
Indonesia 2 2008 | 2009
South Korea 2 2008 | 2009
Bangladesh 1 2001

Mali 1 2001

El Salvador 1 2001

Morocco® 1 2003

Saudi Arabia 1 2003

Malaysia 1 2003

Switzerland 1 2003

Afghanistan 1 2004

Bahrain 1 2004

Iraq 1 2004

Jordan 1 2004

Yemen 1 2004

Uganda 1 2004

Congo” 1 2006

Kazakhstan® 1 2006

Angola 1 2009
Denmark 1 2009
Libya® 1 2009
Netherlands 1 2009
Spain 1 2009
Malawi 1 2010
Colombia 1 2010
Jamaica 1 2010
Haiti 1 2010
Total® 40

Notes:

a. Representing the G77.

b. Representing the African Union.

c. Representing the Commonwealth of Independent States

d. Representing the African Union.
e. Does not include outside presidencies of the European Union.
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Appendix J: Outside Participating Countries in G8 Summits

South Africa

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Nigeria

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2007

2008

Algeria

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2007

2008

Senegal

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2007

2008

China

2003

2005

2006

2007

2008

India

2003

2005

2006

2007

2008

Brazil

2003

2005

2006

2007

2008

Mexico

2003

2005

2006

2007

2008

Ghana

2004

2005

2007

2008

Egypt

2003

2007

Ethiopia

2005

2008

Tanzania

2005

2008

Bangladesh

2001

Mali

2001

El Salvador

2001

Morocco®

2003

Saudi Arabia

2003

Malaysia

2003

Switzerland

2003

Afghanistan

2004

Bahrain

2004

Iraq

2004

Jordan

2004

Turkey

2004

Yemen

2004

Uganda

2004

Congob

2006

Kazakhstan®

2006

Australia

2008

Indonesia

2008

South Korea

2008

QO | [ | [ [ [ | [ [ | | [ | [ [ [ o= = = [ NN [N B [ [ [in | oo oo |0 |\

Total?

Notes:
a. Representing the G77.

b. Representing the African Union.
c. Representing the Commonwealth of Independent States
d. Does not include outside presidencies of the European Union.
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Appendix K: Multilateral Organizations at G20 Summits

Summit WB UN IMF | FSF/FSB | WTO | ILO | OECD | Total
Washington 1 1 1 4
London 1 1 1 1 1 5
Pittsburgh 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
Toronto 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Total 4 4 4 4 3 2 2 [ ]

Notes: WB=World Bank; UN=United Nations; IMF=International Monetary Fund;
FSF=Financial Stability Fund; FSB=Financial Stability Board; WTO=World Trade
Organization; ASEAN=Association for South East Asian Negotiations; NEPAD=New
Partnership for Africa’s Development; ILO=International Labour Organization;
OECD=Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.

Only MOs whose head participated at the summit are listed above. Other MOs, including

the African Union (AU) and the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) have been
included at G20 summits.

Appendix L: Heads of State Invited to G20 Summits

Summit

AU

ASEAN NEPAD Spain Netherlands Total
Washington 1 1 2
London 1 (Thailand) 1 (Ethiopia) 1 1 4
Pittsburgh 1 (Thailand) 1 (Ethiopia) 1 1 4
Toronto 1 (Malawi) 1 (Vietnam) 1 (Ethiopia) 1 1 5
Total 1 3 3 4 4 [
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