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Aircraft launching from a US Navy 
carrier in the Red Sea. Today’s world 
needs highly mobile and flexible 
defence forces, ready to react to 
threats wherever they occur

Advanced 
technology gives 
the US the edge 
in war fighting, 
but does that 
mean only the 
US will in future 
decide which 
wars to fight?

cuts in defence expenditures, what are the consequences 
for states’ future ability to take action?

For defence policymakers and their political leaders, the  
Cold War was fairly predictable. The Soviet Union and 
the Warsaw Pact were slow-moving, visible institutions 
that would take time to mount an attack against the West. 
Any threatening build-up could be matched by the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), as forces gathered 
on either side of the inner German border. Such a potential 
confrontation could be prepared for. Although there was 
an arms race, what was being developed was designed to fit 
into a previously agreed plan, building on or updating an 
existing capability. There was a known threat.

 
Significant demands 
When the Cold War ended, there was a widespread 
assumption that the world would become a much safer 
place. Most Western countries made deep cuts in defence 
budgets as a ‘peace dividend’. While the world no longer 
faced the threat of mutually assured nuclear destruction, 
the West has since had to respond to a series of unforeseen 
events. No one foresaw the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
Almost overnight, countries on both sides of the divide 
were left with military equipment and capabilities designed 
for a conflict that had disappeared. Many are still dealing 
with the consequences in terms of static force structures 
and equipment designed for a different job. Few countries 
have the luxury of being able to abandon such programmes 
when so much money has been spent or committed.

This is not least the case when there have been 
significant demands on armed forces. These conflicts have 
not had a single cause. The disintegration of Yugoslavia 
tied up NATO forces on two operations. Military action in 
Sierra Leone, Côte d’Ivoire and East Timor could be said  
to have been colonial legacies. Afghanistan and the war 
against terror were the direct consequence of 9/11, and  
Iraq was an indirect consequence of this instability.

No one predicted, and planned for, the consequences of 
the suicide of a flower seller in a Tunisian marketplace, 
leading to a reform movement across the Arab world. One 
unforeseen consequence was a half-finished revolution in 
Libya that left the incumbent dictator with military assets 
and, unlike in neighbouring Egypt, the will to use them 
against protesting civilians.

Is it possible to prepare for such unpredictable threats? 
It is foreseeable that the West is increasingly likely to 
become involved in such events. The only common factor 
in recent international crises is the power of the media 
to bring events from around the world into the homes of 
western voters. The urge that ‘something must be done’ is 
very powerful, providing that what needs to be done can 
be accomplished quickly. The technology available to the 
US in Afghanistan and Iraq destroyed the conventional 
resistance with awesome speed, but in each case the 
aftermath showed that winning the war is straightforward 
compared with winning the peace.

With the cumulative effect of years of defence cuts, 
peacekeeping operations from the Balkans onward have 
strained both the military and the political resolve of the 
West. There was near unanimity that al Qaeda and the 
Taliban had to be dealt with after the events of 9/11.  
Polls showed overwhelming support for military 
intervention, but it melted away in the face of persistent 
casualties in a long, drawn-out conflict.

Floating bases
Yet sudden withdrawal is not an attractive political 
option if it leaves the country in question in no better 
position than it was at the time of the initial intervention. 
That is the issue in Libya. Once a no-fly zone has been 
agreed upon, how can the conclusion of the mission be 
determined before the threat to Libyans on the ground no 
longer exists? That conclusion can ultimately only mean 
the removal of Gaddafi, even if it cannot be stated officially.

The necessary military capabilities depend on factors 
peculiar to the particular region or country involved. Strike 
aircraft can be moved closer to Libya, providing countries 
such as Italy and Cyprus agree. Carriers can patrol the 
Mediterranean as floating bases, so aircraft can be flown off 
them. Other required military assets can be made available 
from those countries willing to be involved.

Previously, defence planners would have tried to 
anticipate impending threats and then have organised force 
structures and equipment accordingly. Recent unforeseen 
conflicts have shown that, instead, highly mobile and 
flexible forces, capable of dealing with whatever threat 
might arise wherever it originates, are needed.

Defence cuts since the end of the Cold War mean that 
no one country, with the possible exception of the US, has 
the full capacity needed to conduct the range of possible 
military actions. European force structures have been pared 
to the bone. Pooling military capabilities through NATO 
or the European Union is one possible solution, but the 
opposition of Germany to the action in Libya shows the 
political limits of this approach.

There is a risk of having to deal with an increasingly 
uncertain and dangerous world with less and less military 
capability. The pressure to intervene in crises in more  
and more countries grows, despite declining military 
capabilities to do the job. Technology gives the US the 
decisive edge in war fighting, but does that mean that  
only the US will decide which wars to fight? Peacekeeping 
is becoming more difficult than fighting; are the resources 
required to finish the job available? It may help to pool 
military capabilities, providing there is clear political 
agreement about use.

But the real answer to the problem of global  
uncertainty is either to intervene less or – preferably –  
to spend more on defence. u
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PEACE AND SECURITY

As the G8 leaders prepare to meet in 
Deauville, recent events in the Arab world 
will continue to command attention. The 
democratic protests that began in Tunisia 
and led to the exile of Zine el-Abidine 
Ben Ali inspired imitators across the 

region. In Egypt, the protesters at Tahrir Square forced 
the resignation of Hosni Mubarak. Demonstrations in 
Bahrain, Jordan, Syria and Yemen prompted governments 

to promise reforms, but popular demands for political 
reform continue to raise questions about the future of 
governments and leaders in these countries, the ongoing 
economic costs of political instability and the future of 
democracy in the Arab world.

Part of this wave of popular protest, but also apart 
from it, was the uprising in Libya against Muammar 
Gaddafi. His security forces reacted with violence, and the 
protesters took up arms. Violence escalated, prompting G8 

Although there is little consensus on the origins and desirability of the protests in 
the Arab world, the G8 and G20 leaders can take concrete steps towards stability 
in the region by helping to equip the rising generation of leaders to govern

Good governance after 
the Arab Spring
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Anti-government 
protesters in Bahrain. 
The unrest that started 
in Tunisia spread to 
several other countries 
the Middle East and 
North Africa

members Britain, France, Canada and the United States to 
engage the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 
military action to back the rebels. Italy lent its airbases to 
NATO allies and participated in the enforcement of the  
no-fly zone over its former colonial possession. G20 member 
Turkey joined in policing the arms embargo imposed 
against Libya in an attempt to limit the escalation of 
fighting. Britain’s David Cameron, France’s Nicolas Sarkozy 
and the US’s Barack Obama called for Gaddafi to relinquish 
power and let the rebels form a new government.

Not all the G8 and G20 countries look favourably on 
these protests, however. G20 member Saudi Arabia – thus 
far spared the massive street protests seen in other Arab 
countries – has nonetheless been affected by instability in 
Bahrain and Yemen, and by changes in longtime allies such 
as Egypt. Much of Turkey, with its Sunni Muslim majority 
population and close historic ties to the Arab world, was 
once governed by the Ottoman Empire, and cannot be 
sanguine about the uncertainty facing the region. 

In China, the state media noted the protests at Tahrir 
Square critically, avoiding the inevitable comparisons  
with the protests at Tiananmen Square. The decision of 
Western countries to intervene on the side of the protesters 
in Libya sets a disturbing precedent for Beijing, even after 
United Nations support was secured to legitimate the 
intervention. However, perhaps the most difficult issue for 
China is the question of democracy in formerly 
authoritarian countries across the Arab world.

The extent to which countries in the Arab world adopt 
democratic values will certainly vary. It must be the choice 
of the local population in order to be legitimate. Absent 
a broader consensus, G8 and G20 leaders should agree to 
support the governments that emerge in ways that promote 
stability, respect for basic rights and a return to economic 
health. Several concrete steps would contribute to these 
goals as the Arab spring moves into midsummer.

Establish personal contacts with new leaders. Most of yy
the countries where protesters may form governments 
have blocked western democracy assistance, or severely 
restricted it. Non-governmental trainers from the US, 
Britain, Canada, France, Germany, the Netherlands and 
other countries have helped to forge close personal ties 
among democracy activists around the world that have 
created trust and conveyed skills to prepare them for 
elections and governing. This preparation is absent in 
Egypt and Libya. A remedial effort will be necessary to 
establish contact and trust with new leaders.
Emphasise governing skills and capacity building. In yy
Central and Eastern Europe, pro-democracy activists 
were swept into office by voters, only to be voted out at 
the first opportunity when they failed to deliver a better 
life for citizens. One reason was inexperience: those 
allied with the former authoritarian regime were more 
competent at running a government, a challenge that is 
more complex than organising a protest campaign. New 
leaders will need to master fiscal and monetary policy, 
promote stability and economic growth, and foster the 
development of a civil society. Drafting a constitution, 
developing a national budget, organising a legislature, 
forming a cabinet, providing civilian oversight to 
the military and security forces in a post-conflict 
environment are all tasks that can be performed more 
capably with the benefit of the experience of foreign 
peers. Exchanges and peer-to-peer mentoring can help 
new leaders appreciably, and G8 governments have 
much to share. G20 governments formed after sudden, 
democratic openings such as Indonesia and South 
Africa have a generation of leaders who negotiated 
this difficult transition and might be deployed to help. 
Other G20 countries with relatively gradual, peaceful 
transitions to democracy, such as Brazil, Argentina and 
Mexico, have valuable experiences to share as well.

Be attentive to the opposition. The leaders who  yy
emerge from these societies include those who form 
new governments as well as the responsible opposition. 
Authoritarian regimes foster an expectation of  
“winners take all”, with the result that those who lose 
elections are tempted to take up arms, or to otherwise 
destabilise and delegitimise the new government. 
Responsible opposition leaders and parties are 
committed to competing for power according to the 
rule of law and demonstrate that commitment by 
eschewing violence. The international community, by 
reaching out to opposition leaders and parties, can 
avoid taking sides in the nascent democratic politics 
and also ensure that future alternation in power among 
new leaders occurs without a crisis.
Set parameters for political change by engagement and yy
insistence on the rule of law. The G8 and G20 have 
tremendous influence by virtue of being leaders in 
the global economy. This influence should be exerted 
on the side of adherence to human rights norms, 
democratic best practices for free and fair elections and 
transparency, and a non-violent contestation for power. 

Firm stance
Parties that serve as fronts for militia groups must be 
excluded from international support unless they give  
up their arms. New governments that deploy the power  
of the state against the opposition or segments of the 
population must similarly immediately lose foreign 
support, including democracy assistance and development 
aid. Parties and individuals who seek to restore 
authoritarianism in one form or another must be treated  
as antidemocratic and denied international support as  
well. The firm stance of the G8 and G20 against violence  
as a means to achieve political ends will set the bounds  
of political contestation for power in countries where 
historical experience and tradition have not established 
such parameters, and will be necessary until democratic 
norms have taken root.

There is no consensus among either the G8 or the 
G20 members on the origins and the desirability of the 
protests in the Arab world. They are clearly divided on 
the appropriateness of intervention in Libya in particular. 
Going forward, however, they should seek a unified 
position on concrete steps to foster peace and stability 
in this region by establishing contact with the rising 
generation of leaders, helping them to obtain the skills 
of governing and improving their capacity to do so – 
including in opposition – and setting the outer bounds 
of legitimate contestation for power. A consensus on 
good government among the G8 leaders at Deauville, or 
later among the G20 leaders at the Cannes Summit, will 
promote the return of these countries to contributing to 
the global economy, and will benefit everyone. u

 Parties that serve as 
fronts for militia groups 
must be excluded from 
international support  
unless they give up  
their arms 
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Models of a North  
Korean Scud-B missile 
and South Korean Hawk 
surface-to-air missiles 
on display at the 
Korean War Memorial 
Museum in Seoul 

PEACE AND SECURITY

Global security and  
the Korean peninsula

With current problems in North Korea likely to threaten global security, the G8 
and G20 need to take a stronger stance. They should go beyond ex post facto  
responses to diverse security threats and take the measures needed for prevention

T 
he most noticeable change observed during 
the G20 Seoul Summit in November 2010  
was the clear shift in global economic and 
political power from advanced countries  
to newly emerging countries. This shift  
will, over the medium to long term, call  

for a realignment of the international order.  
Consequently, efforts to build a new form of global 
governance will be further accelerated.

As exemplified by the progress of the G20, the  
frequent emergence and deepening of global crises  
have gradually shed light on the complementary and 
converging relationship between universal multilateralism 
and the Gx formula. The general tendency now is to 
broaden the foundations of the Gx approach to  
legitimacy while preserving its efficiency. 

Doing so will increase the impetus for creating a 
new global governance that more clearly establishes 
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North Korea 
possibly believed 
that nuclear 
development 
would give it a 
military edge 
over the South 

correlations between the Gx system and a number of 
international institutions, such as the United Nations.

The dangers and opportunities that the Korean 
peninsula question involves are likely to pose major 
challenges to that new form of global governance.

First of all, a possible conflict on the Korean peninsula 
may lead to military and security perils that end up 
involving not only north-east Asian countries, but also 
major powers around the world because of the peninsula’s 
geopolitical location, the heavy military confrontation 
along the demilitarised zone and North Korea’s nuclear 
capability. Second, it will have ramifications for the 
economic security of some of the world’s major economies, 
such as the United States, China, Japan, Russia and Korea, 
owing to their geo-economic interdependence. Third, the 
severe low-growth problems that have long plagued North 
Korea will trigger various issues of human security if there 
is a crisis on the Korean peninsula.

North Korea’s ongoing nuclear development, a matter 
of key interest for the international community, has already 
touched off a few crises and will generate more. The first 
one occurred in the early 1990s, when North Korea raised 
the nuclear issue in the aftermath of the collapse of the 
Soviet Union. In the early 2000s, Pyongyang declared 
its possession of nuclear weapons, triggering the second 
nuclear crisis. It was the North’s way of coping with the 
hardened foreign policy of the US in the wake of the 9/11 
terrorist attacks. The uranium enrichment issue, which 
has resurfaced while the Six-Party Talks remain stalled, is 
paving the way for a third nuclear crisis.

The situation today is decidedly more complex. It is a 
departure from past cycles of North Korea causing trouble 

and other countries seeking diplomatic solutions, with the 
primary examples being the Agreed Framework signed 
between the United States and North Korea in Geneva in 
1994 and the Joint Six-Party Statement of 19 September 
2005. There are several explanations for this new pattern. 
China’s position as a new power is profoundly changing 
the international strategic environment. In addition, the 
health of Kim Jong-il is deteriorating. These circumstances 
alone render change in North Korea inevitable. 

In addition, however, the two instances of North Korea’s 
provocation of the South in 2010 – first in the sinking 
of the Cheonan in March and then the bombardment of 
Yeonpyeong in November – underline once again that a 
peaceful resolution of Korean peninsula issues is by no 
means an easy task. North Korea’s actions may have been 
caused by overconfidence as a result of advances in its 
nuclear development programmes. They may have also 
been manifestations of restlessness to win the immediate 
attention of the international community.

Irrespective of the causes, North Korea’s continued 
nuclear development and consecutive acts of provocation 
are probably driven by three policy calculations, all 
aimed at preserving the regime. First, the North Korean 
leadership likely concluded that military tension would 
strengthen its domestic control, a crucial element for 
retaining a political position that puts the military 
first. Second, the North possibly believed that nuclear 
development would give it a military edge over the South 
and thus help North Korea shape inter-Korean relations 
in a way that is advantageous to itself. Third, Pyongyang 
probably expected that a tighter grip on the domestic front 
and an advantage over the South would further solidify the 
power transition, which is progressing rapidly.

New realities, new challenges
As it pursues such policies, North Korea expects tacit 
approval from rising China, whose growing prominence 
has become even more undeniable since the global 
financial crisis of 2008. Yet military-first politics will 
continue to exacerbate North Korea’s economic difficulties, 
and international criticism of the North’s nuclear 
development will further isolate the country. To make 
matters worse, should the new and old factions start to 
part ways and fissures between the two sides deepen into 
conflict within North Korea once the transition of power 
reaches a certain point, China may no longer view North 
Korea as a strategic asset but, rather, as a strategic burden.

Should such a situation develop, and should worsening 
economic difficulties and possible nuclear proliferation 
combine with North Korea’s inability to exercise political 
control, the country would face extreme uncertainty and 
fluidity. Accordingly, this situation will threaten the peace 
and stability not only of the Korean peninsula but of the 
whole region and, indeed, the world.

The G8 has served as a forum for gathering the political 
will of the world’s leaders to seek peaceful resolutions 
of key conflicts around the world. Through the Global 
Partnership against Weapons and Materials of Mass 
Destruction, it has continued to reduce the dangers of 
nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism. In 2010, in 
particular, the G8 successfully sought an international 
consensus on the Cheonan incident by issuing a harsh 
statement denouncing the North. By doing so, the G8 
reaffirmed the crucial role it plays in the security realm. 
The North Korean problem, which includes the nuclear 
issue, will very likely pose a global security challenge. 

Hence, the various global governance mechanisms  
now being newly streamlined through both the G8 and  
the G20 should go beyond ex post facto responses to 
diverse security threats. They should take a step further 
and reinforce their role by taking the necessary  
measures for prevention. u
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Drug trafficking is one of the big activities of criminal groups and causes  
corruption and violence. Producer and transit countries face consumption  
problems, and these will be a target for the G8 leaders in Deauville

PEACE AND SECURITY

Tackling cocaine 
and corruption
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Cocaine packs being 
seized on the Bolivia-
Colombia border

 Cocaine has gained 
popularity in an  
ever-widening range  
of countries 

 The coca leaf has 
been chewed in Latin 
America for more than a 
thousand years 

T ransatlantic cocaine trafficking is one of the 
top security priorities of the 2011 G8 French 
presidency. Drug trafficking contributes 
to the destabilisation of states owing to 
the infiltration of laundered money into 
economies, the corruption it generates and the 

violence caused by rival criminal groups seeking to corner 
markets. Local consumption – in producer, transit and final 
destination countries – will likely be a subsequent target of 
the G8 leaders when they meet at Deauville.

According to the 2010 World Drug Report published by 
the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crimes (UNODC), 
new trends have emerged in the cocaine market. Despite 
having been a recreational drug for decades, and despite 
demand waning in its largest markets (mainly in the 
United Kingdom and North America), cocaine has gained 
popularity in an ever widening range of countries. 

Other changes concern the diversification in producing 
countries (notably newcomers Brazil, Venezuela and 
Ecuador versus the traditional Columbia, Bolivia and 
Peru) and the routes used for trafficking (with West Africa 
a new key trans-shipment hub to Europe). Decades of 
criminological studies have shown that drug trafficking 
clearly constitutes one of the major activities of criminal 
groups and generates corruption, rivalry and competition 
and, often, violence.

Cocaine trafficking is certainly not a new security 
threat, as often suggested. The coca leaf has been chewed 
in Latin America for more than a thousand years. Cocaine 
trafficking dates back to the beginning of the 20th century, 
as a result of prohibition laws adopted at domestic and 
international levels. The Hague Convention of 1912 can 
be considered as the starting point of a global prohibition 
regime, followed by the UN conventions on narcotics 
(1961) and illicit trafficking in narcotics and psychotropic 
substances (1988). The ‘war on drugs’ launched by the 
United States during the 1970s and the ’80s has expanded 
and intensified international activities in the field. 

Best practices 
As drug trafficking has become progressively associated 
with organised crime and money laundering, bodies 
such as UNODC, Interpol and the Financial Action Task 
Force have implemented various programmes and action 
plans. The multilateral adoption of best practices, guiding 
principles and recommendations have shaped the current 
anti-drugs regime. Thus, despite new trends, the markets 
and trafficking routes are well established and well 
investigated by law enforcement and custom agencies. But 
how well are international organisations responding?

The failure of the war on drugs and its echoes on the 
international stage have been widely documented. In 
particular, several inconsistencies and limits have been 
highlighted at the domestic level (the stigmatisation of 
ethnic minorities and their overrepresentation in prisons, 
the explosion in prisoner numbers) and abroad (the 
devastating effects the US anti-drug policy in Colombia  
or Panama). Most of the studies underline how this 

so-called war has relegated certain population groups to 
the margins of US society, how it has been used to justify 
an aggressive foreign policy that disregards social, legal  
and political specificities, and how it has marginalised 
certain producing countries that cannot produce some  
of these substances legally within the international 
community. As pointed out by many experts, international 
prohibition regimes too often focus attention on the 
countries supplying the western markets with heroin, 
cocaine and marijuana, and carefully avoid discussing  
the causes of domestic drug use. 

In addition, organised criminal groups have shown 
their shortcomings. Linking the fight against the drug 
cartels and the consequences in the cocaine market 
can be counterproductive, says the World Drug Report, 
because “break-ups of big cocaine cartels may lead to the 
emergence of a larger number of smaller groups”.

Health-related issues 
However, many studies have shown that treatment is an 
effective investment to reduce drug demand, including 
demand for cocaine. According to the same UNODC 
report, the significant decline in cocaine use in the United 
States over the past three decades can be connected to 
increased spending on prevention and treatment. Some of 
the highly criticised and polemical aspects of the anti-drug 
policies in the 1980s and the ’90s have been balanced by 
programmes aimed at adopting an integrated strategy to 
counter the world drug problem, not only by tackling 
trafficking and its roots, but also by dealing with the 
demand side and its subsequent health-related issues.

In 2003, the last time France hosted the G8, the G8 
sponsored the Paris Ministerial Conference on Drug Routes 
from Central Asia to Europe. More than 50 countries and 
international organisations subscribed to the principle 
of shared responsibility in the fight against opium and 
heroin trafficking from Afghanistan. What has become 
known as the Paris Pact has been since implemented by 
the UNODC. It promotes an exchange of information on 
opiate trafficking and the coordination of counter narcotics 
technical assistance, as well as specific programmes to 
reduce demand. Evaluating the successes or failures of the 
Paris Pact is complicated in such a short period of time, 
specifically given the current situation in Afghanistan.

According to the French authorities, the Deauville 
Summit is the occasion to replicate this Paris Pact initiative. 
The G8 brought together some 20 countries in North and 
South America, Africa and Europe that are regional drivers 
in combating cocaine trafficking at a ministerial meeting 
on 10 May. As acknowledged among the objectives of the 
French presidency, “the line between consumer, producer 
and transit countries is becoming blurred. Producer and 
transit countries are faced with consumption problems and 
consumer countries are starting to produce drugs.” 

This starting point should generate fruitful debates and 
discussions over priorities and the balance to be adopted 
between repression and prevention, taking into account the 
consumption side of the market. u
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ACCOUNTABILITY, INNOVATION AND EFFECTIVENESS

The G8 summit remains a powerful platform for world leaders to speak out on key 
political and security issues, as well as mobilising political and financial support for 
fighting some of the world’s most serious development issues, particularly in Africa

Keeping the G8 relevant: 
from Muskoka to Deauville
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When the G8 leaders meet in Deauville, 
France, in May, they will face a 
world that has tested and challenged 
this group in recent years to prove 
its value as a relevant forum of 
international governance.

Long gone are the days when the G7 sat alone at the 
heights of economic power and took actions that were 
decisive in shaping the global economy. Many credible 
voices now take the view that the days of the G8 are over 
and its best course would be to quietly stay at home.

This need not, and should not, happen.
At the Muskoka Summit in 2010, chaired by Canadian 

prime minister Stephen Harper, G8 leaders deliberately 
left economic decision-making to the new permanent 
G20 forum that met in Toronto immediately afterwards. 
However, their work did feature other areas of achievement 
that provide ample evidence that the G8 is not only alive 
and well, but can also continue to provide value to its 
participants and contribute to a better global commons.

One such area is promoting development, particularly 
in Africa. In Muskoka, the G8 summit retained its now 
traditional meeting with African leaders representing 
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). 
Highly valued by Africans, this meeting coincided with 
the announcement of the summit’s “signature initiative” 
on maternal, newborn and child health (MNCH). Here, 
G8 countries committed to provide at least $5 billion in 
new funding and helped leverage a further $2.3 billion 
from other governments and non-governmental partners, 
led by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation.

This “convening” and leveraging power is significant. 
From MNCH to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis 
and Malaria, to Education for All and beyond, the G8 has 
a remarkably strong record of mobilising political and 
financial support for fighting some of the world’s most 
serious development issues, especially in Africa. This will 
certainly continue under the French chair in Deauville.

Monitoring performance
Also, the G8 has now strengthened its credibility through 
greater accountability. Rightly, critics have looked hard 
at the performance of G8 countries in meeting their 
development-related commitments, from the major ones 
that flowed from the Gleneagles Summit in 2005, including 
Canada’s pledge to double assistance to Africa, to smaller, 
issue-specific undertakings. The lack of an internal 
accountability mechanism for tracking and reporting on 
commitments met, or not met, has undermined the G8’s 
credibility and given an additional argument to those who 
are calling for its demise.

Based on a decision taken at the Italian-hosted 
L’Aquila Summit in 2009, the G8’s first accountability 
report was prepared and issued under the auspices of the 
Canadian chair, just prior to the Muskoka Summit. It is 
a tough and self-critical account of both the successes 
and shortcomings in G8 performance in meeting past 
commitments in the area of development. Even the most 
demanding critics commended the G8 for its initiative 
and expressed the hope that future G8 presidencies would 
continue the practice.

Deauville will feature its own report, focusing specifically 
on how G8 countries have met their commitments in food 
security and health. It is hoped these annual reports, going 
forward from Muskoka and Deauville, will build the G8’s 
credibility at the same time as they reassure its partners and 
publics that, for G8 countries and their leaders, promises 
made are promises kept.

The G8 also remains a powerful voice in speaking out 
on key political and security issues. This has been a  
central part of the G8’s role over the years at its annual 
summits. Foreign ministers have also had a long history  

of meetings and conference calls to discuss both chronic 
and urgent security issues.

This does not mean that there are not differences of 
view, or that success follows every G8 statement and 
intervention. Sometimes just talking through differences 
within the G8 has huge value.

Usually, leaders and ministers do agree on joint  
actions and statements that can help manage crises,  
lessen tensions and find solutions. This complements  
and often facilitates the roles of the United Nations 
Security Council and other bodies.

However, the G8 has done and can do more. Leaders 
can use their annual summits to look beyond the urgent 
to consider issues of emerging importance to peace and 
stability at a strategic level. The Global Partnership  
Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass 
Destruction in 2002 was an outstanding example of what 
can be achieved when this is done.

That is what happened in Muskoka. Stephen Harper 
invited three leaders from the Americas to join G8 and 
African leaders for an exchange on the deeply worrying 
growth in the transatlantic drug trade, the spreading 
influence of criminal gangs and the drug economy into 
Africa, and the resulting increased threats to political  
and social stability. The French presidency can move this 
year’s discussion beyond analysis to strategies for action  
in this area, and perhaps open a dialogue on another area 
of growing concern.

Whatever the subject, it is this capacity for strategic 
exchange and frank conversation in an informal 
environment, without speaking notes and formal 
interventions, that sets the G8 apart from most other 
plurilateral summits, including the new G20, so far. The 
value of this cannot be underestimated, particularly to  
the participants themselves.

In Deauville, G8 leaders will probably again set aside 
time to discuss a few critical matters that preoccupy them 
as leaders – from their perspectives on the struggling  
world economy to pressing global issues to the current 
challenges of global governance.

The G8 has evolved over time from its roots as an 
economic summit, to engage on broader global issues such 
as energy and the environment, human rights and pressing 
security matters. Its agenda is now evolving again to 
respect the emergence of the G20.

In Muskoka, the G8 also featured a simpler format;  
a shorter meeting with a more-focused agenda. Ministerial 
and other meetings not directly relevant to the work of 
leaders were cut back to a minimum. This ‘back-to-basics’ 
approach, efficient and results-oriented, maximising the 
effective use of leaders’ limited time, is being continued 
under the French chair at Deauville.

At a time of change and challenge in global governance, 
the G8 can, and should, remain an institution of 
ongoing value to its membership and, through focused 
contributions on its evolving core agenda, to the 
international community more broadly.

Under French leadership, the 2011 Deauville Summit 
will do its part. u

By Leonard Edwards, 
former G8 sherpa  
to the Canadian 
prime minister

The 2010 Muskoka 
Summit saw G8 
members commit 
additional funding  
to African nations 

 The G8 is not only 
alive and well, but can also 
continue to contribute to a 
better global commons 
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By Njongonkulu 
Ndungane, former 
Archbishop of Cape 
Town, president 
and founder, 
African Monitor

ACCOUNTABILITY, INNOVATION AND EFFECTIVENESS

Torchlight on 
Africa: letting 
us see the 
invisible 
Economies in Africa are expected to grow fast. 
But there are 300 million going hungry and 
many in dehumanising poverty, so it is  
important that the G8 and its African  
guests make their commitments count

Africans expect 
that at the 
minimum a 
simple life of 
dignity – not 
necessarily 
opulence – 
should be 
guaranteed 

 

T 
o discuss African accountability, one 
must know what Africa is. At the risk of 
oversimplification, Africa can be categorised as 
both modern and traditional-cum-transitional. 
In the main, the international community’s 
interaction with Africa is with the modern 

– the Africa that emulates western development models, 
organises through modern institutions and espouses the 
principles of liberal democracy, open competition and 
transparency. This Africa is occupied by the elite and the 
middle class and is integrated well into the global economy. 
It is very small, but it counts. When it is doing well, the 
economy is said to be strong.

The other Africa is actively engaged with its 
communities and decision-making institutions at the local 
level. It is primarily involved in smallholder farming or 
informal activities and is essentially rural or peri-urban, 
but includes the urban working class. This is known as the 
grassroots. It is large, resourceful, creative and resilient. 
It buttresses what appears as growth in Africa’s formal 
economy, although it does not count in official statistical 
terms. It reproduces labour, provides security through 
social networks and feeds the urban centres.

African Monitor has a vision of a continent rapidly 
realising its development potential, where people lead 
dignified lives in a just society in which basic needs are 
met. African Monitor assesses the delivery of commitments 
and their impact on the grassroots. Africans expect their 
economies to grow, and to grow fast. But they also expect 
that a simple life of dignity – not necessarily opulence – 
should be guaranteed for all. Indeed, this is understood to 
be broad-based and inclusive economic growth. African 
Monitor has thus adopted the theme for the next three to 
five years of “Unlocking the African Moment”. It seeks to 
intensify the torchlight shone on the grassroots and their 
lived realities and resourcefulness. It also seeks to amplify 

African voices in the corridors of power, primarily on  
the continent but also elsewhere among those who 
influence Africa’s development policy. African Monitor 
combines traditional means with new technologies that 
make the invisible visible.

How well has the G8 kept its commitments to Africa?
The G8 Africa Action Plan was developed in 2002 in 
response to Africa’s formulation of the New Partnership 
for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). NEPAD is a collective 
pledge to place the continent on a higher path of economic 
growth and social development. The G8 partnership is 
based on mutual accountability.

In 2005, the G8 committed to double aid to Africa  
by 2010. It is on course to deliver 61 per cent of its  
promises. Official development assistance has steadily 
increased, reaching $120 billion in 2009. Between 2004 
and 2010, this increase reached a historic $13.7 billion,  
the largest amount on record over a six-year period. The 
UK is likely to deliver an ambitious commitment, while 
the United States, Canada and Japan will meet or  
surpass relatively modest commitments. France and 
Germany are on course to deliver a quarter of their 
ambitious commitments. Italy is the only G7 country to 
cut development assistance from 2004 levels. In fact, Italy  
is responsible for one-third of the G8’s overall shortfall –  
a shortfall that represents lost opportunities for many.

How do these commitments affect the lives of  
the people on the ground?
Although many people remain trapped by dehumanising 
poverty, the timely delivery of development support  
has lifted millions out of poverty even as a number of 
African governments have demonstrated progress in 
governance and economic performance. For example, 
43 million additional children have been enabled to  
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Fairtrade farmers in the 
cotton-growing region 
of Kita, Mali. Much of 
grassroots Africa is 
primarily involved in 
smallholder farming 

 Vague commitments 
with built-in double  
counting and unnecessary 
disbursement delays negate 
the impact of aid 

attend school (compared to 1990 levels), although the 
financing gap to attain education for all by 2015 remains  
$16 billion annually. 

The G8 has significantly increased aid to improve  
access to clean water and sanitation, providing 75 per  
cent of the overall commitment by the Development 
Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development. In ten years, the  
Ethiopian population with access to clean water has  
tripled from below 20 per cent in 2000 to 68.5 per cent  
in 2010, benefiting around 22.5 million people since 2005 
at a cost of $745 million, most of it in aid. 

The G8 is on track to deliver $60 billion committed 
to health by 2012. In Ethiopia, Burkina Faso, Rwanda, 
Mozambique, Mali and Tanzania, the link between donors 
meeting their promises and governments delivering on 
commitments is particularly strong.

African Monitor has found that aid – and other 
development resources – seldom reaches the most needy 
countries and people. The policy changes necessary to 
make trade work better for Africa are rarely delivered. 
African women – particularly smallholder farmers – 
still get a raw deal, remaining the “voiceless pillars of 
agriculture”. As the guardians of food security,  
producing nearly 90 per cent of the continent’s food, 
women should control resources such as land and have 
easier access to inputs such as improved seed, credit and 
technologies. Such changes would help women remove 
the shackles of poverty themselves, bypassing traditional 
means of production. 

Of all the G8 commitments, the promise of the 2009 
L’Aquila Food Security Initiative to mobilise $20 billion  
over three years speaks directly to these smallholders, 
women and families. It is hard to contemplate what would 
happen if this service to humanity were withheld. The 
strategies to unlock all this potential must be fast-tracked.

The African moment: its strongest and weakest links
According to the 2010 Ibrahim Index of African 
Governance, Africa showed progress in almost all sectors, 
driven by gains in human and economic development. 
As a result there is optimism about a breakthrough in 
African development – the African Moment – thanks to 
years of reform, a reassessment of Africa’s risk, and strong 
macroeconomic fundaments. However, this progress 
has been diminished by what the report describes as 
“democratic recession”: continued personalised rule, 
excessive centralisation of power and corruption. 

Prospects for economic growth and political stability 
have been severely undermined. Disparities were most 
common in participation, human rights and sustainable 
economic opportunities. This disconnect between political 
and economic rights was particularly pronounced in 
Algeria, Morocco, Egypt, Sudan, Equatorial Guinea, 
Swaziland, Eritrea, Tunisia and Libya, some of which are 
experiencing unprecedented youth-inspired protests, 
demonstrating that a citizenry not listened to eventually 
rebels. Political rights must move in tandem with economic 
rights, and economic rights must extend to all.

How can the G8-African partnership best  
be enhanced?
Through the G8 Africa Action Plan, the G8 must remain 
focused on Africa’s development and leverage it in the 
momentum of the G20. A balance must be struck between 
supporting the Africa ‘on the official radar’ and the Africa 
that falls ‘below the radar’. The discussion of agriculture 
must consider stabilising agricultural commodity prices, 
and also honour and enhance the L’Aquila promise and 
draw on the resourcefulness and resilience of African 
women in defeating the odds.

Illicit financial outflows – which, with the assistance of 
the African elite, take what is already secured and returns 
it to the rich – should also receive priority attention. This 
figure reportedly reached $96 billion in 2008 – an amount 
that could have brought immense benefit to Africa.

The G8 should ensure that any new commitments  
are SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic  
and time-bound) and synchronised with those made 
elsewhere (such as the G20, the International Monetary 
Fund and the World Bank). Doing so would limit 
duplication and reduce transaction costs. Where possible, 
to circumvent uncertainties in global financial markets, 
resources should be front-loaded. Vague commitments  
with built-in double counting and disbursement delays 
negate the impact of aid.

Finally, the G8 and its African guests must look out for 
the message from outside the meeting. At every summit, 
there is always a parallel one organised by protesters, in 
which I have often participated. It is a stark reminder that 
the lives of the bottom billion, including Africa’s hungry 
300 million, count. France, where the industrial revolution 
began, must begin to change the status quo. u
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By Ella Kokotsis, 
G8 Research Group, 
and Netila Demneri, 
G8 and G20 
Research Groups

ACCOUNTABILITY, INNOVATION AND EFFECTIVENESS

The leaders 
expressed their 
commitment to 
implementing 
all their various 
decisions and 
strengthening 
the effectiveness 
of their actions

Keeping promises: how 
big a difference did last 
year’s summit make?

The 2010 Muskova Accountability Report ushered in a new era of candid  
self-assessment. So, with domestic political pressures and conflicting  
international demands, can the G8 live up to its priority commitments? 

E ach annual G8 summit produces written 
and public communiqués and declarations 
that bind leaders to hard commitments on 
a breadth of policy issues. Whether those 
leaders comply with their G8 commitments 
generates much debate in political, academic, 

media and policy circles. Summit sceptics routinely 
question the ability and capacity of the G8 to keep its 
promises under conditions of ongoing domestic political 
constraint and conflicting international demands.

For those around the world engaged in the exercise of 
tracking and assessing the G8’s performance, the release  
of the first full and comprehensive G8 accountability 
report at the 2010 Muskoka Summit was a highly 
anticipated and much-welcomed event. The G8 has 
produced more modest assessments in the past, 
with a 2007 review of the implementation of anti-
corruption commitments and a 2009 L’Aquila Preliminary 
Accountability Report on food security, water, health and 
education. However, the Muskoka Accountability Report 
was the product of the first comprehensive accountability 
mechanism created by the G8 and supported by a senior-
level working group, with a consistent methodology for 
reporting on key commitments. In delivering the report 
as promised, the leaders expressed their commitment 
to implementing their decisions and strengthening the 
effectiveness of their actions.

Driving the release of the report was the prevailing 
consensus among the leaders that the G8 must  
demonstrate leadership and effectiveness to retain its 
continued credibility and legitimacy as an effective centre 
of global governance. Assessing progress in  
implementing commitments therefore keeps the  
leaders on track while remaining committed to 
transparency and open reporting.

With almost a year gone since the release of the G8 
accountability report, the eve of the 2011 Deauville 
Summit, hosted by France, offers an excellent moment to 
reflect on the Muskoka G8 to see if the Canadian-hosted 
2010 summit made a difference. If so, did the release of 
the G8’s first Accountability Report play a role?

The 2010 Final Compliance Report, published by the 
G8 Research Group at Trinity College and the Munk 
School of Global Affairs at the University of Toronto, 
assesses how well and to what extent the G8 has lived 

up to 18 priority commitments made at Muskoka 
(the full report is available at www.g8.utoronto.ca/
compliance). Unlike the Muskoka Accountability Report, 
the G8 Research Group’s report assigns scores to the G8 
members individually and to the G8’s performance on 
specific issues on the agenda.

Living up to commitments
The results of the report indicate that the G8 have lived up 
to their priority commitments about 71 per cent of the 
time – lower than the score achieved in 2009 but higher 
than in 2008. Canada is leading its G8 partners in first 
place, followed by Germany, the United States and Russia 
(a considerable step up from Russia’s traditional lower-end 
ranking). France, the United Kingdom and the European 
Union share third place, followed by Japan and then Italy. 

On the Muskoka Summit’s signature initiative on 
maternal, newborn and child health – a cornerstone of 
the Muskoka Accountability Report – Canada leads its 
G8 partners with $284 million in contributions to date. 
Despite Canada’s lead, its G8 partners have fallen behind, 
with Germany the only other country to honour this 
pledge. With US allocations at less than half its promised 
$1.3 billion, and little progress made by France, Japan, 
Russia and the UK, the G8 will need to more than 
quintuple its funding by the end of 2011 to meet this key 
summit target from a year ago.

Official development assistance (ODA) – another 
key component of the Muskoka Accountability Report 
– yielded above-average compliance scores at 84 per 
cent, with the G8 committing to increase ODA levels 
and enhance aid effectiveness through more inclusive 
partnerships and better transparency mechanisms. 
Climate change, on the other hand, with its integral 
connection to the development agenda, failed to produce 
concrete results by the G8 on both members’ pledges 
to undertake robust individual mid-term emissions 
reductions and efforts to implement all provisions of  
the stalled Copenhagen Accord, including those on 
reporting and verification.

On the political security front, areas of traditional 
high summit compliance including regional security 
issues (Afghanistan and civilian security systems), 
non-proliferation and terrorism (enhancing security 
and capacity building), the G8 once again fared well, 
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 Official development 
assistance yielded  
above-average 
compliance scores  
at 84 per cent 

averaging between 84 per cent and 100 per cent across 
these issues. Commitments to reduce trade barriers  
and strengthen or create new trade agreements,  
however, scored below the overall compliance average,  
at only 61 per cent.

Impact of the first report
Being the first of its kind, the 2010 Muskoka 
Accountability Report represents a clear departure from 
previous G8 documents that focused primarily on 
identifying and reporting on G8 inputs – such as  
resources allocated, programmes developed and  
working groups established.

The Muskoka Accountability Report showed a  
clear recognition on the part of the G8 that leadership 
begins with promises being kept, that regular, clear  
and transparent reporting is an important first step  
in this process, and that the need for an ongoing 
accountability working group is essential in  
ensuring that this work stays on track. Publicly holding 
themselves to account in such a manner places added 
pressure on the G8 leaders to comply with their global 
commitments across a number of policy areas. This form of 
self-reporting and accountability has a positive impact.

To stay on track for Deauville and beyond, the 
G8 should continue to improve the way it develops, 
implements, monitors and reports on its commitments  
by making promises that are clear, transparent, measurable 
and time-bound. By continuing to provide a candid self-
assessment on its accomplishments, the G8 can enhance its 
credibility as the centre of effective global governance by 
shaping and influencing the policy direction of the world’s 
most pressing political, security and development issues. u
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By the Reverend 
Doctor Karen 
Hamilton, chair, 
2010 InterFaith 
Partnership, general 
secretary, Canadian 
Council of Churches

accountability, innovation and effectiveness

Faith forum calls for 
inspired leadership
Deep concern for all the peoples of the world, and for the earth itself, brings 
faith leaders together in a yearly global summit in order to draw up a consensus 
statement that they can then present to the G8 and G20 political leadership

T he year 2010 was ‘A Time for Inspired 
Leadership and Action’. The 2010 annual 
InterFaith Leaders Summit took place from 
21 to 23 June at the University of Winnipeg 
in Canada – the sixth such meeting in 
the ongoing continuum of yearly, global 

gatherings of faith leaders from the G8 and G20 regions of 
the world, held in the country hosting the G8.

Usually convening in the days directly before the 
G8 summit, the InterFaith Leaders Summit provides 
an opportunity for deep discussion and debate on the 
significant issues facing the world and its peoples. The global 
faith leaders arrive at a consensus statement that is then 
presented to the G8/G20 political leadership. The statement 
of the 2010 InterFaith Leaders Summit, ‘A Time For Inspired 
Leadership and Action’, focused on three areas: the need to 
address poverty, including the dire lack of progress on the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs); the need to care 
for the earth; and the need to invest in peace.

At its first meeting in Canada, the 2010 summit brought 
together 80 senior faith leaders and 13 inspiring youth 
– Aboriginal, Baha’i, Buddhist, Christian, Hindu, Jewish, 
Muslim, Shinto, Sikh – and represented well over 800 million 
of the world’s people from more than 20 countries. Senior 
faith leaders and experts gave keynote addresses on global 
poverty, climate change, and peace and security. The 
delegates engaged each other with respect, commitment and 
passion for the plight of the earth and its most vulnerable, 
and with the goal of speaking and acting together for the 
sake of a future that enables all people to thrive.

This summit was consistent with past summits, with 
its broad representation of delegates both geographically 
and in terms of faith diversity. There was significant 
representation of Canada’s aboriginal communities. 
It was marked by the broadness of its reach as it used 
technology to stream events live online and to maintain 
the website (www.faithchallengeg8.com) in both French 
and English. Media coverage of the summit – national and 
international, French and English – was extensive. The 
innovative involvement of youth of faith with expertise 
in, and commitment to, the issues such as the MDGs was 
crucial. The statement ‘A Time for Inspired Leadership and 
Action’ – available on the website – was formally received 
by a senior minister of the Canadian government as the 
government hosting the G8 and G20 meetings.

As the G8 and G20 countries and the world prepare  
for the 2011 G8 summit in Deauville and the G20  
summit in Cannes later in the year, global faith leaders 
remain consistent and persistent. While there is much 
ongoing discussion and debate on the relative roles of  

both the G8 and the G20 and their membership and  
their effectiveness, the faith leaders continue to focus on 
the dire state of extreme poverty in the world. They are 
particularly concerned by the appalling lack of progress  
on the MDGs and press for all necessary steps to be  
taken – always including themselves as vital and 
committed participants in that process.

As their statement indicates, they call for inspired 
leadership in wealthy countries to “invest 0.7% of 
Gross National Income in development assistance in a 
transparent and accountable manner; cancel debts of poor 
countries without regressive conditions; halt capital flight 
from poor countries to wealthy countries; hinder the free 
flow of speculative money, maintain business and labour 
ethics, foster conditions for the development of small 
business, ensure workers earn living wages and receive 
decent treatment; and make poverty reduction a priority in 
trade and international financial negotiations”.

Addressing inequality and poverty
Global faith leaders ask all countries – their own and  
all the rest on the planet – to “educate girl children to 
high-school level as one of the most effective development 
interventions; practice good governance; combat 
corruption; and put in place poverty reduction policies 
that ensure everyone has access to basic rights such  
as nutritious food, safe water, healthcare, education  
and economic opportunity”.

These leaders, who represent the vast majority of the 
world’s peoples, remain concerned about the care of the 
earth – which is the one and only home of humanity. 
“Wealthier countries must come to a more profound 
understanding of the interdependence of life and take 
the courageous steps needed to care for the planet,” they 
say. “In the realm of climate change, concrete plans must 
be implemented to ensure global average temperatures 
do not exceed a 2°C increase from pre-industrial levels. 
In developing countries, the challenge is complex since 
growth, poverty reduction and environmental stewardship 
must journey together. This requires innovative leadership 
in these countries, along with increased collaboration 
between rich and poor countries, to protect agricultural 
lands from tourism and industrial developments, and 
support climate change adaptation and mitigation.”

The faith leaders are aware that military power and 
economic strength constitute the basis on which countries 
are included in the G8 and G20, and that the voices of  
the other 172 members of the United Nations are thus 
excluded – and also of the prevalence of violence in the 
world in this century and in this past year. So they 

The delegates 
engaged 
each other 
with respect, 
commitment 
and passion for 
the plight of the 
earth and its 
most vulnerable
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continue to call on all appropriate bodies “to halt the  
arms race, make new and greater investments in 
supporting a culture of peace, strengthen the rule of  
law, stop ethnic cleansing and the suppression of 
minorities, build peace through negotiation, mediation, 
and humanitarian support to peace processes, including 
the control and reduction of small arms that every year  
are the cause of over 300,000 deaths globally”.

The statement also says: “We call on states with  
nuclear weapons to make immediate and substantial  
cuts in the number of nuclear weapons and to cease the 
practice of having nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert. 

Let these be the initial steps in a defined process leading  
to the complete and permanent elimination of nuclear 
weapons. We call for the establishment of transparent and 
effective dialogue mechanisms between international 
organisations and faith communities that takes advantage 
of the peacemaking potential of religion.”

In this spirit of consistency and persistency, in this 
spirit of commitment and passion, in this spirit of deep and 
active concern for all peoples of the world and indeed for 
the Earth itself, the faith leaders of the globe are meeting in 
Bordeaux, France, on 23 and 24 May 2011. It continues to 
be time for inspired leadership and action. u

Canada’s aboriginal 
communities were well 
represented at last 
year’s summit, where 
delegates spanned a 
broad range of faiths
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LEADERS’ PROFILES

CANADA Stephen Harper

FRANCE Nicolas Sarkozy

Stephen Harper was elected prime minister of Canada in January 2006, assuming offi ce from Paul Martin in 
February with a minority government. Harper ran for re-election in 2008 and again on 2 May 2011, when he 
returned to the House of Commons with a majority. Before running for politics he served as a policy advisor for 
the Reform Party. He was fi rst elected as a member of parliament in 1993. He served as leader of the opposition 
for several years before becoming prime minister. Harper was born in Toronto, Ontario, on 30 April 1959. He 
studied at the University of Toronto and the University of Calgary, earning his master’s degree in economics in 
1991. He and his wife, Laureen, have two children. This will be the sixth G8 summit that Harper has attended.
Sherpa: Gérald Cossette

Nicolas Sarkozy became president of France in 2007, taking over from Jacques Chirac, who had held the 
position since 1995. Sarkozy worked as a lawyer while he pursued politics. From 1983 to 2002, he was 
mayor of Neuilly-sur-Seine. He has been president of the Union pour un Mouvement Populaire since 
2004. During his time in parliament he has held several cabinet portfolios, including minister of state of 
the economy, fi nance and industry, minister of the budget and minister of the interior. Sarkozy was born 
in Paris on 28 January 1955 and received his law degree from the Université de Paris in 1978. He is married 
to Carla Bruni and has three children from two previous marriages. This will be the fi fth G8 summit that 
Sarkozy has attended, and his fi rst as host.
Sherpa: Jean-David Levitte
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GERMANY Angela Merkel

ITALY Silvio Berlusconi

Angela Merkel became chancellor of Germany in 2005, replacing Gerhard Schröder, who had been in 
power since 1998. Before entering politics she worked as a researcher and physicist. She was fi rst elected 
to the Bundestag in 1990 and has held the cabinet portfolios for women and youth, environment, nature 
conservation and nuclear safety. She was born in Hamburg on 17 July 1956 and received her doctorate in 
physics from the University of Leipzig in 1978. She is married to Joachim Sauer and has no children. This 
will be the sixth G8 summit that Merkel has attended.
Sherpa: Uwe Corsepius

Silvio Berlusconi became prime minister of Italy for the third time after winning the 2008 election. Before entering 
politics, he started his career as a building contractor. In 1980, he established Canale 5, the fi rst private national 
television network in Italy. He also became a leading Italian publisher with Mondadori. In 1994 he resigned from 
Gruppo Fininvest in order to establish the political movement Forza Italia. In the same year, he became president 
of the Council of Ministers for the fi rst time. In 2001 he became prime minister again – an offi ce he held until 
2006. Born in Milan on 29 September 1936, he received his law degree from the University of Milan. He is 
married to Veronica Lario and has fi ve children. This will be the tenth G8 summit that Berlusconi has attended.
Sherpa: Bruno Archi
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LEADERS’ PROFILES

JAPAN Naota Kan

RUSSIA Dmitry Medvedev

Naoto Kan became prime minister of Japan on 8 June 2010, replacing Yukio Hatoyama, who had held the 
position since September 2009. Kan was fi rst elected to the House of Representatives in 1980. He has served 
as minister of health and welfare, minister of state for science and technology, deputy prime minister and 
minister of fi nance. Kan was born in Ube City, Yamaguichi Prefecture, on 10 October 1946. He graduated 
from the Tokyo Institute of Technology in 1970 and opened a patent offi ce in 1974. He is married and has 
two children. This will be the second G8 summit that Kan has attended.
Sherpa: Shinichi Nishimaya

Dmitry Medvedev became president of Russia in 2008, after winning the presidential election and replacing 
Vladimir Putin, whose term in offi ce had expired. Before entering politics, Medvedev worked as a legal 
expert and lawyer. He was offi cially endorsed as a presidential candidate in December 2007 by United Russia, 
Russia’s largest political party. Medvedev served as deputy prime minister from 2005 to 2008. He was born in 
Leningrad – now St Petersburg – on 14 September 1965. He earned a degree in law in 1987 and a doctorate in 
private law in 1990 from Leningrad State University. He is married to Svetlana Medvedeva and they have one 
child. This will be the fourth G8 summit that Medvedev has attended.
Sherpa: Arkady Dvorkovich
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united kingdom� David Cameron

united states of america� Barack Obama

european union�

David Cameron became prime minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland on  
11 May 2010. He was first elected to parliament in 2001 as representative for Witney. Before becoming a 
politician he worked for the Conservative Research Department, and served as a political strategist and  
advisor to the Conservative Party. He has served as the leader of the Conservative Party since December  
2005. Born in London, England, on 9 October 1966, he received his bachelor’s degree in philosophy,  
politics and economics at the University of Oxford. He is married to Samantha Sheffield and has two  
children. This will be Cameron’s second G8 summit.
Sherpa: Jonathan Cunliffe

Barack Obama became president of the United States in January 2009, replacing George W Bush, who had 
held the presidency since 2002. In 2005 Obama was elected to the Senate, having previously worked as a 
community organiser, a civil rights lawyer and a state legislator for Illinois. He was born on 4 August 1961 in 
Honolulu, Hawaii, to a Kenyan father and American mother. He received a bachelor’s degree from Columbia 
University in 1983 and a law degree from Harvard University in 1991. He is married to Michelle Obama and 
they have two children. This will be the third G8 summit that Obama has attended. 
Sherpa: Michael Froman

Herman Van Rompuy
Herman Van Rompuy was elected the 
first full-time president of the European 
Council on 19 November 2010. He was 
previously prime minister of Belgium from 
2008 to 2009. Before entering politics, he 
was a lecturer. Born in Etterbeek, Belgium, 
on 31 October 1947, he holds a bachelor’s 
degree in philosophy and a master’s 
in applied economics from Katholieke 
Universiteit Leuven. He is married to 
Geertrui Windels and has four children. 
This will be the second G8 summit that 
Van Rompuy has attended.

José Manuel Barroso
José Manuel Barroso became president of the 
European Commission in November 2004. 
Previously, he was prime minister of Portugal  
from 2002 to 2004. Before entering politics,  
he was an academic. He studied law at the  
University of Lisbon, holds a master’s degree  
in economics and social sciences from the 
University of Geneva, and received his doctorate 
from Georgetown University in 1998. He is 
married to Maria Margarida Pinto Ribeiro de  
Sousa Uva and has three children. This is  
Barroso’s seventh G8 summit.
Sherpa: Franciskus van Daele
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Join the Global Conversation

The G8
In the rapidly globalizing world of the 21st century, the 
Group of Eight major market democracies serves as an 
effective centre of global governance. G8 members – the 
United States, Japan, Germany, Britain, France, Italy, 
Canada and Russia, plus the European Union – contain 
many of the world’s critical capabilities and are committed 
to democratic values. At its annual summit and through a 
growing web of G8-centred institutions at the ministerial, 
official and multi-stakeholder levels, the G8 does much to 
shape global order.

The G8 ReseaRch GRoup
The G8 Research Group is a global network of scholars, 
professionals and students in the academic, research, media, 
business, government and NGO communities that follows 
the work of the G8 and related institutions, such as the G20. 
Founded in 1987, it is co-ordinated from the University of 
Toronto through the Centre for International Studies at the 
Munk School of Global Affairs, the International Relations 
Program based at Trinity College, Robarts Library and 
Trinity College’s John W. Graham Library. The G8 Research 
Group has affiliates throughout the other G8 nations.

G8 ReseaRch LibRaRy coLLecTion
Through the G8 Research Group, the University of Toronto 
has become the global repository of G7/8 resource 
material. This includes documents, transcripts, audiotapes, 
media coverage, interviews, studies, essays, memorabilia 
and artifacts. As the G8 itself does not have a secretariat 

that would normally amass such material, the G8 Research 
Group fulfills this responsibility under the guidance of 
Professor Peter Hajnal. The collection is housed in the 
John W. Graham Library at Trinity College, University of 
Toronto, where Linda Corman serves as head librarian. 
The G8 Research Room in the library allows easy use of 
the collection.

G8 infoRmaTion cenTRe
The online G8 Information Centre (www.g8.utoronto.ca) 
contains the world’s most comprehensive and authoritative 
collection of information and analysis on the G7/8 and 
related institutions. The G8 Research Group assembles, 
verifies and posts documents from the meetings leading up 
to and at each summit, the available official documentation 
of all past summits and ministerial meetings (in several 
G8 languages), scholarly writings and policy analyses, 
research studies, scholarship information and links to 
related sites.

G8 bRiefinG books
Through Newsdesk Communications in the United 
Kingdom, the G8 Research Group prepares and publishes 
a “briefing book” for each summit. In these publications, 
the leaders of particpating countries, heads of interational 
organizations and leading global experts outline the 
major issues and the perspectives of the stakeholders and 
participants on them. These publications are available, in part 
in multilingual form, at www.g8.utoronto.ca/newsdesk or 
in printed form (as quantities last) at no cost.

G8 Research Group 
Munk School of Global Affairs, 1 Devonshire Place, Room 209N, Toronto, Ontario M5S 3K7 Canada 

Telephone 416-946-8953 • Fax 416-936-8957 • E-mail g8@utoronto.ca 
www.g8.utoronto.ca
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To serve as the world’s leading independent source of information, analysis and research  

on the institutions, issues and members of the Group of Eight.

G8 Research Group
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