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Brothersin 2008 and the global financial
eltdown, the G-20 members came to-
getherin arare example of global coopera-
tion and governance. The magnitude of the
crisis forced all member countries to agree
on a core agenda — restoring confidence,
growth and jobs, and strengthening inter-
national financial institutions — between
2008 and 2012.

The effective coordination among G-20
countries in this time resulted in the sharp
recovery of Advanced Economies (AE)
and Emerging Market Economies (EME).
The growth rate of the AE bounced back
from negative (-3.4%) to positive (2.8%),
and EME achieved a growth rate of 7.4%
in 2010 from 2.8% the previous year. Soon
after, at the second G-20 summit in Pitts-
burgh, the members agreed on a “Global
Plan for Recovery and Reform” to, among
otherthings, collectively revive market con-
fidence, growth, and jobs globally. Soon,
the G-20 became the “premier forum for
international economic cooperation,’asen-
visagedbyitsleaders. Asgrowthinthe G-20

Ethe wake of the collapse of Lehman

countriesand global growthbegan torevive
in 2010, effective coordinationamong G-20
membersslackened.

Trade and Investment was one of the
maindriversofglobalgrowthjustbeforethe
crisis. Infact, world tradewas growingmuch
faster than global growth between 2002
and 2008. However, global imbalances are
also blamed for the global financial crisis
(GFC). Therefore, G-20 countries agreed
on promoting balanced international trade
and investment as one of the vehicles to re-
cover global growth and contain job losses.
A few measures, such as trade finance and
restraint on restrictions on international
trade and investment, were agreed upon.

The growth of exports and imports,
which were closetozeroin 2008 and highly
negative (-12.9% and -13.2% respectively)
in 2009, bounced back in 2010 —world ex-
portsandimportsgrew13.2%and 14.9%re-
spectively. In addition, a member countries
vowed tokeep protectionistimpulsesatbay.
A coordinated string of stimulus packages
followed, revealing a shared sense of urgen-
cyand purpose. These stepsbegan showing
resultsasthe G-20 economiesmade up 85%
of global GDP, 80% of world trade and 75%
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of theworld’s population.

One of the main reasons for the crisis
was the leveraging in the financial sector,
due to lack of effective financial regulation,
particularly relating to derivative and cred-
it markets. Strengthening international
financial regulation was the top priority of
G-20duringthecrisis period. Themembers
came together to fix international financial
institutions. The G-20 summits during the
crisis period and immediately thereafter
brought consensus to strengthen financial
regulations, such as reforms in over-the-
counter (OTC) derivatives, establishment

of the Financial Stability Board (FSB), im-
plementation of benchmark standards of
transparencyand exchange ofinformation.
AllG-20 countries also agreed on strong
domestic regulatory systems for the finan-
cialsector, regulating creditrating agencies
and hedge funds, a Financial Stability Fo-
rum (FSF), a European stabilisation mech-
anism and facility, supervision ofimportant
financial institutions, implementation of
Basel-Ill norms and setting up of high-qual-
ityaccountingstandardsfor G-20 members.
Overall, the period 2009-2013 witnessed
a high level of agreement and coordination
among G-20 countries to bring confidence
and stabilise international financial regu-
lations and was showing results. However,
theefficiencytapereddownafter 2012 asthe
group expanded its agenda from restoring
growth and stability in the global market to
sustainable development, transparency, cli-
matechange, etc.Italsofocused oninclusive
and sustainable development thoughitwas
not part of the core agendainitially.
Duringthe successive G-20 summits, the
grouping agreed on important issues like
debt sustainability framework, implemen-
tation of Cancun agreements, facilitating

Economic Community of Western African
States (ECOSWAS) and the ‘Asean+3’initi-
ative, climate fundand funding ofinfrastruc-
tureprojects.Infact, thegroupingexpanded
the efforts by including a G-20 and low in-
come developing countries framework; the
2030 agenda of sustainable development
goals (SDQ); the G-20action planonfoodse-
curityandsustainablefood systems; the G-20
energyaccessaction plan;supportforindus-
trialisationin Africa; financial commitments
for clean energy and Paris agreement.
Though the G-20 countries committed to
theexpanded agenda, the priorities,domes-
tic constraints, and development agendas
of its members were different, leading to
fewer agreements. In summits after 2011,
in Toronto, Seouland Cannes, the faultlines
became visible with fiscal and trade deficit
countries (the US) and surplus countries
(China and Germany) espousing divergent
approaches. While the US wanted to fight
export surpluses, the likes of Germany
wanted to focus more on debt reduction
and structural reforms. Likewise, develop-
ing economies like India and Indonesia had
separate economicrealitiesto contend with.
Post-2014, the global turn towards nativ-

How the G-20 lost its way, and efficacy

isteconomic policiesin Americaandacross
Europe dealt a hard blow to global govern-
ance. Overall,ascountriesbegantofocuson
their domestic economies, the commitment
onagloballevelstartedtodecline. G-20 sum-
mitsbetween 2014and 2017 witnessed more
commitments and pledges with ambitious
goals, like a global infrastructure initiative,
structural policy to lift the G-20 countries’
GDP by at least an additional 2% by 2018,
promoting qualityjobs, reducingthe gender
participation gap, facilitating innovation
andIPRregimes,anindustrial plan to facili-
tate SMEs, digital economy,and supporting
African andleast developed countries.
‘While these commitments were part of
the core agenda to restore growth, agree-
ment on achieving them was difficult as
many of them ran counter to different do-
mestic situations and abilities in the G-20
countries. Moreover, these agenda points
were difficult to monitor, leading to less
effective steps. Importantly, as critics point
out, there is no formal mechanism within
the G-20 to ensure compliance to stated
goalsand actions.
(Thewriteris Professor, Instituteof Econom-
ic Growth, New Delhi)



