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e Hoass 3enaHgusa (18,7%) — nomoLllpb
CTpaHam, NoCTpagasLUNM OT LyHaMu.

e Hopeerus (13%) — nomoLup B Xxo4e Katac-
Tpod 1 YpesBblyariHbix cutyaumin B 2005 ., B TOM
yuncne BOCCTAHOBIEHME NOCE LlyHaMW.

o OIP Takxe Bo3pocna B ABctpanuu (5,7%)
n LWeenuapum (14%).

Cpeon cTpaH, He SABASIOWMXCA YaeHaMu
Komuteta O3CP no comenctBuio pasBUTUIO,
TONbKO 4 CTpaHbl MPeaoCTaBUAn NpeaBapuTenb-
Hble gaHHble no OMNP, o6bem koTopon B 2005 T.
BbIPOC:

e Yexna — ob6bem OIMP Bbipoc oo 131 MnH.
nonn. CLLUA 6naropgaps cyL,ecTBeHHOMY BKaay
B OtomxeT pa3sutuma EC.

e Kopesa — 744 mnH. pos., BKJOYas pocT
OBYCTOPOHHKMX rPaHTOB, a Takxe Bkiafd B Mpo-

rpammbl BcemmpHoro 6aHka 1 pervmoHasnbHbIX
©aHKOB Pa3BUTUS.

e Monbwa — 283 MNH. gonn. bnarogaps cy-
LecTBeHHOMY Bkiaay B 6toaxeT passutus EC.

e CnoBakuss — 56 MNH. OO, YACTUYHO 3a
CYeT MOMOLLM HaMeHee Pa3BUTbIM, B HaCTHOCTH
LLeHTpanbHOAPPUKAHCKUM CTPaHaM.

Tem He MeHee, HECMOTPS Ha OOHagexvBea-
towme nokasatenm ONP no 2005 . 1 Ha NPOrHo-
3npyembln «6ym» OFP B KpaTKOCPO4YHOW nepc-
nekTuBe, NO-NpPexHemMy HeT YBEPEHHOCTU B TOM,
41O OYAyT cobnoaeHbl JOrOBOPEHHOCTN OTHOCU-
TeNbHO YPoBHSA nomMoum Ha 2006 r., LOCTUTHYTbIE
B MoHTeppee, a 3Ha4YnT goHopaMm Heobxoanmo
OyneT pe3ko yBenuinTb apyrue GopmMbl MOMOLLN,
€CJI OHU XOTAT NPUBAN3UTLCA K YPOBHIO, HAMe-
yeHHoMy Ha 2010 .

AHAJINS NCIMOJIHEHNA OBAS3ATEJIbCTB,
NPUHATBIX CTPAHAMW-HJIEHAMMU «['PYTITbl BOCbMW»

HA CAMMWUTE B IMNMEHUTJICE!

3. Kokotcuce, AnpekTop no aHaanTUuYeCKUM NCCAEL0BaHNSIM,
Uccnenoaresibckuii LeHTP «[pyrirbl BOCbMU», YHUBepcUTeT TOPOHTO

B poknage paHoO onucaHue MeToauKU aHanm-
3a WCMNONHEeHUs CTpaHaMu-yneHamu «pynnbl BOCb-
MU>» MPUHATBIX B paMKax CaMMUTOB 00s3aTeflbCTB2.
MpencTaBneHbl NPOMEXYTOYHbIE pe3ynbTaThl 0653a-
TeNbCTB®, NPUHATLIX CTPaHaAMM-4YIeHaMN Ha camMnTe
B 2005 . Ha ocHOBE aMMMpPUYECKNX JaHHbIX aBTOP Mbl-
TaeTcs OTBETUTbL HA TPW BOMNpoca:

B kakol cTeneHu n Npun Kakmx yCroBusX CTPaHbI-
yneHbl «[pynnbl BOCbMW» OCYLLECTBASIOT PELUEHUs,
NPUHATbIE B paMKax CaMMUTOB?

Kakum 06pa3om M3MeHSeTCsS MOAENb peanvsa-
UMM 06a3aTenbCTB B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT cdepbl NPUHSA-
TUS PELLEHNI N BDEMEHU UX OCYLLECTBAEHNA?

KakoBbl MPUYNHbBI BLICOKOTO UM HU3KOIO YPOBHS
NCMNoNHeHns 0683aTeNnbCTB?

Pesynbratel MccnegoBaHus MNO3BOMSIOT aBTO-
py coenatb HEKOTOpble BbIBOLAbl OTHOCUTENIBHO 9¢-
bEKTMBHOCTU BbIMOJIHEHUS NMPUHATBIX 0093aTENbCTB.
Mpexae BCcero, NpsMoe BKOYEHME NMOEPOB B MPO-
Lecc BbIPabOTKM U MPUHATUS PELUEHU SBNSIETCSH
pewanowmm GakTopomMm ero peanusauum. Hanunune
(vnn cospgaHmne) cneumanbHOM CTPYKTYPbl HA HaUMO-

HallbHOM YPOBHE 1 €€ CNOCOOHOCTb K AENCTBUIO TaK-
XK€ CYMTaeTCs BaXHbIM YCJ/IOBMEM OCYLLECTBIIEHUS
06s3aTtenbsCTB  rocygapcTBaMmm-yneHamu  «Fpynnbl
BOCbMW>». Bonee BbICOKNI YPOBEHb UCMOSTHEHUSA TakK-
Xe HabngaeTcs B TeX Cyyasx, Koraa CTpaHbl-yyac-
THUUbI, SABJISACH BJNATENbHBIMU YJIEHaMU CYLLECT-
BYIOLLMX MEXAYHAPOAHbIX MHCTUTYTOB (Hanpumep,
BcemupHoro 6aHka, MexayHapogoHOro BaslloTHOrO
¢doHAa), 0KasbIBAIOT COOTBETCTBYIOLLEE MOANTMYEC-
KO€e 1 pMHAHCOBOE BO3AENCTBME, BKOYAS NPUHATBIE
06s3aTenbLCTBa, Ha NporpamMmmMbl paboThbl 3TUX OPraHu-
3aumin. HetBepTbiM BaXHbIM GakTOPOM MOBbILLEHUS
YPOBHS UCMOJIHEHNS PELLEHNI ABNSIETCA paboTa MHO-
FOYMCNEHHbIX CreuuasnbHbIX FPynn U obuumanbHbIX
CTPYKTYp, KOTOPbIE MPUHMMAIOT Ha ce6s1 OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTb 3@ MOArOTOBUTENBbHYIO PaboTy, YTO AAET BO3-
MOXHOCTb NTnAaepam COCPeaoTo4MTLCS Ha BbipaboTke
KOHCEHcyca Mo riaBHbIM BOMNPOCcaMm.

B poknage npenctaBneH COMOCTaBUTENbHbIN
aHanM3 MPOMEXYTOYHBIX WUTOrOB BbIMOMHEHUS Mpu-
HATbIX B [NeHurnce peweHurt cTpaHamMu-4aeHamu
«[pynnbl BOCbMW»: Hanbosiee BbICOKME pPe3ynbTaThbl

' Noknap 6611 NnpeacTtasneH Ha cemuHape 3 anpenst 2006 r. «Ponb “I'pynnbl BocbMn” B rnobanbHOM pa3BUTUn: OC-
HOBHbIE MEXaHM3Mbl OCYLLLECTBAEHNS NHULIMATUB N MHCTPYMEHTbI MOHUTOPUHIA peanmaauum NpUHATbIX B paMkKax cam-
MWTOB peLleHnii, nHdopMaums o KOTopoM Bbina npeactasneHa B N2 3 «BeCcTHUKa MexXayHapOAHbIX OpraHu3aunii».

2 iccnepoBaHus NPOBOASTCA MEXAYHapPOAHOM rpynnoi akcrnepToB MHbOopMauMoHHO-aHaIMTUYECKOrO LIeHTpa
«[pynnel BOCbMU» Npu YHuBepcuTteTe TopoHTo (Information Center and Research Group of Toronto: www.g8.utoronto.

ca)c 1996 .

8 OnucaHve MeToavku UccnenoBaHns U oToOpaHHble A58 aHanmMaa ob6s3atenscTea cM. B N2 2 «BecTHuka mexay-

HapPOOHbIX OPraHn3aLnin».
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y CLLA — 71%, BenukobputanHunm — 67%, AnoHum n
KaHagbl — 52%, ®paHuum — 48%, Utanum n lepma-
HUM — 48% un 33% COOTBETCTBEHHO. HeraTuBHbIN
NPOMEXYTOYHbIN pe3ynbTaTt y Poccun — 14%. Mpea-
CTaBNSETCS, YTO BKJIIOUYEHME B UCCNea0BaHNe POCCUIA-
CKMX 9KCMEePTOB MO3BOMIUT pacluMpuTb 6asy AaHHbIX
WMCTOYHUKOB A1 0O bEKTUMBHOIO aHanm3a 1 oTpaxxeHus
WCMOSIHEHUS MNPUHATBIX 0053aTenscTB  Poccuinckom
depepaupein.

M.B. JlapnoHoBa

Introduction

Compliance studies have been underway at the
University of Toronto’s G8 Research Group since
the Lyon Summit in 19964, and every year since
then, the Research Group has been producing
compliance studies as an important component
of the analytic products produced by the Univer-
sity of Toronto’s G8 Research Group. Why do we
embark on this task every year and what is it we
and the world derive from our efforts?

The G8 Summit produces an annual com-
muniqué every year, binding the leaders in many
cases to hard commitments. Can the success
of these commitments be measured once the
Summit is over, the media have dispersed and
the leaders have returned home? Are there limits
to how much or how often the leaders can com-
ply with their G8 commitments, particularly giv-
en that they are autonomous, sovereign states
whose leaders are driven by differing domestic
demands?

| argue in this paper that it does not make
a lot of sense for the leaders to invest their time
and resources, while potentially risking their
political and personal reputations, to generate
these agreements if they have absolutely no in-
tention of ever complying with them once the
Summit is over. My research therefore allows us
to assess how much credibility the leaders bring
to the summit table, and whether the products of
the summit (the communiqués and declarations),
deserve to be treated with any degree of serious-
ness at all.

The empirical findings on compliance essen-
tially offer explanations to three important ques-
tions:

1. To what extent and under what conditions
do the G8 live up to the commitments and deci-
sions reached at the Summit table?

2. How does the pattern of Summit compli-
ance vary by issue area and over time?

3. What accounts for causes of high and low
Summit compliance?

Determining how much compliance has
happened by which country and when, allows us
to draw some important conclusions about the
overall effectiveness of the Summit process. But
before we can explain patterns of Summit compli-
ance, it’s important to define what is meant by a
commitment, since commitments form the basis
of our compliance reports.

Commitments need to be distinct, specific
and publicly expressed statements of intent, In
other words, they need to represent “promises”
by leaders that they will take future action to im-
plement a commitment.

There are three important criteria embedded
within this definition:

1. Commitments must be distinct — meaning
each goal represents a separate commitment;

2. Commitments must be specific, identifi-
able, measurable and contain clear parameters;
and

3. Commitments must be future-oriented
rather than present endorsements of previous
actions; in other words, they need to represent a
pattern for future action.

Given our definition of a commitment, what
then constitutes compliance? Compliance hap-
pens when national governments change their own
behavior to fulfill a Summit goal or commitment.
Leaders legitimize their commitments by either:

e including them within their national agen-
das;

e referring to them in public speeches or
press releases;

e assigning personnel to negotiate the man-
dates;

e forming task forces or working groups;

e launching new diplomatic initiatives;

e allocating budgetary resources towards the
commitment’s fulfillment.

Compliance therefore requires new or altered
efforts by national governments where leaders
very actively and consciously plan to implement
their G8 commitments. These actions need to be
deliberate.

4 For the complete set of compliance reports, visit the University of Toronto’s G8 Information Centre at: www.
G8.utoronto.ca and click on “Analytic and Compliance Studies”.
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Measuring Compliance

Whatis the criteriafor measuring compliance? The
compliance research at the University of Toronto
builds on the methodology first developed by
George Von Furstenberg and Joseph Daniels in
“The Meaning and Reliability of Economic Summit
Undertakings, 1975—1989”% and adapted it so it
essentially follows a three-level measurement
process:

1. Full or nearly full compliance with a com-
mitment is assigned a score of +1.

2. A score of —1 indicates complete or near-
ly complete failure to implement a commitment.

3. An ‘“inability to commit” or a “work in
progress” is given a score of 0.

An “inability to commit” refers to factors out-
side of the executive branch that impede imple-
mentation. A “work in progress” refers to an initia-
tive that has been launched by a government but
hasn’t yet been completed by the time of the next
summit, and whose results therefore cannot be
effectively judged.

Time Frame

Commitments are examined from the conclusion
of one Summit to the beginning of the next — the
time frame therefore spans one year. Why is this
the case? Essentially because commitments in
the leaders’ communiqués are made on an an-
nual basis, so the span of one full year is used to
assess whether compliance has in fact occurred.
Some commitments may be “re-iterated” — which
means they were made at previous Summits but
have not yet been completed because one year
did not allow enough time for implementation to
occur. These are treated as new commitments.

The one year time frame also coincides
with the annual cycle of national political agen-
das — such as budgets and state of the union
addresses — which vary from year to year. The
annual Summit cycle therefore accounts for varia-
tions that happen on a yearly basis.

Charting Compliance

What do we know about summit compliance?
Compliance scores from 1988 — 2005 have var-
ied considerably, averaging approximately 43%.
Compliance has been highest during this period

in the political security domain (with issues includ-
ing traditional east-west relations, terrorism, arms
control, regional security and conflict prevention),
followed by commitments in the core economic
sector, then followed by global/transnational is-
sues and global governance (focused primarily,
for example, on UN reform).

Explaining Compliance

What do these compliance findings suggest?
What accounts for overall positive Summit compli-
ance patterns over time?

1. First of all, these findings suggest that the
leaders’ direct involvement is important because
they themselves have personally discussed and
altered the agreements, and they have forged a
consensus on how these agreements will be im-
plemented domestically.

2. Second, the presence of domestic insti-
tutional structures is important, especially if they
are organized in a way that allows for implementa-
tion. Some departments of government may have
the resources and capacity to better or more ef-
fectively implement G8 agreements. Other less
institutionally entrenched departments may lack
the capacity for G8 related activity and oversight,
thereby making implementation of Summit com-
mitments more difficult.

3. Higher compliance generally happens in
cases where the G8 are members of existing re-
gimes (such asthe IMF and the World Bank), where
the G8 are major shareholders, and are therefore
able to exert their political and financial influence,
set the agendas, and secure agreements on the
implementation.

4. We also find that as the number of G8 min-
isterials, working groups and official-level bodies
have increased over time, so too has compliance.
These bodies tend to take the pressure off lead-
ers by allowing others to forge G8 consensus on
these issues.

The Gleneagles Interim
Compliance Report

In addition to our final compliance reports, which
the G8 Research Group has issued since 1996,
beginning in 2002 at the Kananaskis Summit,
the G8 Research Group has also completed an
Interim Compliance Report — which focuses on
the extent to which the previous Summits’ com-

5 See also: Von Furstenberg, George M., and Joseph P. Daniels. Economic Summit Declarations, 1975—1989:
Examining the Written Record of International Cooperation. Princeton Studies in International Finance, No. 72. Princeton,
N. J.: International Finance Section, Dept. of Economics, Princeton University, 1992.
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mitments have been complied with by the time the
G8 hosting chair passes on the G8 presidency to
the next member in the hosting rotation — in this
case, from the United Kingdom to Russia — which
happened when Russia assumed the G8 presi-
dency, on January 1, 2006. The interim reports
therefore allow us to provide an assessment of
how the commitments are evolving in the post-
Summit period, up until January 1 of the follow-
ing year. The final compliance study — available
2—3 weeks prior to the Summit itself — builds on
the interim report in an effort to assess the extent
to which compliance has evolved from January 1
till the time before the next Summit.

What do we know about the results of the
Gleneagles Summit to date? Gleneagles pro-
duced 212 commitments, from which we selected
a sample of 21 “core” commitments. “Core” com-
mitments are the ones that are (1) ambitious and
far-reaching; (2) timely, in that they reflect cur-
rent issues of importance; and (3) they are clearly
identifiable and measurable.

The 212 commitments generated at Glenea-
gles (the 2nd largest number of commitments ever
produced — next to Sea Island in 2004), spanned
18 documents ranging from global health (HIV/
AIDS and polio eradication) to African debt re-
lief and trade, to transnational crime, terrorism,
non- proliferation and Middle East reform. Each
priority commitment was then surveyed across all
G8 countries, plus the European Union.

The interim compliance results reveal that
from the period following the conclusion of the
2005 Gleneagles Summit until January 2006, G8
members and the EU have complied with their pri-
ority commitments 47% of the time. The interim
compliance score of 47 ties Evian (2003) and sur-
passes Sea Island (40% — 2004), and Kananaskis
(25% — 2002).

Compliance by Country

Marking quite a dramatic shift from previous
interim compliance reports, the highest complying
G8 country across the 21 priority commitments
post-Gleneagles is the United States, with a score
of 71%°. Although the U.S. did rank second overall
in the two previous interim reports, its compliance
score increased by over 20% from the 2004 Sea
Island interim report the year before. Placing sec-

ond and also scoring above the median is the typi-
cally high-ranking United Kingdom, with a compli-
ance score of 67%. Moving up considerably from
its lower place standings in previous reports is
Japan, with a compliance score this year of 52%.
Canada, traditionally one of the Summit’s high-
est compliers, has dropped considerably during
this interim assessment, tying Japan with a score
of 52%. Dropping also from third place last year
to fifth place is France, with an interim compli-
ance score of 48%. Italy and Germany follow, with
scores of 43% and 33% respectively. Russia is the
only country to score in the negative range with an
interim score of —14%.

Compliance by Issue Area

Compliance by issue area also varies con-
siderably at the interim point. Of the 21 priority
issues assessed, commitments geared towards
Middle East Reform, renewable energy and cli-
mate change rank the highest with a perfect com-
pliance score of 100%. On the Middle East, this
commitment primarily includes the stimulation of
a global financial contribution of up to $3 billion
per year over the coming three years for the re-
gion. On renewable energy, perfect compliance to
date reflects the leaders’ commitment to develop
markets for clean energy technologies, increase
their availability in the developing world, and to
help vulnerable communities adapt to the impact
of climate change. Advancing global efforts to
tackle climate change at the UN also score in the
ranks of perfect compliance.

Compliance is also high with commitments
to support the African Union’s mission in Sudan,
as well as efforts aimed at tackling terrorism, each
scoring a respectable 89%. A significant gap in
compliance is detected in the next strata of scores
as commitments geared towards helping build Af-
rica’s capacity to trade and mobilize investment
as well as support for UN work on post-tsunami
humanitarian aid and reconstruction, each score
67%. Commitments to support the “Education for
All” initiative, as well as those geared towards the
development of cleaner, more efficient and low-
er-emitting vehicles tie at 56%. Scoring slightly
below the median at 44%, and tying three ways,
are commitments to support the polio eradication
initiative, the commitment to mobilize $20 billion
over ten years for non-proliferation initiatives, and
the provision of additional resources for Africa’s

6 The EU does score 75%, placing its aggregate score ahead of the United States in overall terms.
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peacekeeping forces. Scoring 33% are commit-
ments to address products of interest to Least De-
veloped Countries (LDCs) in trade negotiations.
Just below this, at 25%, is the G8’s commitment
to reduce Irag’s debt by implementing the terms
of the November 2004 Paris Club agreement.
Tied at 22% are three commitments including one
to meet the financing needs for HIV/AIDS through
the replenishment of the Global Fund, another
aimed at doubling aid for Africa by 2010, and the
final geared towards supporting a comprehensive
set of actions to raise agricultural productivity in
Africa. Issues focused on transnational crime,
particularly through the improvement of coordina-
tion on anti-counterfeiting and anti-piracy crime
strategies, as well as commitments to reduce
trade distorting domestic agricultural subsidies in
Africa, score quite low on the overall compliance
spectrum at 11%. The one commitment in which a
“work in progress” score of “0” is logged by all G8
members and the EU is with respect to the cancel-
lation of all debts owed by eligible highly indebted
poor countries (HIPCs) to IDA, the IMF and the
African Development Fund. Good governance,
particularly focused on the early ratification of the
UN Convention against Corruption, is the only is-
sue to fall within the negative range with an interim
score of —11%.

These interim findings reveal some striking
differences with the interim results from previ-
ous assessments. Where debt relief initiatives to
the highly indebted poor countries garnered the
highest compliance rate (100%) at the interim
point post Sea Island, commitments in this area
fall at the opposite end of the spectrum, with
compliance score of 0 in the post-Gleneagles
period. Another significant shift is with respect
to the environment, where leaders scored a “0”
post Sea Island, but jumped to 100% following
Gleneagles. Transport security and polio eradi-
cation also showed significant gains with compli-
ance scores increasing by over 40% in both cases
from one year ago. Where no significant changes
were made from the previous assessments were
in the areas of polio eradication (44%) and tran-

snational crime (11%). Improvements are seen,
however, in overall compliance terms post Gle-
neagles as only one issue area falls within the
negative range, contrary to the post Sea Island
period, where three issues fell scored in the neg-
ative range at the interim point.

Interim and Final Compliance
Scores Compared

Although a comprehensive analytical assess-
ment will not be available until the final compliance
scores are in, to date, these interim compliance
scores compare favourably with the overall scores
from previous Summits including Cologne 1999
(39%), Birmingham 1998 (45%), Denver 1997
(27%) and Lyon (36%). Scores post Gleneagles
are comparable to Evian 2003 (51%) and Genoa
2001 (49.5) and only significantly surpassed by
Okinawa 2000 (81.4%).

Conclusions

Theissue of how well each of the summit members
does with respect to complying with their commit-
ments in previous years is, we believe, an impor-
tant one for its answers point to areas where the
G8 needs to undertake remedial action. But fur-
thermore, it allows us to assess how much cred-
ibility the leaders bring to the summit table, and
whether the products of the summits deserve to
be treated with any degree of seriousness at all.

These scores are offered with an invitation
for others to challenge, confirm, enrich and sup-
plement them. We welcome contributions to this
on-going empirical, methodological and analyti-
cal exercise.

We very much look forward to the Russian
hosted Summit this year, as we will keenly take
stock of the commitments reached in St. Peters-
burg and analyze their successes in the weeks
and months following the Summit. We also look
forward to offering our St. Petersburg interim
compliance report in January 2007.

OBPATUTE BHMAHWE!

O3CP, TecHo coTpyaHuyas ¢ «Ipynnoi BocbMu», B npenasepumn cammmta—2006 B CaHkT-INeTepbypre
OTKpbINa cneunanbHbli cant (www.oecd.org/g8), nocssaiueHHbli padote O3CP no HanpaenieHnsMm, BblOpaH-
HbIM B KQ4eCTBe NPUOPUTETHbLIX OJ19 npeacenatensctesa Poccun B «[pynne BOCbMU»: rnobanbHasa sHepreTu-
yeckasi 6e3onacHocTb, o6pa3oBaHue, 6opbba ¢ MHDEKUNOHHBIMKN 3aboneBaHsaMnU. KpoMe Toro, Ha cainte
npeacrtaeneHa nHdpopmaums o padote O3CP no apyrim HanpasieHNUaM MeXAyHapOAHOro COTPYAHNYECTBA,
KOoTopble ByayT obcyxaatbes Ha cammnTe—2006: pasBuTme rnobanbHON IKOHOMUKM, GUHAHCHI U TOProBIS,
3alUmMTa OKpyXatLLen cpenpl, yperynmpoBaHue permoHasnbHbiXx KOHOAVKTOB, 60pbba C TePPOPU3MOM.
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