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Preface

Each year since 1996, the G8 Research Group has produced a compliance report on the progress
made by the G8 member countries in meeting the commitments issued at each leaders’ summit.
Since 2002, the group has published an interim report, timed to assess progress at the transition
between one country’s year as host and the next. These reports, which monitor each country’s
efforts on a carefully chosen selection of the many commitments announced at the end of each
summit, are offered to the general public and to policy makers, academics, civil society, the
media and interested citizens around the world in an effort to make the work of the G8 more
transparent and accessible, and to provide scientific data to enable meaningful analysis of this
unique and informal institution. The draft is available at the G8 Information Centre at
<www.g8.utoronto.ca>.

The G8 Research Group is an independent organization based at the University of Toronto.
Founded in 1987, it is an international network of scholars, professionals and students interested
in the activities of the G8. The group oversees the G8 Information Centre, which publishes, free

of charge, analysis and research on the G8 as well as makes available official documents issued
by the G8.

The work of the G8 Research Group would not be possible without the dedication of many
people around the world. In particular, this report is the product of a team of energetic and hard-
working analysts directed by Dr. Ella Kokotsis, Director of Analytical Research, and Anthony
Prakash Navaneelan.

The G8 Research Group encourages responses to this report. Any comments or questions should
be directed to <g8@utoronto.ca>. Indeed, we are grateful to the many individuals from many
communities who responded to our invitation to comment on an earlier draft of this report.
Responsibility for its contents lies exclusively with the authors and analysts of the G8 Research
Group.

John Kirton
Director

G8 Research Group
Toronto, Canada
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Introduction

The University of Toronto’s G8 Research Group has completed its third annual Interim
Compliance Report. This report is based on the results from June 2004 to January 2005 of G8
members’ compliance with their priority commitments at the 2004 G8 Sea Island Summit, which
took place on June 8—10, 2004. This six-month period allows for the assessment of compliance
with the summit’s priority commitments at about the time when the summit hosting
responsibility changed on January 1, 2005, from the United States to the United Kingdom.

A summary of the interim compliance scores is available in Table A, with an individual
analytical assessment by country and issue area below. Table B provides an updated set of
compliance scores based on the inclusion of an additional priority commitment made by the G7
Finance Ministers statement of January 7, 2005, regarding tsunami relief efforts. For the purpose
of this interim report, however, compliance with the tsunami commitment is offered for
informational purposes only and does not factor into the overall interim compliance scores.
Although the final compliance report — which will be published just prior to the 2005
Gleneagles Summit — will provide a more detailed and comprehensive assessment of the 2004
Sea Island scores, this report offers some preliminary observations based on the interim results.

This report spans a record 18 priority issue areas, including two priority commitments apiece
from the issue areas of the Broader Middle East and North Africa (BMENA) Initiative, Trade
and Infectious Diseases. Each commitment is surveyed across all G8 countries plus the European
Union. Only two “not applicable” (n/a) scores appear; one in relation to a trade commitment
directed at the World Trade Organization (WTO) and a second in response to Asian Tsunami
Assistance. In the first instance, Russia does not belong to the WTO and as such, its score is
exempt from the overall average. In the second instance, Russia receives an n/a as the
commitment on the tsunami was reached at the G7 Finance Ministers Meeting, where Russia is
not a member.

The interim results reveal that from the period following Sea Island until January 2005, G8
members (plus the EU) have complied with their priority commitments across the 18 major
priority commitments 40% of the time (see Table A). This average is based on a scale whereby
100% equals perfect compliance and —100% means that the member governments are either non-
compliant or are, in fact, doing the opposite of what they committed to.'

The Overall Interim Compliance Score

This overall interim score of 40% for the Sea Island Summit of 2004 falls in the mid range
between the interim score of 47% from Evian in 2003 and the interim score of 25% from
Kananaskis in 2002.

"A complete methodological explanation is available from the University of Toronto G8 Information Centre at
<www.g8.utoronto.ca/g7/evaluations/methodology/g7c2.htm>.
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Compliance by Country

Similar to both the Kananaskis and Evian interim results, the highest complying members across
the 18 priority issue areas post—Sea Island are Canada and the United Kingdom, with a score tied
at 50%. Joining the ranks of the compliance leaders this year are Germany and the EU, also
scoring 50%. These results confirm trends found in earlier compliance reports suggesting that the
countries next in the hosting rotation (in this case, the UK) are consistently among the highest to
comply with commitments reached the year before. In second place is the United States, with a
score of 44%. A second-place score for the U.S. places it in the same position as the period post-
Evian. France and Italy are tied for third place at 39%, moving Italy up from its last-place finish
at Evian and Kananaskis. Japan drops to second last with a score of 33%, while Russia falls to
last place with an overall interim compliance score of 0. None of the G8 members score
compliance results in the negative range.

The Compliance Gap by Country

Although compliance scores during the interim period vary by country, the study also finds that
the compliance gap between member states for Sea Island falls in the mid range between the
Evian and the Kananaskis results. The interim Kananaskis compliance report indicated a
compliance gap between the G8 of 77% (with Canada at 77% and Italy at 0). The compliance
gap between the highest and lowest complying members for the Evian results was only 25%
(58% for Canada and 33% for Italy). For Sea Island, however, the compliance gap increases once
again to 50%, with Canada, Germany and the UK all scoring 50% and Russia revealing an
interim compliance score of 0.

Compliance by Issue Area

These interim results also indicate that compliance during this period varied considerably by
issue area. Commitments focused on democracy assistance through the Broader Middle East and
North Africa Initiative as well as those on trade and debt relief for heavily indebted poor
countries (HIPC) score perfect compliance results across all G8 countries and the EU.
Compliance scores are also high in the areas of energy (89%), support for the Iraqi elections,
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and regional security, each at 78%. Commitments on food
security and peacebuilding in Africa both score above average at 67% and 44% respectively.
Below average scores are revealed for world economy and infectious diseases/HIV/AIDS (each
at 33%), as well as trade and technical assistance (22%) and transport security (11%). The
environment, transnational crime and infectious diseases (polio) each score 0, while issues
concerning terrorist financing score —0.11. Furthermore, the area of financing development
reveals the worst compliance score with a —1.0, indicating that the G8 and the EU have not taken
any concrete measures to fulfill their priority commitments in this issue area since Sea Island.

These findings reveal some striking differences with the interim results from Evian and
Kananaskis where political security issues (primarily terrorism) yielded the highest compliance
by the member states across both years. By contrast, terrorist financing has fallen within the
negative range while debt relief has moved from the middle range in previous years to secure top
marks post—Sea Island. The most interesting development, however, has been on the trade front,
where trade initiatives — traditionally the lowest across the G8 — have risen to the top spot.
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Issues of the environment and global health continue to fall in the middle range, consistent with
previous years.

Interim and Final Compliance Scores Compared

Although a comprehensive assessment cannot be made until the final compliance scores are in,
to date, these interim Sea Island scores compare somewhat favourably with the overall
compliance scores for Cologne 1999 (39%), Denver 1997 (27%) and Lyon 1996 (36%). Since
1996, only Evian 2003 (51%), Genoa 2001 (49.5%) Okinawa 2000 (81.4%) and Birmingham
1998 (45%) have yielded higher overall compliance scores.

Special Considerations
In evaluating the results of this report, the following considerations should be kept in mind.

» Compliance has been assessed against a selected set of priority commitments, rather than all
commitments the last summit produced. The priority commitments selected were not randomly
chosen but identified to produce a representative subset of the total according to such
dimensions as issue areas, ambition, specified time for completion, instruments used and, more
generally, the degree of precision, obligation and delegation of each.

* In addition to the specific commitments assessed here, summits have value in establishing new
principles in normative directions, in creating and highlighting issue areas and agenda items,
and in altering the publicly allowable discourse used. Furthermore, some of the most important
decisions reached and consensus forged at summits may be done entirely in private and not
encoded in the public communiqué record.

» Some commitments inherently take longer to be complied with than the time available between
one summit and the next.

* In some cases, it may be wise not to comply with a summit commitment, if global conditions
have dramatically changed since the commitment was made or if new knowledge has become
available about how a particular problem can best be solved.

* As each of the member countries has its own constitutional, legal and institutional processes
for undertaking action at the national level, each is free to act in particular cases on a
distinctive national time scale. Of particular importance here is the annual cycle for the
creation of budgets, legislative approval and the appropriation of funds.

* Commitments encoded in the G8 communiqué may also be encoded precisely or partially in
communiqués from other international forums, the decisions of other international
organizations, or even national statements such as the State of the Union Address in the U.S.,
the Queen’s Speech in the UK and the Speech from the Throne in Canada. Without detailed
process-tracing, it cannot be assumed that compliant behaviour on the part of countries is fully
caused by the single fact of a previous G8 commitment.
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» Compliance here is assessed against the precise, particular commitments made by the G8,
rather than what some might regard as necessary or appropriate action to solve the problem
being addressed.

» With compliance assessed on a three-point scale, judgements inevitably arise about whether
particular actions warrant the specific numerical value assigned. As individual members can
sometimes take different actions to comply with the same commitment, no standardized cross-
national evaluative criterion can always be used. Comments regarding the judgements in each
case, detailed in the extensive accompanying notes, are welcome (see below).

* Because the evaluative scale used in this compliance report runs from —100 percent to +100
percent, it should assumed that any score in the positive range represents at least some
compliance with the specific commitments made by the G8. It is not known if commitments in
other international forums or at the national level on occasions such as the State of the Union
Address, Queen’s Speech or Speech from the Throne, etc., are complied with to a greater or
lesser degree than the commitments made by the G8.

* It may be that commitments containing high degrees of precision, obligation and delegation,
with short specified timetables for implementation, may induce governments to act simply to
meet the specified commitment rather than in ways best designed to address core and
underlying problems over a longer term.

* In some cases, full compliance by all members of the G8 with a commitment is contingent on
co-operative behaviour on the part of other actors.

Further Research and Reports

The information contained within this interim report provides G8 member countries and other
stakeholders with an early indication of their compliance results to date, thereby setting the
foundation for future action prior to the Gleneagles Sea Island Summit on July 8-10, 2005. As
with previous compliance reports, this report has been produced as an invitation for others to
provide additional or more complete information on country compliance with the interim results
of the 2004 Sea Island commitments. As always, comments are welcomed and would be
considered as part of an analytical reassessment. Please send your feedback to
<g8(wutoronto.ca>. A complete assessment of the compliance scores will be made available in
the final report and posted on this web site by mid-June — approximately two weeks prior to the
Gleneagles Summit, on June 6-8, 2005, in Scotland.
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Table A: 2004 Sea Island Interim Compliance Scores*

Individual
Issue
CDA | FRA | GER | ITA JAP | RUS UK us EU Average |

BMENA (A) Democracy
IAssistance 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
BMENA (B) Iraqi Elections 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.78
\World Economy 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0.33
Trade (A) Doha 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1.00
Trade (B) Technical
Assistance 1 0 1 0 1 -1 0 0 0 0.22
Energy 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.89
Environment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
WMD 1 1 1 1 1 —1 1 1 1 0.78
Terrorist Financing 0 1 —1 —1 0 1 —1 0 0 -0.11
Transnational Crime 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Transport Security 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.11
Debt Relief / HIPC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00
Financing Development —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 -1.00
Infectious Diseases HIV/AIDS | —1 1 1 1 —1 —1 1 1 1 0.33
Infectious Diseases Polio 1 —1 —1 —1 0 1 1 —1 1 0.0
Peace Building in Africa 1 0 1 1 —1 0 1 1 0 0.44
Famine and Food Security in
Africa 1 1 1 0 1 —1 1 1 1 0.67
Regional Security Darfur 1 1 1 1 1 —1 1 1 1 0.78
Individual Country Average 0.50 | 0.39 | 050 | 0.39 | 0.33 | 0.00 | 050 | 0.44 | 0.50
Overall Country Average 0.40
Overall Issue Average 0.40
Overall Interim Compliance
/Average 0.40
2003 Evian Interim
Compliance Score 0.47
2002 Kananaskis Interim
Compliance Score 0.25

*The average score by issue area is the average of all countries’ compliance scores for that issue. The average score
by country is the average of all issue area compliance scores for a given country. The overall compliance average is
an average of the overall issue average and overall country average. Where information on a country’s compliance
score for a given issue area was not available, the symbol “N/A” appears in the respective column and no compliance
score is awarded. Countries were excluded from the averages if the symbol “N/A” appears in the respective column.
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Table B: 2004 Sea Island Interim Compliance Scores, with reference to the Indian
Ocean Tsunami*

Individual
Issue
CDA | FRA | GER | ITA | JAP | RUS | UK us EU Average |

BMENA (A) Democracy
Assistance 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
BMENA (B) Iraqi Elections 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.78
\World Economy 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0.33
Trade (A) Doha 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 1 1 1.00
Trade (B) Technical Assistance 1 0 1 0 1 —1 0 0 0 0.22
Energy 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0.89
Environment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
WMD 1 1 1 1 1 —1 1 1 1 0.78
Terrorist Financing 0 1 —1 —1 0 1 —1 0 0 -0.11
Transnational Crime 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Transport Security 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.11
Debt Relief / HIPC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00
Financing Development —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1 —1.00
Infectious Diseases HIV/AIDS —1 1 1 1 —1 —1 1 1 1 0.33
Infectious Diseases Polio 1 —1 —1 —1 0 1 1 —1 1 0.00
Peace Building in Africa 1 0 1 1 —1 0 1 1 0 0.44
Fame and Food Security in Africa 1 1 1 0 1 —1 1 1 1 0.67
Regional Security Darfur 1 1 1 1 1 —1 1 1 1 0.78
)Asian Tsunami Assistance 0 0 1 0 1 n/a** 0 1 1 0.50
Individual Country Average 047 | 0.37 | 053 | 0.37 | 0.37 | 0.00 | 0.47 | 047 | 0.53
Overall Country Average 0.40
Overall Issue Average 0.40
Overall Interim Compliance
/Average 0.40
2003 Evian Interim Compliance
Score 0.47
2002 Kananaskis Interim
Compliance Score 0.25

*The average score by issue area is the average of all countries’ compliance scores for that issue. The average score
by country is the average of all issue area compliance scores for a given country. The overall compliance average is
an average of the overall issue average and overall country average. Where information on a country’s compliance
score for a given issue area was not available, the symbol “N/A” appears in the respective column and no compliance
score is awarded. Countries were excluded from the averages if the symbol “N/A” appears in the respective column.

**Russia’s score for compliance with its Asian Tsunami Assistance commitment was omitted since this commitment
was made at the G7 Finance Ministers’ Meeting to which Russia is not a member. Nevertheless, Russia’s compliance
performance is reviewed in the Appendix to this report as is all other G8 member-states’ compliance activities in this
issue-area. Russia received a score of —1, however, this is not reflected in the calculations in this table.
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Program, the Global Cities Program and others.

CIS is a proud sponsor and host institution of the G8 Research Group

Munk Centre for International Studies — University of Toronto
1 Devonshire Place — Toronto — ONT — M5S 3K7 — Canada
416-946-8929 — cis.general@utoronto.ca
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The Munk Centre for International Studies at Trinity College in the University of Toronto houses
Centres and Programmes that specialize in international studies.
The Centre’s Director is Professor Janice Gross Stein.

The mandate of the Munk Centre is to enhance interdisciplinary scholarship, and faculty and student
exchange, as well as to create opportunities for members of the private, public, and not-for-profit
sectors to join in collaborative research, teaching, and public education.

THE MUNK CENTRE IS A PROUD SPONSOR OF THE G8 RESEARCH GROUP

1 Devonshire Place — Toronto — Ontario — M5S 3K7 — Canada
PH: (416) 946-8900 — FX: (416) 946-8915

www.utoronto.ca/mcis

MUNKCENTRE

FOR INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

AT TRINITY COLLEGE
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1928 THE UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO

Department of Political Science

The University of Toronto boasts one of the largest
political science departments in North America, with EHEHTTHIHE s
more than 3,800 students enrolled in some 90 full-year ; f

[ POLITICAL]

undergraduate courses. The Department has almost 100
full-time, adjunct and emeriti faculty, which also makes
us large and diverse at the graduate level.

For further information, please go to:

www.chass.utoronto.ca/polsci

The Department of Political Science is a proud
sponsor of the G8 Research Group

Sidney Smith Hall, Room 3018 ' "“ :

100 St. George Street A EIIIH “I'“““Hf

Toronto — Ontario — M5S 3G3 — Tel: (416) 978-3343 _—

FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE

Andrea and Charles Bronfman Lecture in Israeli Studies
The Miracle of the Revival of Hebrew

Professor Menachem Brinker

Professor Brinker is the Henry Crown Professor of Modern Hebrew Language and Literature in the Near Eastern Languages and
Civilizations at the University of Chicago, and Professor Emeritus of Philosophy and Hebrew Literature at the Hebrew University,
Jerusalem. Brinker’s scholarship applies a deep philosophical and literary analysis to the problem of aesthetics in Hebrew literature. In
2004, he was awarded the Israel Prize for Hebrew and General Literary Research

Monday, March 21, 2005 — 5:30 p.m.

Rm. 1180 — Auditorium — Bahen Centre for Information Technology
40 St. George Street — University of Toronto

Free and open to the public.
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ASIAN INSTITUTE

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO

The Asian Institute helps link and promote diversified academic programs on Asia at the
University of Toronto.

Faculty and researchers affiliated with the Institute, spanning the humanities and social
sciences, are distinguished especially by their interdisciplinary and cross-cultural focus in
teaching and research.

In addition to undergraduate and graduate teaching programs on Asia, the Institute sponsors
individual and collaborative research projects, public lectures, workshops, conferences and
seminars. The following are selected lectures and conferences from the Calendar of Events for
Spring 2005:

Movement: The Cultural Dynamics of East Asia
Fifth Annual Conference of graduate students at Department of .
. ) ) ) Department of East Asian
East Asian Studies. The conference will explore notions of .
o . L o Studies
Graduate Conference movement in literature, art, philosophy, religion, politics, Robarts Librar
Saturday, Mar. 5 commerce, and demographics within and beyond China, Korea, 130 St Georgg Street
9:00 am-5:00pm and Japan ) . - 14th Floor Lounge, Room
Keynote speaker: Zhang Longxi (City University of Hong Kong) 14087
Cosponsored by: Department of East Asian Studies
For information: www.chass.utoronto.ca/easgsc/
Reforming Social Contracts: East Asia in Comparative
Perspective

Munk Centre for

Stephen Haggard (Graduate School of International Relations and Internatlonelal Studies
1 Devonshire Place

Pacific Studies, University of California, San Diego) North House — Room
Cosponsored by: Department of Political Science and Centre for

. . 208N
International Studies

Behind the Boom: Political Instability in China?
lan Johnson (Wall Street Journal Europe and author of Wild
Grass)

Lecture
Friday, Apr. 1
2:00 pm-4:00 pm

Munk Centre for
International Studies

1 Devonshire Place

North House — Room
208N

Lecture
Monday, Apr. 4
12:00 noon-2:00 pm

Traders and Trade Routes of Central and Inner Asia, Then
and Now

The Eleven Annual Conference of the Central and Inner Asia
Seminar (CIAS 2005)

Cosponsored by: Central and Inner Asia Seminar

Registration: gillian.long@utoronto.ca or (416) 978-4882

Japan as Normal Country

University College
15 King’s College Circle
Croft Chapter House

Conference
Thursday, May 12 —
Sunday, May 15

Session 1: Japan and the WTO Munk Centre for
2005 Shibusawa North Session 2: Japanese as a Normal Country Revisited International Studies
American Seminar Session 3: Comparative Ethics and Japanese Society 1 Devonshire Place
Saturday, June 18 — Session 4: Japan and the End of World War | and the End of the | South House
Sunday, June 19 Cold War Vivian and David Campbell

Cosponsored by: Dr. David Chu Distinguished Leaders Program | Conference Facility
and Department of Political Science

For more information on the Asian Institute, please visit the website at www.utoronto.ca/ai
or contact us:

Michael W. Donnell Eileen Lam Carrie Meston
Director Institute Manager Administrator &
Financial Assistant
Asian Institute at the University of Toronto
Munk Centre for International Studies
1 Devonshire Place, Room 227N
Toronto, ON Canada M5S 3K7
Tel: 416 946 946 8996 « Fax: 416 946 8838
E-mail: asian.institute@utoronto.ca
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A new program offering students a distinctive first-year experience

TRINITY
ONE

Big ldeus. ..
SmallbClasses

Provost Margaret Mac

W Irinity College is
proud to sponsor the
G8 Undergraduate
Research Group

For information about our new Trinity One program,

with some of her first y

seminar students in’

which offers first-year students small seminar classes

in two streams — International Relations and Ethics —

please see www.trinity.utoronto.ca/trinityone

TRINITY COLLEGE
University of Toronto
6 Hoskin Avenue
Toronto, Ontario

MS5S 1H8
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