
Key Points
• Ukraine’s adjustment and reform effort was half-hearted at best during its 

2014 International Monetary Fund (IMF) program. Although fiscal restraint 
was effective, the key problems of corruption, huge losses in the state energy 
company and outflows of domestic capital were allowed to fester. 

• In its new and enlarged lending arrangement approved in March, the IMF 
has been pushed into providing more than half the total amount Ukraine 
is expected to need in 2015 from official creditors and private sector debt 
restructuring.

• The immense risks to the success of the policy program, which are rooted in 
the still-simmering conflict in the east, doubts about the government’s ability 
to take on vested interests and impediments to a negotiated restructuring of 
private debt — and, therefore, to repayment of the IMF — exceed the IMF’s 
risk-bearing capacity

• Bilateral creditors should be bearing a far greater share of the financial risk in 
Ukraine. 

The IMF has raised red flags on the risks for its financial position from its latest 
loan to Ukraine. Risks for the IMF may sound arcane — a consideration that is 
beneath the urgencies of geopolitical strains. After all, taking on risk is a central 
purpose of the IMF’s role as the world’s lender into crisis. It is currently popular 
— whether one is talking about the Fund’s role in Greece over the past five years 
or Ukraine now — to follow even negative assessments of the risk the IMF has 
taken on with a statement such as, “Of course, the Fund is a political institution 
and must do what its shareholders wish.” But the significant expansion of the 
Fund’s exposure to Ukraine approved by the executive board in March begs a 
central question about the size of the lending operation and the program of 
policies it supports: is the IMF equipped to take on the risk of such a large 
commitment of resources with questionable prospects for success to a country 
in conflict with questionable prospects for economic success?1

The IMF must be part of the Ukraine financing operation for four reasons. First, 
it alone has the expertise to advise on and craft conditions for macroeconomic 
adjustment and structural reform. Second, IMF advice to any country is only 
credible when the institution puts its own money on the table — the need to 
protect its own resources significantly strengthens the IMF’s incentive to at least 
try to resist political pressures (from borrowers and lenders) to judge economic 
prospects favourably. Third, Russia, as a member of the IMF, becomes at least 
nominally a backer of the program (although Russia is rumored to have abstained 
from the approval of the loan). Fourth, Ukraine has obligations to service past 

1 Since its inception, the IMF has avoided lending to countries in active conflict. In all but a couple 
of cases (where conflict was not a dominant force on the implementation of economic policies), 
the Fund has ascertained that a country has reached post-conflict status before extending its own 
resources.
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loans from the IMF of $5.5 billion2 over the next four years; a 
part of the total four-year commitment of $17 billion effectively 
rolls over this amount.
These are arguments for IMF involvement, but not for IMF 
exposure on the scale approved. Given the front-loading in 
2015 of the IMF’s scheduled disbursements ($10 billion of 
the $17 billion total), the IMF is to finance half of Ukraine’s 
expected financing need in 2015, after having financed 90 
percent in 2014. The IMF’s financial structure is not equipped 
to take on the risks of being the principal financing source of a 
country in conflict and with an exceptionally poor track record 
of reform. 
The IMF’s report (IMF 2015) on its new loan to Ukraine has 
four standout features: First, performance during the now-
terminated Stand-by Arrangement approved in April 2014 
turned out to be another in a long line of largely unfulfilled 
commitments to economic reforms. Second, projections for the 
economy over the next three years look implausible, barring a 
major turnaround in the geopolitical and governance situations 
(in a nutshell, GDP growth is likely to be lower and the external 
financing need higher than the IMF projects). Third, official 
support during 2014 has financed a substantial, and relatively 
easily preventable, deposit flight. Fourth, the IMF has rarely, if 
ever before, expressed as much concern about its own capacity to 
take on the financial risks of a lending arrangement.
After a brief summary of the basic plan of the new program 
with Ukraine, these four interrelated issues will be considered. 
Taken together, the four issues beg questions about the balance 
member countries strike in positioning the IMF to maximize its 
influence in motivating adjustment and reform, protecting the 
financial integrity of the IMF and using the implicit “political 
pass” to secure quick, cheap money for geopolitical objectives. 

The New Program
On March 11, 2015, the $17 billion two-year Stand-by 
Arrangement approved in April 2014 was terminated, and a new 
$17 billion four-year Extended Arrangement was approved.3 

The (reasonable) case for making this switch is that if Ukraine 
is to turn its economy around, it will certainly take a policy 
effort going well beyond early 2016, so a multi-year program 
of policies and stream of financing is needed. Another practical 
consideration is that the repayment period of drawings under an 

2 All figures are in US dollars.

3 Two drawings were made under the 2014 Stand-by Arrangement —  
$3.2 billion upon approval in April and $1.4 billion after completion of 
the first review of policies and outcomes in August (IMF 2014a and IMF 
2014b).

Extended Arrangement is 4.5–10 years (compared with 3.25–5 
for a Stand-by Arrangement). 
As in the Stand-by Arrangement, the policy agenda is driven by 
three objectives: to rebuild foreign exchange reserves that were 
ravaged during the 2014 program, as the authorities failed to 
honour the agreed limit on central bank foreign exchange sales 
and the commitment to a flexible exchange rate; to reduce the 
public sector and external financing needs to amounts that have a 
chance of being available; and to reform an exceptionally corrupt 
and stifling economic environment, so as to attract investment 
and improve incentives for production.
The first objective is to be achieved by maintaining high interest 
rates, but also by a renewed commitment to targets for official 
reserves, to a flexible exchange rate policy and to capital controls. 
The second objective is to be achieved on the government side, 
by a combination of public expenditure restraint, reforms to state 
enterprises and increases in tax receipts, and — on the external 
financing side — by reducing the current account deficit and 
stopping cash outflows. Both should be helped by the 20 percent 
real depreciation of Ukraine’s national currency, the hyrvnia, 
during 2014. The third involves structural reforms, mainly on 
governance and the energy sector. These are all sensible — and 
in fact the only possible — approaches. The question is whether 
any of this can and will be implemented in a country in serious 
conflict and with exceptionally deep-seated governance problems 
that have defied IMF conditionality through nine IMF lending 
arrangement in the past 20 years. Or is the IMF indulging 
official creditors (who want IMF money and involvement) with 
an excessively optimistic view of policies and outcomes? 

The IMF’s Optimism 
Optimism is endemic in IMF reports on the most difficult 
lending arrangements, which often involve high geopolitical 
stakes. The IMF staff, however, is not prone to optimism. Internal 
debates generally include a fair voice for (many) skeptical staff 
views, and plausible central projections often result from these 
internal debates. However, when IMF management reports on 
these projections to officials of member countries who want the 
IMF to take a large share of the financing of a crisis country, 
the pushback starts. At the end of this process, IMF staff must 
rally around a presentation of the strongest policies borrowing 
countries will commit to, and of projections that show fully 
financed fiscal and balance of payments (BoPs) for at least the 
next year. Generally, the more qualifiers in the report on the risks 
involved in the policy program and projections, the more the 
IMF staff had to depart from true central assessments of policies 
and projections. The Ukraine report is full of such qualifiers.
Where specifically is the excessive optimism in the IMF’s 
presentation of the new arrangement?
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Policy Assessment
Ideally, a report following a largely failed program assesses 
departures from the program and a new program is delayed until 
the government can demonstrate, through convincing actions, 
better commitment. The Extended Arrangement has been 
approved without either of these.
The IMF’s recent report is not persuasive on the government’s 
ability and will to put better policies in place. For Ukraine, with 
its 24-year history of lending arrangements with the IMF and 
only one having been pursued to completion, credibility is not 
helped by past performance. Nor does the report offer concrete 
evidence that much has happened since the hard sell on Ukraine’s 
intentions in the April 2014 Stand-by Arrangement.4

• The failure to adhere to the commitment to exchange rate 
flexibility is the most blatant. The central bank allowed 
the hryvnia to depreciate episodically but, contravening its 
commitments, blew through over $8 billion of reserves in 
the six-month period since the August review of the Stand-
by Arrangement. 

• The loss of reserves was, in significant part, due to the failure 
to keep the policy interest rate positive in real terms and to 
the ineffectiveness of modest capital controls. 

• Energy sector prices were reportedly raised, but far from 
sufficiently, especially in light of the large depreciation of 
the hryvnia. This appears to be an important source of the 
large overshoot of the estimated financing requirement 
of the state-owned gas company Naftogaz in 2014 (and 
prospectively in 2015) relative to the projections in the 
April stand-by request and even the first review of the 
Stand-by Arrangement in August. Whereas earlier reports 
have quantified in some detail the sources of the overruns 
of Naftogaz, the current report simply states that the 2014 
Naftogaz deficit substantially ran over previous program 
targets. 

Projection/Estimate of

Projection Date
April 
2014

August 
2014

March 
2015

2014 Naftogaz deficit 
(hryvnia billion)

50.4 65.3 87.3

(percent of GDP) 3.3 4.3 5.7
2015 Naftogaz deficit 

(hryvnia billion)
32.7 33.0 58.0

(percent of GDP) 1.9 1.9 3.1

Source: IMF (2014a; 2014b; 2015).

4 See Schadler (2014) for a discussion of the IMF’s assessment of the  
Stand-by Arrangement as of August 2014.

• Progress appears to have been made in identifying banks with 
inadequate capital, but action to recapitalize or resolve them 
has been mostly limited to small banks. Other measures to 
strengthen bank regulation and supervision appear to have 
been minimal and now feature in conditionality for the 
Extended Arrangement. 

• On governance reform, the broad message from the report 
seems to be that background work was started in 2014 and 
some new laws were introduced, but actual implementation 
remains to be carried out. 

• It appears that the most successful aspect of adjustment 
and reform occurred in fiscal policy. Although some of the 
measures contributing to substantial fiscal savings in 2014 
are temporary, several are meaningful reforms. The fiscal 
saving projected (which in part reflects liquidity constraints 
and the inability to make transfers to areas in conflict) at 
over three percent of GDP is sizable. 

The report describes ambitious plans to push ahead with reforms 
in all these areas. Public statements by Fund staff and management 
characterize the government as more reform-oriented than 
any previous government since transition. The report, however, 
emphasizes that the heavily technocratic government continues 
to face formidable vested interests resisting change. 

Macroeconomic Projections 
The optimism in the macroeconomic projections, in particular 
past 2015, has no obvious basis. Projections for the recovery of 
economic activity stand out. GDP is projected to fall sharply 
again in 2015 (this is largely preordained by the estimated year-
on-year drop in GDP in the fourth quarter of 2014 of over 
16 percent, and by the fact that the 2014 outcome was supported 
by a bumper harvest). In 2016, however, a period of two–four 
percent GDP growth annually will be ushered in. Supporting 
this is a pick-up in inflation-adjusted private investment of over 
20 percent in 2016, followed by substantial increases thereafter. 
A large rebuilding of foreign exchange reserves (from a 
rumoured $5.2 billion as of end-February to over $18 billion by 
the end of 2015) is projected. This will require channelling the 
entire drawing from the IMF (net of repayments on previous 
loans from the IMF) and most of the expected support from 
other official sources to reserve accumulation. To reach such 
an ambitious target, another large current account adjustment 
in 2015, more effective controls on financial outflows, more 
aggressive interest rate policy to raise rates proactively and 
commitment to allowing the exchange rate to adjust to absorb 
outflow pressures will be needed. The track record in 2014 in 
all of these areas except current account adjustment was poor. 
The target also requires that official financing commitments are 
honoured in a timely fashion and that negotiations with private 
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creditors for savings of $15 billion on debt service over the next 
four years conclude successfully within the next few months. 
In sum, the projections would require a turnaround during 2015 
that would be striking for any economy with a long history 
of mismanagement and deep vested interests in preventing 
reform. The conflict in the east, with no obvious resolution in 
sight, makes it even less convincing that they reflect a balanced 
consideration of risks. 

What Exactly Is the International Community 
Financing?
In the kind of chaotic financial conditions Ukraine is 
experiencing, an important question for the international 
community is whether its support is financing essential economic 
needs or deposit outflows as residents abandon domestic banks 
and the local currency. IMF support for a country that is not 
taking needed adjustment and reform measures is a waste. IMF 
support for a country that is not taking needed adjustment and 
reform measures and is allowing large-scale capital flight is 
unconscionable. So, even if there is cause for skepticism about 
the adjustment and reform effort to date, concern should be 
compounded if capital flight on a significant scale is also taking 
place. 
This is never an easy question to answer concretely because 
numbers do not reveal motives. For example, residents may 
withdraw foreign currency deposits from banks to pay for 
imports (especially if trade credit is limited) or to take savings out 
of the country. In either event, net foreign assets of commercial 
banks or the central bank fall, in the former case giving rise to 
a financing item on the external financial account and in the 
latter a drop in net foreign assets of the central bank. Similarly, 
a current account deficit may reflect net payments for essential 
goods and services or over-invoicing of imports and under-
invoicing of exports — that is, capital flight through the current 
account.
Broadly, the limited data presented in the report suggest 
something on the order of a 60/40 split between the contributions 
of current account and net portfolio, medium- and long-term 
obligations on the one hand and capital flight on the other to the 
overall BoP deficit. The following table summarizes the contours 
of the BoP estimates.

Projection Date

BoP Estimates for 2014
(billions of US dollars)

August 
2014

March 
2015

Current account  −3.4  −6.1
Official debt (amortization less Eurobond 
issue)

 −0.3  −2.1

Foreign direct investment  0.2  0.4
Private portfolio  −0.4  −1.1
Private medium-, long-term loans  −3  −3.2
 Banks  −0.2  −1.2
 Corporations  −2.8  -2
Trade credit  −0.1  −4
Short-term loans (excluding trade credit)  −6.2  −0.2
Currency and deposits  −1  −1.5
 Banks  2.5  1.1
 Other sectors  −3.5  −2.7
 Of which foreign exchange deposit  
 outflows

 −3.1  −7.1

Errors and omissions  0.9  0
Overall balance  −13.3  −17.8

Source: IMF (2014a; 2014b; 2015).

We start with the reasonable (although far from satisfactory) 
assumption that the current account deficit, official debt flows, 
private portfolio and medium- and long-term lending flows, 
and foreign direct investment are non-capital flight entries. The 
remainder — composed mainly of short-term private credit, 
trade credit and deposit flows — can be considered far more 
likely to comprise a significant element of deposit and capital 
flight. Using this division as a guide leads to the conclusion that 
about $5 billion of the overall deficit of $18 billion reflected 
capital flight. 
There are two immediately apparent reasons to see this as a low 
estimate. First, in the March 2015 estimates, foreign exchange 
deposit outflow is reported as $7 billion. Second, a comparison 
of the March 2015 BoP estimates with the projections made in 
August 2014 sheds some light on what was probably unexpected 
capital flight. The estimate of the overall deficit increased by 
about $5.5 billion. Of this, about $2 billion reflected a delay in 
an expected US-guaranteed Eurobond issue. The remaining 
$3.5 billion reflects predominantly a substantially larger-than-
expected current account deficit. Current account surprises 
are commonplace, but this is a large change, especially when a 
significant share of the data for 2014 should have informed the 
August projections. It seems likely, therefore, that at least some 
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of the upward revision in the current account deficit reflects 
capital flight disguised in over- and under-invoicing. 
These calculations are at best indicative; however, they give 
weight to the importance of three points:
• In 2014, when the overall BoP deficit substantially exceeded 

projections made even as late as August, capital flight was a 
significant contributor.

• In 2015, some $13 billion from official financing and 
restructuring of privately held external debt will be used to 
restock reserves to roughly their early 2014 level. In effect, 
most 2015 financing will simply be financing the losses 
from the government’s failure to meet policy commitments 
and to stem capital flight in 2014. 

• To the extent that BoP support has financed capital flight, 
the building of capacity necessary to repay official creditors 
has not taken place. 

Pushing the Limits of the Fund’s Capacity to 
Bear Risk
The Fund has raised red flags about the impact of the loan 
to Ukraine on its risk profile. The bulk of the report on the 
Extended Arrangement presents relatively upbeat assessments 
of policy intentions and macroeconomic projections — albeit 
qualified by strong statements about downside risks. But an 
accompanying report, “Assessment of the Risks to the Fund and 
the Fund’s Liquidity Position,” has unusually blunt language 
about the inadequacy of the Fund’s precautionary reserves to 
absorb the risk related to the Extended Arrangement.5

The Fund assesses the risk it undertakes in Stand-by and 
Extended Arrangements through many measures, but three 
form the backbone of its conclusions. The first is the impact of 
a proposed loan on the Fund’s “forward commitment capacity” 
(FCC) that is, in effect, the funds available for future support to 
countries with BoP problems. The Fund currently has a relatively 
high FCC, and the resources committed to Ukraine have only a 
small negative effect. 
The second measure is the concentration of the IMF’s 
outstanding commitments. As of mid-February 2015, almost 
85 percent of outstanding credit (plus the prospective $10  billion 
disbursement to Ukraine in 2015) was to Greece, Ireland, 
Portugal and Ukraine. While such regional concentration is 
high, it does not exceed levels in other periods of regional crises.
It is on the third metric — the capacity for maintaining the 
value of members’ reserve holdings in the Fund in the event of 
Ukraine failing to repay principle or servicing charges — that 

5 For general information on how the IMF assesses risks to its financial 
position, see IMF (2014c).

the Fund staff has raised red flags. In a statement that stands 
at the extreme end of the spectrum of concerns in recent years 
about the financial risks to which the IMF is exposed, the 
staff report states “were Ukraine to accrue arrears on charges 
after drawing under the proposed arrangement, the Fund’s 
burden sharing mechanism would be clearly insufficient”  
(IMF 2015).6 Moreover, the report points out that after the 
March disbursement, credit outstanding to Ukraine stands at 
57 percent of precautionary balances; if the amount committed 
were fully disbursed, total Fund credit to Ukraine would amount 
to over 100 percent of precautionary balances in 2018.

Conclusion
The risks in the new IMF Extended Arrangement with 
Ukraine are huge: the track record of Ukraine’s adherence to 
commitments is exceptionally poor; there is little indication 
that even well-meaning officials can stand up to vested interests 
opposing reforms; and even relatively straightforward measures 
to limit capital flight have proven elusive. Financing of the 
program in 2015 relies heavily on reaching a quick deal with 
private creditors (including the Russian National Wealth Fund). 
Towering above all of these risks is the unresolved conflict in the 
eastern part of the country. 
In these circumstances, member countries of the IMF have 
opted to have the IMF take on at least half of the total financing 
requirement for 2015 by scheduling $10 billion of disbursements 
in a single year. This was expedient for official supporters, who 
themselves were reluctant to provide financing directly or faced 
political constraints on doing so. 
Even apart from the risks that have been placed on the IMF’s 
accounts, this funding strategy raises important questions 
for 2016 and beyond. One stands out. If, as seems likely, the 
macroeconomic projections beyond 2015 prove too optimistic, 
who will pick up the tab at that point? Further net IMF exposure 
would be beyond reckless. We must hope that some Plan B is 
receiving cold, hard consideration in the capitals of Ukraine’s 
official supporters. 

6 The Fund has two principal mechanisms for covering the risk of non-
payment of principal or charges (effectively interest), in the Fund’s 
terminology “deferred payment of principal or charges.” Precautionary 
balances are held in an amount of at least 10 percent of the IMF’s capacity to 
lend and are intended to safeguard the Fund’s financial position in the event 
of non-repayment of principle. A burden-sharing mechanism is available 
to compensate for delayed payment of charges. This involves reducing the 
remuneration to member countries financing the commitment to Ukraine 
and increasing the charges on all countries borrowing from the Fund. Because 
the Special Drawing Right (SDR) interest rate is currently exceptionally low 
(reflecting low global interest rates) and these margins are set as a premium 
or discount on the basic SDR interest rate, burden-sharing capacity is also 
currently very low.



6         The IMF’s Ukraine Burden • Susan Schadler

About the Author
Susan Schadler is a CIGI senior 
fellow. She is a former deputy 
director of the IMF’s European 
Department, where she led 
surveillance and lending operations 
to several countries and managed a 
number of research teams working 
on European issues. Her current 
research interests include the 
sovereign debt crisis, global capital 
flows, global financial institutions 
and growth models for emerging 
market economies.

CIGI Publications
Advancing Policy Ideas and Debate

Works Cited 
IMF. 2014a. “Ukraine: Request for Stand-by Arrangement — 

Staff Report.” April. 
———. 2014b. “Ukraine: First Review under the Standby 

Arrangement — Staff Report.” August. 
———. 2014c. IMF Financial Operations 2014. October.
———. 2015. “Ukraine: Request for Extended Arrangement 

under the Extended Fund Facility and Cancellation of 
Stand-by Arrangement — Staff Report.” March 12. 

Schadler, Susan. 2014. Ukraine: Stress at the IMF. CIGI Policy 
Brief No. 49. October. www.cigionline.org/publications/
ukraine-stress-imf.



CIGI Publications
Advancing Policy Ideas and Debate

Available as free downloads at www.cigionline.org

Debt Reprofiling, Debt Restructuring and the Current 
Situation in Ukraine
CIGI Papers No. 63 
Gregory Makoff
This paper discusses “debt reprofiling” — a relatively light 
form of sovereign debt restructuring in which the tenor of a 
government’s liabilities are extended in maturity, but coupons 
and principal are not cut — and how to distinguish one from 
deeper forms of debt restructuring. It argues that a reprofiling 
could have been valuable during the IMF’s initial funding for 
Ukraine in 2014.

Sovereign Debt Restructuring: Issues Paper
CIGI Papers No. 64 
Skylar Brooks and Domenico Lombardi
This paper outlines the issues at the heart of 
sovereign debt restructuring and the main proposals 
for improving crisis prevention and management in 
this crucial area with the aim of facilitating the global 
consultations. It frames the broad parameters of the 
current debate over how best to govern sovereign 
debt restructuring.

Over Their Heads: The IMF and the Prelude to the  
Euro-zone Crisis
CIGI Papers No. 60 
Paul Blustein
The years prior to the global financial crisis were a peculiar 
period for the International Monetary Fund (IMF). It was 
struggling to define its role and justify its existence even as 
trouble was brewing in countries it would later help to rescue. 
To understand the Fund’s current strengths and weaknesses, 
a look back at this era is highly illuminating. Three major 
developments for the IMF, spanning the years 2005–2009, 
are chronicled.

Laid Low: The IMF, The Euro Zone and the First 
Rescue of Greece
CIGI Papers No. 61 
Paul Blustein
This paper tells the story of the first Greek rescue, 
focusing on the role played by the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF), and based on interviews with 
dozens of key participants as well as both public and 
private IMF documents. A detailed look back at this 
drama elucidates significant concerns about the Fund’s 
governance and its management of future crises.

These papers are an output of a project that aims to promote policy and institutional innovation in global 
economic governance in two key areas: governance of international monetary and financial relations and 
international collaboration in financial regulation. With authors from eight countries, the 11 papers in this series 
will add to existing knowledge and offer original recommendations for international policy cooperation and 
institutional innovation.

Changing Global Financial Governance: 
International Financial Standards and Emerging 
Economies since the Global Financial Crisis 
Hyoung-kyu Chey
Internationalization of the Renminbi: Developments, 
Problems and Influences 
Ming Zhang  
Capital Flows and Capital Account Management in 
Selected Asian Economies 
Rajeswari Sengupta and Abhijit Sen Gupta
Emerging Countries and Implementation: Brazil’s 
Experience with Basel’s Regulatory Consistency 
Assessment Program 
Fernanda Martins Bandeira
The Shadow Banking System of China and 
International Regulatory Cooperation 
Zheng Liansheng
Emerging Countries and Basel III:  
Why Is Engagement Still Low? 
Andrew Walter 

Financial Inclusion and Global Regulatory 
Standards: An Empirical Study Across Developing 
Economies 
Mariana Magaldi de Sousa
International Regulatory Cooperation on the 
Resolution of Financial Institutions:  
Where Does India Stand? 
Renuka Sane
Capital Flows and Spillovers 
Sebnem Kalemli-Ozcan
The Global Liquidity Safety Net: Institutional 
Cooperation on Precautionary Facilities and Central 
Bank Swaps 
C. Randall Henning
Capital Controls and Implications for Surveillance 
and Coordination: Brazil and Latin America 
Márcio Garcia

New Thinking and the New G20 Paper Series



67 Erb Street West
Waterloo, Ontario N2L 6C2, Canada
tel +1 519 885 2444   fax +1 519 885 5450
www.cigionline.org

About CIGI
The Centre for International Governance Innovation is 
an independent, non-partisan think tank on international 
governance. Led by experienced practitioners and distinguished 
academics, CIGI supports research, forms networks, advances 
policy debate and generates ideas for multilateral governance 
improvements. Conducting an active agenda of research, 
events and publications, CIGI’s interdisciplinary work includes 
collaboration with policy, business and academic communities 
around the world.
CIGI’s current research programs focus on three themes: the 
global economy; global security & politics; and international law. 
CIGI was founded in 2001 by Jim Balsillie, then co-CEO of 
Research In Motion (BlackBerry), and collaborates with and 
gratefully acknowledges support from a number of strategic 
partners, in particular the Government of Canada and the 
Government of Ontario.
Le CIGI a été fondé en 2001 par Jim Balsillie, qui était alors 
co-chef de la direction de Research In Motion (BlackBerry). Il 
collabore avec de nombreux partenaires stratégiques et exprime sa 
reconnaissance du soutien reçu de ceux-ci, notamment de l’appui 
reçu du gouvernement du Canada et de celui du gouvernement 
de l’Ontario. 
For more information, please visit www.cigionline.org.

CIGI Masthead
Managing Editor, Publications  Carol Bonnett
Publications Editor Jennifer Goyder
Publications Editor Vivian Moser
Publications Editor Patricia Holmes
Publications Editor Nicole Langlois
Graphic Designer Melodie Wakefield
Graphic Designer Sara Moore

Executive
President Rohinton Medhora
Vice President of Programs David Dewitt
Vice President of Public Affairs Fred Kuntz
Vice President of Finance Mark Menard

Communications
Communications Manager Tammy Bender 
 tbender@cigionline.org  
 (1 519 885 2444 x 7356)

Copyright © 2015 by the Centre for International Governance Innovation

The opinions expressed in this publication are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Centre for International  
Governance Innovation or its Board of Directors.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Non-commercial — No Derivatives Licence. To view this licence, visit  
(www.creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/). For re-use or distribution, please include this copyright notice.


