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“It was the best of times, it was the worst of times, 
it was the age of wisdom, it was the age of foolish-
ness, it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch 
of incredulity, it was the season of Light, it was the 
season of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it 
was the winter of despair, we had everything be-
fore us, we had nothing before us”

Charles Dickens. A Tale of Two Cities

We live in a time of choices. Our individual and 
collective choices may define our future: it can be 
the worst of times, the age of foolishness, unbe-
lief and darkness or the age of wisdom, belief and 
light. Developed and emerging economies, and in-
stitutions that unite them are responsible for the 
modern history. The old and the new institutions, 
the “new old institutions”. An old institution, G7/
G8, has been one of the vital elements of global 
governance since the mid-1970-s. Up to 2008 the 
G8 took central place in the international relations 
system influencing economic, social and political 
processes through the decisions made at the sum-
mits and mechanisms chosen to implement them. 
Since the economic and food crises the architec-
ture of global governance has been changing more 
rapidly than ever before. The G20 Finance Minis-
ters founded in 1999 by the G8 was reestablished 
at the level of heads of states in 2008. For the first 
time G20 leaders met at the Washington summit 
in November 2008, the London summit in April 
2009 essentially broadened the G20 agenda. The 
Pittsburgh summit in September 2009 became the 
turning point of the G20 institutionalization proc-
ess declaring the G20 as the premier forum for its 
members’ economic cooperation [1]. At the Toron-

to summit in 2010 the G20 started elaboration of its 
own development agenda, establishing a Working 
Group on Development. Seoul Development Con-
sensus for Shared Growth and Multi-Year Action 
Plan on Development were adopted at the Seoul 
Summit in November 2010.

The G8 is often criticized for being out-of-date, 
ineffective and illegitimate in numerous discus-
sions on global governance reform, and the G20 is 
viewed as its authoritative successor. Indeed, the 
G8 collective commitments and actions do not live 
up to the expectations of the world community. In 
the last decade G8 has been facing both criticism 
and increasing demand from nongovernmental or-
ganizations, mass media and partner-countries. 
The list of these demands is equivalent to the scale 
of the problems [2].

So what is the result of G8 work in the sphere 
of development by 2010? What has the G8 done 
to improve the world? How effective were the col-
lective efforts of G8 members for development as-
sistance? 

To respond to these questions in a weighted 
way, a few aspects should be analyzed. First, what 
is the place of assistance to developing countries 
in the G8 agenda. Second, how the G8 develop-
ment agenda has been changing with global so-
cio-economic shifts and is the G8 capable to ad-
dress new challenges, still retaining commitment 
to the unsettled issues. Third, how effectively the 
G8 can assist developing countries in their inte-
gration into global processes and mechanisms of 
global governance as only integration can ensure 
their social development and economic growth. 
Fourth, the litmus test of effectiveness is how the 
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G8 complies with the commitments made. Finally, 
can the G8 disappear without an adverse affect for 
development, transferring the responsibility to an-
other institution, for example, the G20.

To answer the aforementioned questions 
analysis of all G7/G8 summit documents and the 
commitments made at the summits has been car-
ried out. The set of G7/G8 development commit-
ments1 from 1975 to 2010 was included into the 
study [3]. The results of monitoring G7/G8 compli-
ance with the commitments made at the summits 
in 1996–2009 were used to inform the study of the 
G8 compliance performance.2

Measures aimed at integrating developing 
countries in global social-economic processes 
and international governance mechanisms were 
included into the data set alongside with the deci-
sions on international development assistance.

Development assistance issues have been 
part of the G7/G8 agenda since the institution es-
tablishment. The first collective development as-
sistance commitment was made by the G6 heads 
of states and governments in the Declaration of 
Rambouillet “early practical action is needed to 
assist the developing countries. Accordingly, we 
will play our part, through the IMF and other ap-
propriate international fora, in making urgent im-
provements in international arrangements for the 
stabilization of the export earnings of developing 
countries and in measures to assist them in financ-
ing their deficits. In this context, priority should be 
given to the poorest developing countries” [4].  
35 years passed, development assistance prob-
lems are still on the table and their importance is 
growing, multilateral institutions’ and donor coun-
tries’ attention towards development assistance 
and integration of developing and the least devel-
oped countries into international trade, financial 
and economic processes is increasing. In the ever 
more complicated architecture of international or-
ganizations, donors and partner countries the G7, 
then the G8 and in the last years the G20 are getting 
more and more important. One evidence of that is 
the share of G7/G8 accumulated development as-
sistance commitments in all G7/G8 commitments 
of 31.27 percent: 1097 out of 3508 (Table 1).

1  According to the methodology of the University of 
Toronto G8 Research Group “Commitment is a distinct, 
specific, identifiable, measurable, collectively agreed, fu-
ture-oriented and publicly expressed statements of intent, 
promise or undertaking by leaders that they will take future 
action to meet or adjust to an identified target”.

2  Monitoring has been carried out by the University of 
Toronto G8 Research Group since 1996. URL: http://www.
g8.utoronto.ca/evaluations/index.html (date of access: 
12.12.2010).

Although development assistance issues 
were consistently part of the agenda at the sum-
mits, it was in 1998 when the share of develop-
ment commitments in all commitments exceeded 
30 percent. The average number of development 
commitments from 1975 to 2010 is 31. Before 
2000 (a year when the Millennium Development 
Goals were adopted) and a substantial increase 
of G8 decisions on development assistance which 
followed, the highest share of development com-
mitments was registered during the presidencies of 
the UK (1977, 1984, 1998), Germany (1985, 1999) 
and Canada (1981, 1995) (Fig. 1).

The challenges of international cooperation 
for development first defined in the Programme for 
international economic cooperation “United Na-
tions Development Decade” adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly Resolution 1715 (XVI) on 19 Decem-
ber 1961, are not still met. Each decade, summing 
up what has been achieved and what has not, UN 
member-states amend their goals.

During the second, third and fourth UN de-
velopment decades, the average share of devel-
opment commitments in all the G7 commitments 
was less than 20 percent. In the late 1990-s G8 
development agenda substantially expanded. The 
G8 addresses the challenges of the new century, 
responds on the UN Millennium declaration, focus-
ing more attention on development issues. From 
2001 to 2010 the average share of development 
commitments doubled as compared to the previ-
ous period (Table 3).

At the two summits in Genoa and Kananaskis 
following the UN Millennium declaration adoption 
the share of development commitments in all G8 
commitments peaked, reaching 59 percent during 
the Italian presidency. About 70 percent of all de-
cisions made at the Canadian summit (the largest 
number of development commitments in the G7/
G8 history – 131) were directed towards help to Af-
rican countries. The commitments include a wide 
range of issues and priorities. The G8 Africa Action 
Plan [5] defines priority directions of the New glo-
bal partnership and includes promotion of peace, 
disarmament and security, strengthening govern-
ance, fostering economic growth and sustainable 
development through trade and investment, pro-
moting education for all, improving health, espe-
cially maternal and child health, and confronting 
HIV/AIDS. Many commitments also concern in-
creasing agricultural productivity, and debt relief 
as a condition for development.

In the following period, except 2003, marked 
by the G8 member countries division over the war 
in Iraq and decrease after the high level of intensity 
of development priority in 2001–2002, the number 
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of decisions on cooperation for development is 
high. Even in 2006 during the presidency of Russia 
which was still in the process of forming its de-
velopment assistance strategy, the share of com-
mitments was 27 percent with the majority related 
to three Russia’s priorities, namely, health (45 per-
cent), energy (16 percent) and education (12 per-
cent) (Table 2).

The number of development commitments 
made at the 2010 Muskoka summit was the low-
est in the last seven years, but given the laconic 
documents adopted at the summit and the overall 
low number commitments, the share of develop-

ment commitments was close to the average for 
the decade (39.73 percent).

Thus, dynamics of development issues in the 
G8 agenda has been increasing in the last dec-
ade.

In the G8 documents from 1998 to 2010 de-
velopment is leading by number and share of sym-
bols (Fig. 2) with 27.75 percent of all symbols in G8 
documents is devoted to the priority. Other priori-
ties are well behind with political issues account-
ing for 17.07 percent, Security (11.25 percent), 
Economy (10.47 percent) and Finance (8.46 per- 
cent).
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Fig. 1. 	 G8 commitments on development assistance

Table 3. 	 G8 development commitments by periods

Periods Average number of development 
commitments

Average share of development 
commitments in all commitments, %

All G8 summits (1975–2010) 30 24.70

Second UN Development Decade 
(1971–1980)

4 16.66

Third UN Development Decade (1981–
1990)

7 17.74

Fourth UN Development Decade 
(1991–2000)

15 19.29

Before MDG (1975–2000) 9 18.09

After MDG (2001–2010) 92 41.88
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Analysis of commitments shows that over the 
course of the G8 cycle the number of issues related 
to development has been increasing, their content 
has been changing, decisions are being amended 
and their essence redefined. Substantive changes 
are observed within the development sphere. For 
the purpose of analysis of development commit-
ments 15 spheres were singled out:

Education;––
Health;––
Gender equality;––
Environment protection;––
Partnership for development;––
Energy;––
Official development assistance (ODA);––
Food security and agriculture;––
Peace and security;––
Humanitarian aid;––
Economic growth;––
Trade;––
Good governance;––
Debt relief;––
Integration.––

Dynamics of collective commitments forma-
tion differs by spheres. Emergence of new priori-
ties on the agenda is due to the G8 building-up 
efforts in response to new challenges or search 
for new instruments of development assistance. 
Increase of health and education commitments 
share in the last decade is related to recognition 
that a substantial shift is needed in these key goals 
with the Millennium Declaration adoption. In the 
late 1990-s the goals of resource mobilization for 
ensuring education for all, reducing maternal and 
child mortality, fight with infectious diseases were 
set as priorities in the OECD strategy “Shaping 
the 21st Century: The Contribution of Development 

Co-operation” [6]. The strategy was adopted at the 
OECD member-states ministers meeting and by a 
G7 summit. The document laid down the founda-
tion of “a new global partnership with developing 
countries and for strengthening cooperation for 
achieving results”. The number of G7 commit-
ments in the sphere of education for development 
considerably increased.

The share of the G8 commitments on health is 
the highest (more than 16 percent). The majority of 
these commitments have been made from 2000 to 
2010. Substantial contribution to the health deci-
sions agreement was made by the UK (1998) and 
Japan (2000), which pioneered this area of coop-
eration in the G8. In the subsequent years except 
2001, 2003 and 2004 health has been a perma-
nent priority. In 2006 during the Russian G8 presi-
dency its share was 45 percent of all summit com-
mitments. In the subsequent period a substantial 
increase of health-related issues presence is ob-
served as compared to the period of the establish-
ment of cooperation on health. It is confirmed by 
dynamics of references to the issue in the summit 
documents from 1998 to 2009 (Table 4).

Table 4. 	 �Health priority, number of 
mentions
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in the G8 documents before 2002. The Africa Ac-
tion Plan includes commitments on promotion of 
gender equality in education, access to new agri-
culture technologies, land rights and credits. Re-
productive health, protection from violence and 
access to education have become permanent pri-
orities from 2007 to 2009.

Issues of assistance to developing countries 
in overcoming climate change consequences en-
tered the agenda in 1988. Since the beginning of 
1980-s international community attention to envi-
ronmental problems has been increasing. In 1988 

UN General Assembly adopted Resolution 43/53, 
calling for protection of global climate for present 
and future generations [7]. In the same year the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) was created. In 1990 IPCC published the 
First Assessment Report which emphasised the 
reality of climate change threat. The second world 
conference on climate in 1990 basing on this re-
port called for signing of an international treaty in 
this sphere. Work on the convention started within 
the Intergovernmental negotiating committee un-
der UN General Assembly decision (Resolution 
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45/212). The committee convened for the first time 
in February 1991 and in May 1992 it approved a 
draft Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC). In June 1992 the Convention was open 
for signing and entered into force in March 1994. 
In December 1997 after two years of negotiations 
(1995–1997) the third UNFCCC conference adopt-
ed the Kyoto protocol to the Convention, which 
set legally binding provisions on greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction. Dynamics of G7/G8 com-
mitments on environment protection assistance 
can be explained by these historic events. The 
first such commitment made in 1988 reflected the 
need for assessment of environmental impact of 
the programmes carried out by the international 
organizations in developing countries. OECD Rec-
ommendations of 1985, 1986 and 1989 are also 
devoted to these issues [8].

In 1991 G8 members committed to support 
existing mechanisms which help developing coun-
tries attract financial resources for implementing 
commitments connected with new conventions on 
environment protection. The next peak is observed 
in 2001. The commitments made by the leaders at 
the Genoa summit were aimed at capacity build-
ing for environment protection, new technologies 
transfer, renewable energy sources development 
and partnership for sustainable development.

Major contributions to G8 collective commit-
ments formation in the sphere were made by the 
Presidencies of the UK (2005), Germany (2007), 
Japan (2008) and Italy (2009). However, the G8 de-
cisions could not influence the developing coun-

tries’ negotiating positions at the conferences on 
climate change in Copehagen and Cancun. New 
global agreement which should replace the Kyoto 
protocol hasn’t been achieved.

Signs of a failure became apparent at the G8 
Hokkaido summit in 2008. The goal to achieve 
together with all Parties to the UNFCCC “at least 
50 percent reduction of global gas emissions by 
2050” [9] formulated in the G8 declaration was 
certainly a step forward in negotiations on collec-
tive actions and goals. However, despite the prin-
ciple of common but differentiated responsibilities 
of developed and developing countries, reflecting 
respective capabilities, proposed by the Japanese 
Presidency major emerging economies’ leaders 
just reiterated the main principles and emphasized 
the differences between the developed and de-
veloping countries responsibilities and called for 
nationally appropriate mitigation and adaptation 
plans. The meeting outcomes showed how diver-
gent the positions of these groups of states were 
and how difficult it would be to reach consensus in 
the extended format.

Decisions on partnership for development are 
also connected with the UN Millennium Declara-
tion adoption, which reiterates the principle of col-
lective responsibility for human dignity, justice and 
equality at global level. It can not be said that the 
G8 had not aimed to create partnerships between 
developed and developing countries and interna-
tional institutions for development before 2000. In 
1980 and 1981 the G8 appealed to oil-exporting 
countries to participate in the partnership for de-
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velopment through financing international mecha-
nisms of the World Bank. In Houston (1990) and 
London (1991) the leaders reiterated the need to 
increase development assistance effectiveness 
and reform UN bodies.

The commitments made in 2002 are con-
nected with the Monterrey consensus on develop-
ment financing, adopted in March 2002. A steady 
increase of partnership for development commit-

ments number is observed after the adoption of 
the 2005 World Summit Outcome on 16 Septem-
ber 2005 and the Paris Declaration on Aid Effec-
tiveness in March 2005.

G8 agenda includes several old traditional 
commitments which have been on the table since 
its creation. Energy is among such priorities. At 
the summits in San Juan (1976) and Tokyo (1979) 
G7 leaders for the first time made commitments 
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on assistance to development and effective use of 
energy resources in developing countries. These 
commitments were reiterated in Paris in 1982 and 
for transition economies in 1996 in Lyon. The sum-
mits in Gleneagles (2005) and St. Petersburg (2006) 
broadened the scope of energy commitments, in-
cluding fight against energy poverty, provision of 
modern technologies for energy generation, en-
ergy sources diversification, energy effectiveness 
enhancement, energy security.

Commitments on official development assist-
ance (ODA) have been on the G7 agenda since 
1977, their number has been growing, except for 
1985, when the summit was devoted to econom-
ic recovery after crisis, coping with inflation and 
employment promotion. That year G7 leaders, not 
rejecting past commitments on cooperation for 
development, didn’t make new decisions on ODA 
and in the Bonn Economic Declaration called upon 
the Soviet Union and other communist countries to 
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take up their share of responsibilities for assisting 
to African countries in overcoming famine and ag-
ricultural programs development [10]. The next de-
cline is observed from 1987 to 1996 – during a dec-
ade following the Soviet Union and Warsaw Treaty 
Organization collapse. In this period the G7 and 
especially EU member-states’ efforts were devot-
ed to social-economic development and structural 
reforms promotion in the Central and Eastern Eu-
rope countries. In the new millennium cooperation 
on ODA has been strengthening again. The most 
important contribution to ODA collective commit-
ments was made by the G8 in the UK presidency in 
2005. G20 contribution to the ODA commitments 
was also significant during UK presidency in 2009. 
The G8 role on ODA has been increasing consist-
ently from 2007 to 2009. It is important that since 
2005 commitments include concrete volumes, 
terms and mechanisms of assistance.

Rural areas and agriculture development is 
one of the priorities of the new millennium. In 2004 
overcoming famine in Africa, raising agricultural 
productivity in food insecure countries and pro-
moting rural development and trade facilitation 
were the US Presidency priorities [11]. 

In 2008 and 2009 during the food crisis com-
mitments on global food security strengthening 
accounted for 25 percent и 14 percent of all devel-
opment commitments respectively. The decisions 
include measures to stimulate sustainable growth 
of agricultural production through increased invest-
ment in agriculture; cooperation with the govern-
ments and regional organizations for strengthening 
national agriculture systems and increasing effec-
tiveness of food aid; trade negotiations promotion 
for the Doha round successful and balanced com-
pletion, establishing the Global Partnership for Ag-
riculture and Food Security (GPAFS).

Peace and security are the cornerstone of de-
velopment. Counting by number of commitments 
for the whole period peace and security promo-
tion ranked ninth in the list of priorities. The aver-
age number of peace and security commitments 
for the whole period (1.5) is much lower than the 
average for all development commitments (31). At 
the same time importance of peace and security 
is emphasized within other priorities, such as eco-
nomic growth [9], health,3 water and sanitation.4 

3  “[We commit to] Helping to enhance the capacity 
of Africa to address the challenges that HIV/AIDS poses to 
peace and security in Africa”. G8 Africa Action Plan [16].

4  “We also acknowledge that ensuring adequate wa-
ter supplies for human, industrial and environmental uses 
while minimizing the impacts of extreme hydrological vari-
ability are critical to protecting human health, promoting 

The G8 recognizes peace and security as a basis 
for development in its documents.

Peace and security commitments appeared 
on the G8 agenda in 1990-s (only one commitment 
at each summit). Assistance to the African states 
in establishing their own specialized mechanisms 
for conflict mediation was a priority in 1997 [12] 
and 1998.

In 2000 at the Okinawa summit the G8 com-
mitted to help African countries to overcome armed 
conflicts, including those linked with the illicit trade 
in diamonds [13]. Thus G8 promoted transforma-
tion of the Kimberley process initially launched by 
the Government of South Africa into international 
mechanism which unites 75 countries.5

The highest share of good governance com-
mitments was registered in 2001. Post-conflict 
stabilization and restoration was discussed in 
connection with good governance and debt relief 
[14]. It can be explained by importance of good 
governance promotion for effective restoration. At 
the same time discussion of peace and security 
issues in Genoa has not led to concrete commit-
ments [15].

Thus, before 2002 development assistance in 
the sphere of peace and security was not among 
the key G8 priorities.

The G8 Africa Action Plan adopted at the 
Kananaskis summit in 2002 [16] devotes a section 
to peace and security which includes commitments 
on strengthening African countries and regional or-
ganizations capacity to prevent and resolve violent 
conflicts on the continent, regulate the activities of 
arms brokers and traffickers, eliminate the flow of 
illicit weapons to and within Africa, remove anti-
personnel mines and in other related spheres.

Peace and security commitments made at 
the Gleneagles summit in 2005 are specified in the 
Statement on Africa [18] which as the similar state-
ment of 2002 devotes a special section to Peace 
and Stability, and in the statements on Iraq [19] 
and Sudan [20]. The largest share of this type of 
commitments in all development commitments 
was registered in 2005 (17 percent).

At the St. Petersburg Summit in 2006 the 
G8 adopted the Declaration on Cooperation and 
Future Action on Stablization and Reconstruction 
[21], which includes three commitments on peace 
and security related to development assistance.

The highest number of commitments on peace 
and security (14) was made at Heiligendamm summit 

sustainable economic growth, and ensuring peace and se-
curity”. Development and Africa [17].

5  The official website of the Kimberley Process. 
URL: http://www.kimberleyprocess.com (date of access: 
07.05.2010).
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in 2007, although by share it was slightly lower than 
at the Gleneagles summit (13.9 percent). Strength-
ening civilian security systems in developing coun-
tries was an important priority of the 2010 Muskoka 
summit. Thus the average level of peace and security 
commitments share was registered (14 percent).

Since 2001 correlation between the number 
of peace and security commitments and good 
governance commitments has been observed. In 
2002, 2005, 2007 and 2009 peaks were registered 
for both priorities. The correlation can be explained 
by the close interconnection of these two spheres 

and by the need to combine peace-building ac-
tions with measures to create and restore effective 
governance institutions.

The G8 has been showing the ability to as-
sist developing countries in urgent situations in-
dependently and in partnership with international 
organizations since 2005. At the Gleneagles sum-
mit G8 leaders committed to reform humanitarian 
assistance system, help countries affected by the 
Indian Ocean tsunami in December 2004, and sup-
port UN work on humanitarian aid and reconstruc-
tion. In 2006 the commitments to cooperation in 
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the sphere of humanitarian assistance were reiter-
ated. In 2010 the G8 supported Haiti after the earth-
quake and committed to improve the timeliness, 
effectiveness and coordination of the international 
response to such disasters including through the 
United Nations Global Platform for Disaster Risk 
Reduction and a special meeting of G8 experts.

Commitments on assistance to economic 
growth in developing countries appeared in the G7 
documents in 1981 when the third Development 

Decade started. In the subsequent period before 
the beginning of the New Millennium, their dynam-
ics has been fading. An increase started in 2002 
after adoption of the Millennium Development 
Goals. The number of this type of commitments 
peaked in 2004. It can be asserted that the G8 ef-
forts to promote economic growth have been not 
been sufficient. It might be supposed that if the 
tendency were different progress in development 
would be more significant.
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Fig. 12. 	 G8 commitments on humanitarian aid
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In the sphere of trade assistance to the de-
veloping countries and their inclusion in the glo-
bal trade flows no commitments had been made 
before 1996. The first decision was formulated at 
the Lyon summit in 1996 after the World Trade Or-
ganization was established on 1 January 1995 on 
basis of Uruguay Round of multilateral trade nego-
tiations agreements (1986-1994). Later in 1999 the 
leaders reiterated their commitment to trade ca-
pacity building in developing countries and trade 
liberalization for economic growth. In 2001 when 
the WTO member states started negotiations on 
the Doha Development Agenda the G8 made more 
specific commitments on providing assistance on 
technical standards, customs systems, legislation 
needed for WTO membership and to support the 
work of the Integrated Framework for Trade-Re-
lated Technical Assistance. A substantial increase 
of trade-related development commitments has 
started since 2002 (14 in 2002), which reflects the 
MDGs adoption and the Doha round of multilateral 
trade negotiations beginning. In the following peri-
od commitments of this type have been present in 
the summit documents, with a substantial number 
of commitments made in 2007 and 2008. Inverse 
relation between economic growth and trade com-
mitments in 2002 and 2004 is evident and can be 
explained by substitution of one sphere by the 
other due to the priorities of the period and presi-
dency. In 2002 10 percent of all development com-
mitments were made in the sphere of trade, 9 per-
cent in the sphere of economic growth. In 2004 
31 percent of all development commitments were 
made in the sphere of economic growth, 18 per-
cent in the sphere of integration, and 2 percent in 
the trade sphere.

Cooperation on good governance priority has 
been intensively developing in the last decade. In 
2001 the G8 made 9 commitments, in 2002 – 19, 
2005 – 18, 2007 – 22, 2009 – 13. It is worth men-
tioning that the share of good governance com-
mitments in all commitments for the whole period 
is 9.66 percent and ranks fifth, which is connected 
with the role the quality of governance plays in the 
enhancement of development assistance effec-
tiveness. Good governance is a vital condition of 
development. Attention that the leaders pay to the 
good governance promotion conforms to the pro-
visions of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
ness (2005) and Accra Agenda for Action (2008).

Commitments on debt relief entered the G7 
agenda in the 1980-s and were aimed at debt re-
structuring, changes in terms and conditions of 
debt service. In 1989 at the Paris summit the G8 
adopted the Strengthened Debt Strategy for the 
Heavily Indebted Countries. In 1996 in connec-

tion with the IMF and International Development 
Association initiative on voluntary debt relief for 
heavily indebted countries the G8 leaders agreed 
with a debt present value reduction of up to two 
thirds. Since 1998 the commitments on debt relief 
have been invariably included into the G8 agen-
da. In 1999 at the Köln summit G8 committed to 
debt reduction of up to 90 percent for heavily in-
debted poor countries (HIPC) and up to 67 percent 
for other developing countries. In 2000 the lead-
ers reiterated commitments on debt relief of up to 
100 percent. In 2002 at the Kananaskis summit the 
debt relief commitments were supplemented with 
the G8 leaders’ decision of funding G8 share of the 
shortfall in the enhanced HIPC initiative, recogniz-
ing that this shortfall would amount up to USD1 
billion. This decision was aimed to contribute to 
release of funds for social and economic develop-
ment of these countries. G8 members reiterated 
the commitments on 100 percent debt relief at the 
2005 Gleneagles summit.

The commitments on integration of develop-
ing countries into international economic and trade 
processes constitute a major share of all develop-
ment commitments (13.37 percent). In the 1980-s 
(1983 and 1984) these commitments include de-
cisions on markets opening and increasing pub-
lic and private direct investments in developing 
countries. In 1995 and 1996 – decisions aimed 
at enhancing effectiveness of multilateral institu-
tions for development. At the 1996 Lyon summit 
the G8 agreed to establish a new partnership for 
development which provides for resources al-
location for development assistance in the least 
developed countries, including through IMF’s En-
hanced Structural Adjustment Facility (ESAF), as 
well as potential improvement of these countries’ 
access to the G8 markets. In 2002 the leaders 
made new commitments aimed at support of the 
African countries initiatives on investment climate 
improvement, investments attraction, sustainable 
regional financial markets and financial structures 
development, receiving sovereign credit ratings, 
access to private capital market for investment 
projects. The largest number of commitments on 
developing countries integration into internation-
al processes was made in 2004 during the U.S. 
presidency. They are mostly related to two U.S. 
Presidency initiatives: the G8 Action Plan on Ap-
plying the Power of Entrepreneurship to the Eradi-
cation of Poverty and Partnership for Progress and 
a Common Future with the Region of the Broader 
Middle East and North Africa.

Negative correlation between G8 commit-
ments on integration and ODA is observed, the 
trend indicates that the G8 members instead of 
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combining these two instruments prefer one or the 
other, decreasing effectiveness of collective efforts 
on development assistance.

According to the monitoring of G7/G8 compli-
ance with summits’ commitments6 which has been 

6  G8 compliance study is a methodology of moni-
toring and assessing the G8 member states compliance 
performance with summit commitments. Individual scores 
are assigned on a scale where +1 indicates full compliance 
with the stated commitment; 0 is awarded for partial com-
pliance or a work in progress; and -1 is reserved for those 
countries that fail to comply or take action that is directly 
opposite to the stated goal of the commitment. See Analyti-

carried out since 1996 the average level of com-
pliance with development commitments (+0.44) 
is below the average for all commitments (+0.48)  
(Fig. 19). However, substantial differences on 
countries, years and commitments certainly exist. 
Performance of the UK and the EU as a collective 
member is traditionally high. Scores of Italy, Ja-
pan and Russia are considerably lower. The level 
of compliance with the Kananaskis development 
commitments was one of the lowest though the 

cal and Compliance Studies. URL: http://www.g8.utoronto.
ca/evaluations/index.html (date of access: 15.05.2010).
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Fig. 14. 	 G8 commitments on trade assistance
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number of development commitments made at 
this summit was record high. A high level of com-
pliance was registered for commitments made 
in Sea Island (2004), St. Petersburg (2006), Köln 
(1999) and Toyako (2008). On average since 1996 
the level of compliance with development commit-
ments is slightly below the average for all commit-
ments.

It should be noted that the compliance perform-
ance monitoring period is one year. According to the 
retrospective compliance analysis [22], compliance 
level increase is observed if the period of monitoring 
is extended. It is safe to assume that as the majority 
of development commitments are long-term, the lev-
el of compliance would be higher if monitored over 
a longer period. Even the existing data confirms that 
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Fig. 16. 	 G8 commitments on debt relief
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without G8 contribution the situation in the develop-
ment assistance sphere would have been worse as 
1097 development commitments accounted for 31 
percent of all G8 decisions and the level of compli-
ance with them is just slightly lower than the level of 
compliance with all commitments.

It is possible that the transfer of some econ-
omy and finance issues of the agenda to G20 and 
a strengthened system of accountability would en-
hance G8 delivery on development assistance.

G20 Finance Ministers forum established in 
the aftermath of the financial crisis in 1999 at the 

G8 initiative for coordination of finance and econ-
omy issues was reestablished at the level of the 
heads of states in 2008 – ten years after its crea-
tion in the new severe financial and economic cri-
sis accompanied by a food crisis.

The majority of summits’ documents are de-
voted to reforming and ensuring resilience of the 
world financial system and the measures to ensure 
economic growth. However, development assist-
ance issues are also present on the G20 agenda 
(Fig. 20).
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As at the beginning of the G7 history in the 
crisis the G20 concentrated on integration of de-
veloping countries into global economic proc-
esses and global governance institutions and also 
on economic growth (Table 5). Decisions on over-
coming the food crisis and increasing productiv-
ity of agriculture sector in developing countries 
were made at the London and Pittsburgh summits. 
Under the chairmanship of the UK Prime-Minister 
Gordon Brown G20 leaders made important de-
cisions, reiterating their commitment to ODA pro-
visions. Pittsburgh summit documents include 
commitments on development assistance in the 
spheres of good governance and energy. Assist-
ance on trade and building partnerships for de-
velopment were at the top of the Toronto summit 
agenda. The Seoul summit was mostly concentrat-
ed on integration as it confirmed the IMF reform for 
the benefit of developing countries and economic 
growth.

During the crisis G8 leaders retained their 
commitment to development assistance. 244 com-
mitments were made at the 2008 and 2009 sum-
mits (40.2 percent of all commitments). The share 
of G8 commitments on integration and economic 
growth in developing countries is lower then the 
G20 share (Table 6). Simultaneously in the period of 
G8/G20 coexistence (2008–2009) the G8 has been 
leading on many development issue areas except 
trade and energy. The most significant gaps are 
observed on health, food security and agriculture, 
environment protection, peace and security. 

It might be assumed that in the future the is-
sues of integration would be more effectively dealt 
with by the G20 given its broader membership. 
Other development issues can be also included 

in the G20 agenda responding to new demands. 
But ODA, MDGs, environment protection, peace 
and security promotion would stay within the G8, 
which unites traditional donors with an established 
history and experience of cooperation for develop-
ment of other countries.

So far comparative data on compliance is 
not sufficient to affirm with certainty that the G8 
would be more effective institution in the sphere of 
development assistance. But available data con-
firms G8 members’ higher level of compliance with 
commitments than the G20. The average level of 
G8 members’ compliance performance with de-
velopment commitments made in the three G20 
summits was 0.59, while non-G8 G20 average was 
negative (–0.33) and the average compliance of all 
G20 members was a mere 0.08 (Table 7).

This gap in the levels of compliance is cer-
tainly connected with the fact that G8 members 
have more resources for commitments implemen-
tation, an established history and culture of com-
pliance, and implement decisions within both G8 
and G20. The low level of non-G8 members’ com-
pliance can be explained by the fact that some of 
non-G8 members of the G20 face poverty reduc-
tion problems and challenges of socio-economic 
development aggravated by the crisis. Their devel-
opment assistance as a share of GNI to the least 
developed and developing countries is relatively 
low and is provided unsystematically mostly in 
the form of humanitarian assistance with the aim 
to respond to emergences. Measures to meet the 
MDGs are taken by non-G8 countries at the na-
tional level to solve such problems as poverty and 
unemployment, improvement of health systems, 
fighting climate change. Undoubtedly, some of the 
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Table 5. 	 Number and share of G20 commitments by sector in all development commitments

  Washington London Pittsburgh To-
ronto

Seoul Total

No. Share, 
%

No. Share, 
%

No. Share, 
%

No. Share, 
%

No. Share, 
%

No. Share, 
%

Integration 7 87.5 2 16.67 9 33.33 1 7.14 6 14.29 25 24.27

Economic growth 1 12.5 7 58.33 7 25.93 1 7.14 13 30.95 29 28.16

Food security and 
agriculture

0 0 1 8.33 4 14.81 2 14.29 2 4.76 9 8.74

Energy 0 0 0 0 5 18.52 0 0 0 0.00 5 4.85

ODA 0 0 2 16.67 0 0 1 7.14 2 4.76 5 4.85

Good governance 0 0 0 0 1 3.7 0 0 1 2.38 2 1.94

Partnership for  
development

0 0 0 0 1 3.7 4 28.57 9 21.43 14 13.59

Debt relief 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7.14 0 0.00 1 0.97

Trade 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 28.57 9 21.43 13 12.62

All development 
commitments

8 100 12 100 27 100 14 100 42 100 103 100

All commitments 95   88   128   61   153   525  

Share of develop-
ment commitments, 
%

8.42 13.64 21.09 22.95 27.45 19.62 

Table 6. 	 Share of commitments by sector in all development commitments, %

G8, all years G8, 2008–2010 G20, 2008–2010

Health 16.23 22.54 0

Food security and agriculture 11.03 18.03 8.74

Partnership for development 5.47 13.11 13.59

Environment protection 4.56 8.2 0

Good governance 9.43 7.34 1.94

Peace and security 5.01 6.15 0

Education 5.1 4.51 0

ODA 5.65 4.92 4.85

Energy 3.65 3.69 4.85

Economic growth 9.66 3.28 28.16

Trade 3.92 3.28 12.62

Integration 13.31 1.23 24.27

Gender equality 0.64 0.82 0

Debt relief 4.74 0.82 0.97

Humanitarian aid 1.28 1.64 0

Number of all development 
commitments

1097 244 47

Share of development 
commitments in all 
commitments

31.09 40.2 19.62
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G20 new donor countries, such as China, India, 
South Africa and Brazil, make substantial contribu-
tion to international development, which is increas-
ing. However, the actions they are undertaking are 
not reported in accordance with the OECD DAC 
requirements, and / or projected as compliance 
with commitments undertaken within the interna-
tional institutions. This may be one of the reasons 
their compliance performance is assessed so low. 
Nevertheless, the evidence highlights the G8 lead-
ership role on development, and this is the policy 
area where its leadership is likely to remain crucial 
for international development at least until 2015.

Conclusions and recommendations

Let’s sum up the answers to the questions put for-
ward in connection with the G8 criticism.

What is the place of development assist-
ance in the G8 agenda?

Development assistance has been the G8 
members’ permanent priority, commitments in this 
sphere account for 30 percent of all commitments 
despite the fact that the summit had been consid-
ered to be the economic one for the long time.

How has the G8 development agenda been 
changing with global socio-economic shifts 
and is the G8 capable of addressing new chal-
lenges, while retaining commitment to the un-
settled issues?

The G8 has demonstrated its capacity to ad-
dress new challenges, while traditional priorities are 
being partly displaced by new commitments. Nev-
ertheless, the G8 retains its commitment, reiterat-
ing old pledges, though the content of many issues 
changes, their essence and nature being amended 
in accordance with new demands and achieved 
results. Dynamics of references to the problems 
is increasing considerably in the last decade after 
Millennium Development Goals adoption.

How effectively can the G8 assist devel-
oping countries in their integration into global 
processes and mechanisms of global govern-
ance to ensure their social and economic de-
velopment?

The G8 is coping with this issue less effec-
tively. Though commitments on integration of de-
veloping countries into international economic and 
trade processes constitute a major share of all 
development commitments. The G8 members are 
failing in use of commitments on integration and 
ODA as two reinforcing instruments, preferring one 
or the other, decreasing effectiveness of efforts on 
development. It is evident that the G20 has greater 
capacity to promote the integration processes. 

Litmus test of effectiveness – does the G8 
comply with the commitments made?

Yes, the level of G8 compliance with com-
mitments on development assistance is quite high 
(+0.44), close to the average level of compliance 
with commitments in all spheres.

Can the G8 disappear without adverse 
affect to this global issue, transferring the re-
sponsibility to another institution, for example, 
G20?

Not yet for several reasons:
1. The emergence of development issues 

on the G20 summits’ agenda doesn’t reduce G8 
responsibility for development assistance. Espe-
cially, given the G8 higher effectiveness on compli-
ance with development assistance commitments 
than the G20.

2. Development issues require interaction 
within a broader forum than the G8. The G20 ex-
panded its agenda in 2008–2009, including devel-
opment assistance, environment protection, en-

Table 7. 	 �G20 members compliance 
with development 
commitments

 London Pittsburgh Toronto Average

Canada 0.5 0.5 1 0.67

France 1 0 1 0.67

Germany 1 0.5 1 0.83

Italy 0 – 0.5 0 – 0.17

Japan 0.5 0.5 1 0.67

Russia 0.5 0 0 0.17

United 
Kingdom 

1 1 1 1

United States 0.5 0.5 1 0.67

European 
Union

1 0.5 1 0.83

G8 average 0.67 0.33 0.78 0.59

Argentina – 1 – 1 0 – 0.67

Australia 0.5 0.5 0 0.33

Brazil 0.5 – 1 0 – 0.17

China – 0.5 0 0 – 0.17

India – 0.5 – 1 0 – 0.5

Indonesia – 0.5 – 1 – 1 – 0.83

Mexico 0 0 – 1 – 0.33

Republic of 
Korea

– 0.5 0 0 – 0.17

Saudi Arabia 0 0 – 1 – 0.33

South Africa – 0.5 0.5 – 1 – 0.33

Turkey – 0.5 – 1 0 – 0.5

Non-G8 G20 
average

– 0.27 – 0.36 – 0.36 – 0.33

G20 average 0.15 – 0.05 0.15 0.08



ANALYTICAL PAPERS

89

ergy and at the same time reduced the share of 
economy and finance on the agenda. At the Pitts-
burgh summit the G20 leaders designated the G20 
to be the premier forum for their international eco-
nomic cooperation. G8/G20 coexistence should be 
based on the principle of comparative advantage. 
The G20 can more effectively tackle integration of 
developing countries in global economic and trade 
processes. But the G8 should maintain leadership 
in global public goods creation. Division of labor 
on development assistance can work through G20 
contribution to economic growth, with eventually 
enhancing input to aid from the emerging donors, 
whereas the G8 need to continue meet the respon-
sibilities for both the economic growth and official 
development assistance, retaining leadership in 
building global public good.

3. Comprehensive and coordinated approach 
to G8 accountability can become a vital element 
of enhancing its legitimacy, reasserting confidence 
in the institution, regaining its leadership capacity 
in the global governance system, especially in the 
development assistance sphere.

At the 2008 Hokkaido Summit the G8 rec-
ognized the importance of demonstrating that 
the institution is committed to reporting trans-
parently and consistently on the implementation 
of its commitments. At the 2009 Aquila Summit 
G8 leaders tasked a special working group to re-
port on the implementation of development and 
development-related commitments with a focus 
on results. The Muskoka Accountability Report: 
Assessing action and results against develop-
ment-related commitments was presented at the 
Muskoka summit in 2010. G8 leaders emphasized 
the importance of regular reports and agreed 
to focus the accountability reporting in 2011 on 
health and food security.

New mechanism of self-accountability could 
become an important mechanism for enhancing 
G8 effectiveness on development assistance but 
only on the condition that the monitoring is com-
prehensive and methodological robustness and 
data comparability and credibility are ensured.

4. Given the long-term nature of the majority 
of commitments it is important, firstly, to strength-
en the G8 agenda continuity, resisting each chair-
man’s temptation to form innovative agenda. The 
degree of innovations should be equal to the cur-
rent period needs. Secondly, inbuilt catalysts of 
commitments (deadlines and reporting, working 
and expert groups) will be very important for en-
suring delivery.

5. The G8 should and can retain a consider-
able degree of flexibility, a capacity to respond im-
mediately to emergency problems, crises, natural 

disasters, provide humanitarian aid, and maintain 
peace and security.

6. Given that not all of the G20 members are 
developed economies with established democratic 
forms of governance the G8 retain the leadership 
in promoting democratic values and good govern-
ance, sharing with non-G8 G20 members the re-
sponsibility for partnership for development.

7. Collaboration on the new priorities of devel-
opment assistance such as education, health and 
environment protection will be carried out by G8 in 
a most effective way, as the other G20 members’ 
will continue to face the challenge of solving these 
issues in their own countries.

8. Although the G20 leaders declared it as 
the premier forum for its members’ economic co-
operation the G8 should keep this priority on the 
agenda and the “sensitivity” to the financial and 
economic issues and simultaneously increasing 
attention to economic growth promotion in devel-
oping countries.

9. Ability of the two institutions for division of 
labor and coordination is especially important for 
their effectiveness. Regulated variable geometry 
of cooperation will create additional opportunities 
for forging decisions and their implementation and 
also for cooperation with multilateral international 
and regional institutions.

Recommendations to Russia

1. According to the monitoring results Rus-
sia’s contribution to the G8 development agenda 
is below the average level of G8 compliance with 
development commitments. Upward trend after 
2005 pushed by the Russian 2006 G8 presidency, 
has not been stable. Additional measures to se-
cure and strengthen this tendency are needed.

2. Substantial increase of health, energy and 
education priorities presence on the G8 agenda af-
ter 2006 shows that the G8 can be an effective in-
strument for taking Russian priorities to the global 
level. Thus, this instrument should be used in the 
future during next G8 presidencies as well as in the 
G20 future agenda.

3. Usual approach to development agenda 
preparation in the G8 is the following: the chair 
agrees priorities with the colleagues and defines 
the amount of financial resources allocated by the 
chair and invites the other members to participate. 
Then other donors can be called upon. If so far it 
is difficult for Russia to lead in terms of volumes of 
aid it can certainly lead on effectiveness. Russia’s 
main programs are being developed and can be 
based on the fundamental principles of effective-
ness. G8 mechanisms can be constructively used 
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for reaching agreement on division of labor in part-
ner-countries.

4. Given the fundamental importance of over-
coming energy poverty and energy effectiveness 
enhancement elaboration of these issues on the 
Russian 2014 G8 Presidency agenda should be 
started now.

5. Russia should certainly increase its influ-
ence on MDGs attainment on health by increasing 
its contribution to international instruments of co-
operation on infectious diseases, as well as pro-
posing innovative initiatives, innovative financing 
mechanisms and systemic cooperation within the 
existing mechanisms. Health should be one of the 
2014 priorities as a continuation of 2006 agenda, 
assessing the MDGs achievement on the eve of 
2015 and new shaping new initiatives for a new 
development decade.

6. Education as well as health should be a pri-
ority of next Russian G8 Presidency. It will show 
Russia’s development policy consistency, adher-
ence to the Millennium Development Goals, and 
importance of education as a basis for human 
resources development, responsibility for global 
public good creation. It might be supposed that 
the second Russian G8 Presidency will be built in 
consistency and continuity with the 2006 agenda 
and the following presidencies.

7. If the emerging pattern of G8/G20 summitry 
(a G8 summit in summer and a G20 in autumn) re-
mains and Russia will be hosting a G20 summit 
in 2013 and a G8 one in 2014, it will enhance op-
portunities for coordination and decision making 
between the two institutions on the development 
agenda.

Annex 1. Sum up on the 1975–2010 G8 summits

Year Sequences / 
series1

Main series issues and 
summit achievements

Number of 
documents

Number of 
commitments

Summit 
grade

Average 
compliance2 score

G7 first 
sequence

First series Reviving Growth

1975 Rambouillet Monetary Reform 1 14 A– 0.57

1976 San Juan, Puerto 
Rico

Nothing significant 1 7 D 0.08

1977 London I Trade, growth, nuclear power 1 29 B– 0.08

1978 Bonn I Growth, energy, trade 2 35 A 0.36

Second Series Holding Down Inflation

1979 Tokyo I Energy 2 34 B+ 0.82 

1980 Venice I Afghanistan, energy 5 55 C+ 0.08 

1981 Ottawa (Montebello) Trade ministers’ quadrilateral 3 40 C 0.27 

G7 second 
sequence

1982 Versailles East-West trade, surveillance 3 23 C 0.84 

Third Series The Rise of Politics

1983 Williamsburg Euromissiles 2 38 B – 0.10 

1984 London II Debt 5 31 C– 0.49 

1985 Bonn II Nothing significant 2 24 E 0.01 

1986 Tokyo II Terrorism, surveillance, G7 
finance ministers

4 39 B+ 0..58 

1987 Venice II Nothing significant 7 53 D 0.93 

1988 Toronto Debt relief for poor countries 3 27 C– – 0.48 

G7 third 
sequence

Fourth Series The End of the Cold War

1989 Paris (Arch) Helping Central Europe, 
environment, debt

11 61 B+ 0.07

1990 Houston Trade – no net advance 4 78 D – 0.14

1991 London III Helping USSR 5 53 B– 0.00

1992 Munich Nothing significant 4 41 D 0.64

1993 Tokyo III Trade 3 29 C+ 0.75

Fifth Series Institutions for Globalisation
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Year Sequences / 
series1

Main series issues and 
summit achievements

Number of 
documents

Number of 
commitments

Summit 
grade

Average 
compliance2 score

1994 Naples Russia into political debate 2 53 C 1.00

1995 Halifax Institutional review, IMF and UN 
reform

4 78 B+ 1.00

G7 fourth 
sequence

1996 Lyon Debt, development 5 (1 report) 128 B 0.36

1997 Denver Russian participation, Africa 4 (2 reports) 145 C– 0.13

Sixth series Globalization and 
Development

1998 Birmingham (first 
G8 summit3)

New format, crime 7 73 B+ 0.45

1999 Köln (Cologne) Debt, Kosovo, finance 5 46 B+ 0.39

2000 Okinawa Outreach, information 
technology

10 105 B 0.78

2001 Genoa Infectious diseases, Africa 8 58 B 0.53

Seventh series Fighting Terrorism and its 
Causes

2002 Kananaskis, 
Alberta

Africa, cleaning up WMD 8 187 B+ 0.33

G7 fifth 
sequence 

Start of the G8 cycle and first 
sequence

2003 Evian Outreach, reconciliation 15 206 C+ 0.51

2004 Sea Island, 
Georgia

Middle East 15 253 C+ 0.54

2005 Gleneagles, 
Scotland 

Climate change dialogue, 
Africa

15 212 **A– 0.65

2006 Saint-Petersburg Energy security, health, 
education 

15 317 ***B– 0.45

2007 Heiligendamm Shaping globalization, 
promoting innovation, climate 
change and energy efficiency, 
development and responsibility 
in Africa

13 (4 reports) 330 ****A– 0.51

2008 Hokkaido Climate change and 
sustainable energy dialogue, 
Africa

6 (13 reports) 280 ****A– 0.48

2009 L’Aquila International institution reform, 
development for Africa and the 
emerging countries, countering 
terrorism and climate change

10 (9 reports) 254 ***B 0.53

2010 Muskoka Muskoka Accountability 
Report, maternal and child 
health initiative, division of 
labor with G20

2 (2 reports) 73

Start of the G8 second 
sequence

2011 France

2012 USA

2013 UK

2014 Russia

1  A summit sequence refers to a run of seven (eight) summits; a summit series is a group of summits focused on 
a particular set of issues. The summit cycle denotes all the summits from Rambouillet to the present day. Bayne 
Nicholas, Staying Together: The G8 Summit Confronts the 21st century. Ashgate Publishing, 2005
2  Compliance is a conscious new or altered effort by national governments in the post-Summit period aimed to 
implement the provisions contained in Summit communiqués.
3  According to Nicholas Bayne

* Based on Bayne (Nicolas Bayne. Staying together. G8 in the 21st century. GGS. Ashgate 2005).
** Reported by John J. Kirton as Bayne’s “preliminary grade”.
*** Based on Nicolas Bayne’s methodology assessment by J. Kirton and M. Larionova.
**** Based on Nicolas Bayne’s methodology assessment by M. Larionova.
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