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Ambitions and realia

Abstract. This study analysed the involvement of the G7 and G20 clubs in the settlement of international conflicts in
2020-2024 to identify discrepancies between the declared intentions and practical achievements of these forums. The
study was found significant differences in the approaches and effectiveness of the G7 and G20 in peacekeeping. The G7,
due to its more homogeneous composition and strong economic leverage, has demonstrated greater effectiveness in the
short term, especially in responding to acute crises such as Russia’s aggression against Ukraine. On the other hand, the
G20, with its wider representation, has shown the potential to have a more systemic impact on global security in the
long term by focusing on economic development as a means of conflict prevention. The analysis of approaches and tools
revealed that the G7 relies more on economic sanctions and political pressure, while the G20 focuses on economic cooper-
ation and development. Both clubs face challenges in reaching consensus and achieving ambitious goals, especially in the
context of complex geopolitical conflicts. The study revealed a considerable gap between rhetoric and practice, especially
in the areas of conflict resolution, counter-terrorism, and climate security. Declarative statements are often not backed
up by effective actions, partly due to the lack of enforcement mechanisms and the need to reconcile diverse national in-
terests. The results point to the need to rethink the role and working methods of the G7 and G20 in the context of current
global challenges. The study proposed a more flexible and adaptive approach to peacekeeping that would account for both
short-term crises and long-term stability factors. The significance of strengthening coordination between the G7 and G20,
as well as with other international organisations, to achieve a synergistic effect in conflict resolution was emphasised.
Understanding the potential and limitations of these international forums in the field of peacekeeping allows developing
more effective strategies of state cooperation to overcome crises
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Introduction

In modern globalised world, international conflicts pose
a serious threat to stability and security. The growing in-
terdependence of states and regions underscores the need
for effective mechanisms to resolve disputes in the inter-

analysis of the factors that influence the effectiveness of
the G7 and G20’s efforts in conflict resolution and an as-
sessment of their real contribution to international sta-
bility. The study of the G7 and G20 clubs’ involvement

national arena. In this context, the activities of influential
international clubs, such as the G7 and G20, which bring
together the world’s leading economies and have consid-
erable potential to influence global processes, are of par-
ticular importance. The problematic of this study lies in
the discrepancy between the declared ambitions of the G7
and G20 clubs to resolve international conflicts and their
actual achievements in this area. Despite the considera-
ble resources and political influence of the member states,
the effectiveness of these organisations in peacekeeping
is still a matter of debate. There is a need for an in-depth

in international conflict resolution is of particular rele-
vance considering the growing geopolitical tensions and
new challenges to global security. The study of the role
of international clubs in resolving global conflicts gains
particular relevance in the context of growing geopolitical
tensions. Specifically, the activities of the G7 and G20 as
influential global policy forums attract considerable at-
tention from the academic community.

In the context of analysing multilateral approaches
to addressing global challenges, M. Beisheim et al. (2022)
examined the role of the G7 in supporting cooperative and
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inclusive strategies. The researchers emphasise the need
to preserve and strengthen the multilateral approach
even in the face of aggression, which is especially rele-
vant in view of current international conflicts. This as-
pect is complemented by A. Andrione-Moylan & J. Wout-
ers (2023), who study the impact of populist trends on
the functioning of the G20 and G7. Researchers emphasise
that the informal nature of cooperation within these fo-
rums can both facilitate and hinder effective conflict res-
olution in turbulent times.

Expanding the understanding of the multidimension-
al role of international clubs, D. Lesage (2022) explores
the multiple functions of the G20 in the context of the UN
Sustainable Development Goals. The researcher focus-
es on the potential of this forum to coordinate efforts to
achieve global goals, which indirectly affects conflict pre-
vention. This perspective is complemented by M. Albert
& M. Koch (2024), who conduct a comparative analysis of
power in the G7 and G20. Their study covers the mech-
anisms by which these clubs gain significance in world
politics, which is key to understanding their role in con-
flict resolution. An essential aspect in investigating the
effectiveness of the G7 and G20 is the issue of synergy be-
tween these forums. In this context, J. Prasad et al. (2023)
offered valuable insights into building effective coopera-
tion between the G7 and G20 in a multipolar world. The
researchers emphasise the need to coordinate the strate-
gies of these clubs to achieve maximum impact on global
processes, including conflict resolution.

S. Bery (2022) analysed the historical perspective of
the G20 and its transformation into an influential inter-
national forum. The researcher traces the evolution of the
G20 over a decade, which offers a better understanding
of the potential of this club in resolving modern inter-
national crises. This study is organically complemented
by the findings of C. Lechervy (2020), who examined the
phenomenon of club and group diplomacy in the broader
context of global diplomacy. The researcher emphasised
the unique role of informal forums, such as the G7 and
G20, in shaping the international agenda and resolving
conflicts. Special attention should be paid to the study by
I. Johnstone (2022), which focused on the role of the G7 in
the context of global governance and the implementation
of the Green New Deal. Although not directly related to
conflict resolution, this study demonstrates the potential
of the G7 to coordinate global initiatives, which can be ap-
plied to peacekeeping.

An analysis of the available literature suggests that
researchers are interested in the activities of the G7 and
G20 in various aspects of global governance. However, de-
spite a wide range of studies, a comparative analysis of the
effectiveness of these clubs in the field of international
conflict resolution stays underdeveloped. Most research-
ers focus on certain aspects of the G7 or G20, without pay-
ing sufficient attention to their comparative effectiveness
in peacekeeping processes. Specifically, the issues of con-
crete mechanisms of influence of the G7 and G20 on the
course of international conflicts, assessment of the actual
results of their peacekeeping initiatives, and analysis of
factors limiting the effectiveness of these forums in con-
flict resolution still lack sufficient coverage. Furthermore,
the issue of interaction between the G7 and G20 and other
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international organisations and institutions in peacekeep-
ing processes needs to be investigated in greater depth.
The purpose of this study was to identify discrepan-
cies between the declared intentions and practical results
of the leading international forums in the field of global
conflict resolution. To fulfil this purpose, the following ob-
jectives were set: to analyse peacekeeping initiatives and
specific measures of the G7 and G20 aimed at resolving in-
ternational conflicts; to compare the approaches and tools
of the G7 and G20 in the field of peacekeeping; to inves-
tigate the correlation between the stated ambitions of the
clubs and their actual achievements in conflict resolution.

Materials and Methods

The study of the participation of the G7 and G20 clubs in
the settlement of international conflicts was based on a
comprehensive analysis of a wide range of sources and the
use of a series of complementary methods of scientific cog-
nition. The source base was based on official documents of
the G7 and G20, including summit communiqués, leaders’
declarations, and joint statements. The key documents for
2020-2024 were analysed, including the Communiqué of
the 2021 G7 Carbis Bay Summit (Carbis Bay..., 2021) and
the 2023 G20 Rome Leaders’ Declaration (G20 Rome Lead-
ers’, 2023). These materials helped to determine the offi-
cial positions and declared goals of both forums in resolv-
ing international conflicts.

An important source of information was the UN docu-
ments, specifically the resolutions of the Security Council
and the UN General Assembly. Resolutions on key interna-
tional conflicts and crises, such as the conflict in Ukraine,
the situation in Syria and Libya, were considered. Specifi-
cally, the following were analysed: United Nations Security
Council Resolution No. 242 (1967); United Nations Security
Council Resolution No. 1718 (2006); United Nations Secu-
rity Council Resolution No. 2254 (2015); United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution No. 2510 (2020); United Nations
Security Council Resolution No. 1373 (2001); United Na-
tions General Assembly Resolution No. 73/27 (2018); Unit-
ed Nations Security Council Resolution No. 2417 (2018)
on the link between armed conflict and food security.
The analysis of these documents helped to compare the
positions of the G7 and G20 with official UN decisions
and evaluate their compliance with international law.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the G7 and G20 peace-
keeping efforts, the study employed statistics and analyti-
cal reports of international organisations. Specifically, the
data from the Global Terrorism Index (Global terrorism in-
dex,2024) and the reports of the Financial Action Task Force
on Money Laundering (FATF, 2023) were analysed. These
materials provided quantitative indicators for assessing the
performance of the G7 and G20 in the fight against terror-
ism and its financing. The study also used legal documents,
namely the United Nations Charter (1945). The analysis
of this document helped to evaluate the compliance of
the G7 and G20 actions with international legal norms.

To ensure the objectivity of the study, a wide range of
academic publications on the activities of the G7 and G20
was analysed. This helped to consider different approach-
es and assessments of the effectiveness of these forums
in resolving international conflicts. The study compared
the approaches and tools of the G7 and G20 in the field
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of peacekeeping. Specifically, the differences in the use of
economic sanctions, political pressure, and economic co-
operation as instruments of influence were analysed. This
helped to identify the specific features of strategies of each
forum and assess their effectiveness in different contexts.

A comparative analysis of the declared goals and real
achievements of the G7 and G20 in conflict resolution was
performed. For this, the study compared official state-
ments and communiqués with the actual results of the fo-
rums’ activities in key crisis situations, such as the conflict
in Ukraine, the situation in Syria and Libya. To assess the
effectiveness of the G7 and G20 in the long term, the dy-
namics of their impact on global security and stability for
2020-2024 were analysed. This helped to identify trends
and patterns in the activities of both forums.

The study also analysed the interaction of the G7 and
G20 with other international organisations, including the
UN. This helped to assess the role of these forums in the
broader system of global governance and their impact on
international decision-making. The study analyses the
impact of internal factors, such as divergent interests of
member states, on the effectiveness of the G7 and G20 in
conflict resolution. For this, the study considered concrete
cases where internal contradictions prevented the achieve-
ment of consensus and implementation of joint initiatives.

The study also included an analysis of the impact of
external factors, such as the COVID-19 pandemic and cli-
mate change, on the G7 and G20 peacekeeping activities.
This helped to assess the ability of the forums to adapt
to new global challenges and coordinate international ef-
forts in crisis situations. To ensure a comprehensive ap-
proach, the study analysed not only the political but also
the economic aspects of the G7 and G20. Specifically, in-
itiatives on economic development as a means of conflict
prevention, such as the G20 Compact with Africa (2022),
were considered. The use of these methods and materials
enabled a comprehensive analysis of the G7 and G20’s in-
volvement in international conflict resolution, identifying
the gaps between their ambitions and actual achieve-
ments, and assessing the effectiveness of these forums in
ensuring global stability and security.

Results

Peacekeeping initiatives and activities of the G7 and
G20. The Group of Seven (G7), as an influential interna-
tional forum, demonstrates an active position in resolving
global conflicts. An analysis of the G7’s activities in 2020-
2023 revealed a series of key peacekeeping initiatives that
reflect the group’s commitment to playing a leading role in
ensuring international security and stability. The Ukrain-
ian crisis has become one of the central issues for the G7
in the context of peacekeeping efforts. Since the begin-
ning of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in February
2022, the G7 has consistently condemned the aggressive
actions of the Russian Federation, which violate funda-
mental principles of international law, specifically Article
2(4) of the United Nations Charter (1945), which prohibits
the use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state.

The G7 played a key role in coordinating the interna-
tional response to Russian aggression. At the G7 summit
in June 2022, it was decided to increase economic pressure

on Russia and increase military aid to Ukraine (Beisheim et
al., 2022; Joint G7 Input..., 2022). This decision was backed
up by concrete actions, including the introduction of sanc-
tions against the Russian energy sector. Such actions are
fully in line with Article XXI of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade (1947) (GATT), which allows for the
imposition of trade restrictions in case of a threat to in-
ternational peace and security. Russia’s aggression against
Ukraine, including the destruction of cities, killings, and
kidnappings, as well as threats to use nuclear weapons, pos-
es a direct threat not only to Ukraine but to the overall in-
ternational security, including the national security of the
G7 countries. Thus, the G7 sanctions are a legitimate and
justified response to actions that threaten global stability.

Financial support for Ukraine has become an essential
aspect of the G7’s peacekeeping efforts. At the G7 summit
in Puglia on 13-15 June 2024, it was decided to launch a
mechanism to help Ukraine, which stipulates the provision
of USD 50 billion by the end of 2024 (Jedrysiak et al., 2024).
This initiative, known as the Extraordinary Revenue Ac-
celeration Loans for Ukraine (ERA), demonstrates the G7’s
willingness to use innovative financial instruments to
support countries affected by aggression. The Middle East
peace process stays one of the G7’s priority peacekeeping
activities. The group regularly expresses its support for
a peaceful settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
calling for the resumption of direct negotiations between
the parties and the two-state solution (Andrione-Moylan
& Wouters, 2023). This position of the G7 is based on Unit-
ed Nations Security Council Resolution 242 (1967), which
calls for the withdrawal of Israeli forces from the territories
occupied during the recent conflict and recognition of the
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and political independ-
ence of each state in the area. North Korea’s nuclear pro-
gramme has been the focal point of the G7’s attention. The
group coordinates efforts to denuclearise the Korean Pen-
insula, consistently condemning the DPRK’s missile tests
and calling for the resumption of dialogue (Wolff, 2023).
These actions of the G7 are based on the United Nations
Security Council Resolution No. 1718 (2006), which re-
quires the DPRK to cease all nuclear and ballistic missile
tests. The Syrian conflict also stays in the focus of the
G7’s attention. The group supports a political settlement
of the Syrian crisis under the auspices of the United Na-
tions, stressing the need for an end to hostilities and free
elections in Syria (Albert & Koch, 2024). This position is in
line with the United Nations Security Council Resolution
No. 2254 (2015), which calls for a ceasefire and a political
settlement of the conflict.

The Libyan crisis also continues to be a subject of the
G7’s concern. The group advocates for a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict in Libya and supports UN efforts in this
regard, calling on all parties to the conflict to engage in
dialogue and national reconciliation (Prasad et al., 2023).
This position is in line with the United Nations Security
Council Resolution No. 2510 (2020), which reaffirms the
commitment to the sovereignty, independence, territori-
al integrity, and national unity of Libya. These initiatives
demonstrate that the G7 is actively using its political and
economic influence to resolve international conflicts.
However, the effectiveness of these efforts is often limit-
ed by the lack of mechanisms for direct influence on the
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conflicting parties and the need to coordinate with other
international organisations, including the UN.

The Group of Twenty (G20), with a wider representa-
tion of countries, is also actively involved in resolving in-
ternational conflicts, although its approach is somewhat
different from the G7. An analysis of the G20’s activities
in 2020-2024 has identified a series of key peacekeeping
initiatives that reflect the group’s commitment to pro-
moting global stability and security. The fight against
terrorism has been a priority for the G20. The group has
developed a comprehensive strategy for countering ter-
rorism and extremism, including measures to disrupt
the financing of terrorist organisations and intelligence
sharing (Dobson, 2024). These actions of the G20 are
based on the United Nations Security Council Resolution
No. 1373 (2001), which calls on states to prevent the fi-
nancing of terrorist acts and to refrain from providing any
support to terrorist groups. Cybersecurity has become an
important aspect of the G20’s peacekeeping activities. The
group works to reduce the risks of cyber conflicts between
states by developing principles for responsible state be-
haviour in cyberspace (Shackelford, 2020). This initiative
is in line with United Nations General Assembly Resolu-
tion No. 73/27 (2018), which calls on states to promote the
use of information and communications technologies for
peaceful purposes.

The resolution of regional conflicts stays a major area
of G20 activity. The group promotes dialogue between
conflicting parties in different regions of the world, spe-
cifically, supports the peace process in Afghanistan and
stabilisation of the situation in Yemen. These efforts are
in line with United Nations Security Council Resolution
No. 2513 (2020) on Afghanistan and United Nations Secu-

rity Council Resolution No. 2534 (2020) on Yemen, which
call for a peaceful resolution of the conflicts in these coun-
tries. Preventing conflicts through economic development
is another important aspect of the G20’s peacekeeping
activities. The Group implements initiatives aimed at
overcoming poverty and inequality as factors that trigger
conflicts. Specifically, the G20 supports sustainable devel-
opment programmes in Africa (Rumble et al., 2021). These
efforts are in line with the UN Sustainable Development
Goals, namely Goal 16 (2023), which aims to promote
peaceful and inclusive societies. Humanitarian aid is a vital
component of the G20’s peacekeeping efforts. The group
coordinates humanitarian aid in conflict and post-conflict
areas, working to improve access to humanitarian aid and
protect civilians (Andrione-Moylan & Wouters, 2023).
These actions are in line with the United Nations Security
Council Resolution No. 2417 (2018), which highlights the
link between armed conflict and food insecurity.

A look at the G20’s peacekeeping initiatives shows
that the group is focusing on a wider range of issues re-
lated to global security and stability. However, as in the
case of the G7, the effectiveness of these initiatives is often
limited by the difficulty of reaching consensus among the
participating countries and the need to coordinate with
other international organisations. For a more visual rep-
resentation of the key differences and similarities in the
G7 and G20 approaches to peacekeeping, the comparative
Table 1 is offered below. It systematises the key aspects of
the peacekeeping initiatives of both groups, including fo-
cus, leverage, consensus-building, global representation,
effectiveness in different time perspectives, support for
UN peacekeeping operations, attention to economic de-
velopment and climate security.

Table 1. Comparative characteristics of G7 and G20 peacekeeping initiatives

Aspect

G7

G20

Focus of attention

Specific political conflicts (Ukrainian crisis,
Syrian conflict, situation in Libya)

Global security challenges (terrorism, cyber
security, economic instability)

Mechanisms of influence

Economic sanctions, political pressure

Economic cooperation, development
assistance

Reaching consensus

Faster, more consistent decisions

Slower, more general solutions

Global representation

Limited (developed democracies)

Broad (different political systems and
levels of development)

Efficiency in the short term High Average
Potential for long-term impact Average High
Support for UN peacekeeping operations Active Limited
Focus on economic development Average High
Attention to the climate aspects of security High High
Gender equality and youth engagement Significant attention Significant attention
Preventive diplomacy Active Active

Source: created by the author of this study

Notably, the effectiveness of the peacekeeping efforts
of both groups is often limited by the lack of enforcement
mechanisms for their decisions. Unlike the UN Security
Council, which can make binding decisions under Chapter
VII of the United Nations Charter (1945), the G7 and G20
decisions are advisory in nature. This means that their
effectiveness largely depends on the political will of the
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participating countries and their ability to influence other
international actors.

In summary, the G7 and G20 play significant but dif-
ferent roles in global peacekeeping efforts. The G7, due to
its more homogeneous composition and strong economic
leverage, is often more effective in the short term and in
responding to acute crises. The G20, on the other hand, can
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have a more systemic impact on global security in the long
term, thanks to its broader representation and focus on
economic development as a means of conflict prevention.

Comparative analysis of the G7 and G20 approach-
es and tools in the field of peacekeeping. The Group of
Seven, as an influential international forum that brings to-
gether the world’s leading democracies, uses a wide range
of approaches and tools in the field of peacekeeping. An
analysis of the G7’s activities in 2020-2024 reveals a se-
ries of key strategies and mechanisms used by the group to
resolve international conflicts and ensure global stability.
Economic sanctions are still one of the G7’s most powerful
tools in peacekeeping (Drezner, 2024). The application of
sanctions is based on Article 41 of the UN Charter, which
makes provision for the use of measures not involving the
use of armed force to maintain international peace and
security (United Nations Charter, 1945). For instance, in
response to Russia’s aggression against Ukraine, the G7
imposed wide-ranging sanctions on the Russian energy
sector, financial institutions, and individuals (Abely, 2023).

Diplomatic pressure is another valuable tool of the
G7 in peacekeeping efforts. The group actively uses its
political influence to put pressure on parties to conflicts
through public statements, diplomatic isolation, or exclu-
sion from international forums. Diplomatic pressure is an-
other valuable tool of the G7 in peacekeeping efforts. For
example, in the context of the conflict in Sudan, the G7
in its statement of 18 April 2023 strongly condemned the
violence and called for an immediate cessation of hostili-
ties (G7 Joint Statement..., 2023). The group also stressed
the need to protect civilians and ensure unimpeded access
for humanitarian aid, in line with the principles of inter-
national humanitarian law and United Nations Security
Council Resolution No. 2573 (2021) on the protection of ci-
vilians in armed conflict. This example demonstrates how
the G7 uses its diplomatic influence to promote peaceful
conflict resolution and protect the rights of civilians. The
G7 also actively supports UN peacekeeping missions by
providing funding and logistical support. Although the
group does not conduct its own peacekeeping operations,
it plays a significant role in ensuring the effectiveness of
UN missions. For instance, in the document (Joint G7 In-
put..., 2022), the Group calls for regular reviews of peace-
keeping strategies and strengthening their effectiveness.

Mediation is another valuable tool of the G7 in peace-
keeping. The group often mediates in negotiations be-
tween conflicting parties, using its authority to reach com-
promises. This is in line with Article 33 of the UN Charter,
which calls upon the parties to any dispute to seek a solu-
tion by negotiation, survey, mediation, conciliation, arbi-
tration, judicial settlement, resort to regional bodies or
agreements, or other peaceful means of their own choos-
ing (United Nations Charter, 1945).

Concrete examples of the G7’s mediation efforts on
various conflicts included a range of activities. France and
Germany, as members of the G7, played a key role in cre-
ating and supporting the Normandy format for resolving
the conflict in the east of Ukraine. Launched in 2014, this
format brought together representatives from Ukraine,
Russia, France, and Germany to find a peaceful solution
to the conflict (Marangé & Stewart, 2021). In 2019, dur-
ing the French presidency of the G7, the group actively

supported the peace process in Libya, including by organis-
inganinternational conferenceonLibyainPalermoandsup-
porting the UN plan for a national conference (Pack, 2022).

The Group of Twenty (G20), which brings together
both developed and developing countries, has a slightly
distinct set of approaches and tools to resolve conflicts
and ensure global stability. An analysis of the G20’s ac-
tivities in 2020-2024 reveals a series of specific strategies
and mechanisms employed by the group in its peace-
keeping activities. Economic cooperation is one of the
key instruments of the G20 in peacekeeping. The Group
focuses on developing economic cooperation as a means
of preventing conflict and ensuring stability. The G20
promotes initiatives to overcome poverty and inequality
(Fighting inequalities, poverty..., 2024), which is in line
with the UN Sustainable Development Goals, specifically
Goal 1 (ending poverty) and Goal 10 (reducing inequality)
(The 17 Goals..., n.d.). For example, the G20’s initiative to
support industrialisation in Africa aims to create jobs and
economic growth, which can help reduce the risk of con-
flict. The fight against terrorism is another prominent area
of the G20’s global security efforts. The group has devel-
oped a comprehensive strategy for countering terrorism
and extremism, including measures to stop the financing
of terrorist organisations and intelligence sharing (Kirton
& Larionova, 2022).

The G20 pays considerable attention to global gov-
ernance as an essential tool for preventing conflicts in the
international arena. This group, which brings together the
world’s leading economies, recognises that effective glob-
al governance can play a key role in maintaining stability
and peace (Bradford, 2022). The G20 recognises the need
to modernise and adapt existing international financial
structures to the current realities of the global economy.
This includes reviewing the governance mechanisms of
organisations such as the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) and the World Bank. The purpose of these reforms
is to ensure a more equitable representation of developing
countries and to make these institutions more effective
in addressing global economic challenges. Such changes
could help reduce economic inequalities between coun-
tries, which are often a source of international tension.

The G20 supports efforts to strengthen the position
of the United Nations as a key player in maintaining inter-
national peace and security. This could include support-
ing reforms in the UN structure, specifically the Security
Council, to make it more effective and representative.
Strengthening the role of the UN can contribute to a more
effective resolution of international conflicts and crises
through multilateral diplomacy. These G20 initiatives are
directly in line with the UN’s Sustainable Development
Goal 16.6. This goal is aimed at creating effective, ac-
countable, and transparent institutions at all levels — from
local to global (The 17 GOALS..., n.d.). The improvement
of the global governance system promoted by the G20 is
fully consistent with this objective.

The work on reforming international financial institu-
tions and strengthening the role of the UN is aimed at cre-
ating a more effective system of global governance. This
system should be able to better respond to current chal-
lenges, be more accountable to the international commu-
nity, and operate with greater transparency. Thus, the G20
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seeks to create an international system that not only effec-
tively prevents conflicts but also contributes to a more just
and stable world order. This is the G20’s long-term vision
for global governance, which aims to create the conditions
for sustainable peace and development around the world.

A comparative analysis of the G7 and G20 approaches
and tools in peacekeeping reveals both commonalities and
significant differences that affect the effectiveness of their
efforts to resolve conflicts and ensure global stability. The
focus and scope of activities is one of the key differences
between the G7 and the G20. The G7, as a more homoge-
neous group of developed democracies, usually focuses on
concrete political conflicts and crises, such as the situa-
tion in Ukraine or Syria. This enables the G7 to develop
more targeted and concrete intervention strategies. The
G20, on the other hand, with its more diverse membership,
tends to focus on broader global challenges such as eco-
nomic instability, climate change, or terrorism. This leads
to a more comprehensive, but often less focused, approach
to peacekeeping.

The mechanisms of influence also differ substantially
between the two groups. The G7 relies more on economic
sanctions and political pressure as instruments of influ-
ence. This can be effective in the short term, but it can also
lead to an escalation of tensions. The G20, on the other
hand, focuses more on economic cooperation and devel-
opment as a means of conflict prevention. This approach
may be less effective in the short term, but potentially has
a greater impact on long-term stability.

Speed of response and consensus building is another
important aspect of the comparison. The G7, with fewer
members and more homogeneous political systems, tends
to reach consensus faster and can respond more quick-
ly to crises. The G20, with its more diverse membership,

often finds it difficult to develop a unified position, which
can lead to delays in responding to conflicts. Legitimacy
and global representation is an area where the G20 has
an advantage. The broader representation of the G20,
which includes both developed and developing countries,
gives its decisions greater global legitimacy. This is es-
pecially significant when addressing global issues such
as climate change or economic inequality. The G7, while
wielding considerable economic and political influence,
is often criticised for its lack of representation. Perfor-
mance over different time horizons also differs between
the two groups. The G7 has often been more effective in
the short term, especially in responding to acute crises.
For instance, the G7’s rapid and coordinated response to
Russia’s aggression against Ukraine in 2022 demonstrat-
ed the group’s ability to promptly mobilise considerable
resources and political will. The G20, on the other hand,
can have a more systemic impact on global security in the
long term due to its focus on economic development and
global governance. Supporting UN peacekeeping opera-
tions is an area where the G7 is more active. The G7 reg-
ularly calls for more effective UN peacekeeping missions
and provides significant financial and logistical support.
The G20, while recognising the importance of UN peace-
keeping operations, is less actively involved in their direct
support. The G20’s focus on economic development as a
means of conflict prevention is a strong point. The Group
pays considerable attention to economic growth, financial
stability, and tackling inequality as key factors in ensuring
peace. The G7 also recognises the significance of economic
development, but often focuses more on the political as-
pects of conflicts. A comparative assessment of the effec-
tiveness of the G7 and G20 approaches to peacekeeping is
presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Comparative assessment of the effectiveness of G7 and G20 approaches to peacekeeping

Criterion

G7

G20

Focus of activity

Concrete political conflicts

Global security challenges

Key mechanisms of influence

Economic sanctions, political pressure

Economic cooperation, development

Speed of response to crises High Average
Reaching consensus Faster Slower
Legitimacy at the global level Average High
Efficiency in the short term High Average
Potential for long-term impact Average High
Support for UN peacekeeping operations Active Limited
Focus on economic development Average High
Approach to climate change Active Active, with a focus on a just transition

Gender equality and youth engagement

Concrete initiatives

General declarations

Preventive diplomacy

Active

Active, but less responsive

Interaction with the UN

Tight

Moderate

Source: created by the author of this study

Both groups pay considerable attention to climate
change and its impact on international security. This is
in line with the growing recognition of climate change as
a factor that can trigger or exacerbate conflicts. However,
the groups’ approaches to addressing this issue may differ,
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with the G20 often focusing more on just transition and
support for developing countries. Table 2 demonstrates
the key differences and similarities in the G7 and G20 ap-
proaches to peacekeeping, highlighting their unique roles
and potential to contribute to global stability and security.
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Correlation between the clubs’ stated ambitions
and their real achievements. The G7 and G20, as in-
fluential international forums, regularly declare ambi-
tious goals for conflict resolution and global stability.
An analysis of the official statements and communiqués
of these groups for 2020-2024 reveals a series of key ar-
eas of focus. The G7, as a more homogeneous group of
developed democracies, often focuses on specific politi-
cal conflicts and crises. In its communiqué following the
Carbis Bay Summit in 2021, the G7 declared its commit-
ment to “open societies, shared values, and a rules-based
international order” (Carbis Bay..., 2021). The group also
reaffirmed its commitment to “defend democracy and
freedoms around the world” and “oppose authoritarian-
ism in all its forms”.

The G7, as an influential international forum, has
identified a range of key peacekeeping goals that reflect
the most pressing global challenges to security and sta-
bility. Central to these goals is the settlement of the con-
flict in Ukraine and countering Russian aggression, which
has become a critical issue for European and global se-
curity. In parallel, the G7 pays considerable attention to
stabilising the situation in the Middle East, particularly in
Syria and Yemen, recognising that the ongoing conflicts
in the region have far-reaching implications for global
security, including migration crises and the spread of ter-
rorism. In this context, support for the peace process in
Afghanistan is considered an essential element of stabi-
lising the wider Central and South Asian region. Facilitat-
ing the denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula stays a
key priority to prevent the escalation of nuclear threats
in the Asia-Pacific region. Finally, the fight against inter-
national terrorism and extremism cuts across all these
objectives, as these phenomena are often fuelled and ex-
acerbated by existing conflicts. Thus, these interrelated
goals form a comprehensive approach to global security
by the G7, which aims to address both concrete regional
conflicts and broader transnational threats.

The G20, with its more diverse membership, tends to
formulate its goals in broader terms, focusing on global
security challenges. In the G20 Rome Leaders’ Declara-
tion of 2023, the group reaffirmed its commitment to
“multilateralism and international cooperation” as key
tools for addressing global challenges (G20 Rome Lead-
ers’..., 2023). The key declared goals of the G20 in the field
of peacekeeping include strengthening the global eco-
nomic governance system to prevent conflicts; combating
terrorism and its financing; promoting sustainable devel-
opment as a means of preventing conflicts; addressing
climate change and its impact on security; strengthening
cybersecurity and preventing cyber conflicts. An analysis
of the G20’s activities reveals a substantial dichotomy be-
tween the declared principles and the actual behaviour of
some of its members. Despite the group’s official commit-
ment to the principles of international law and the Unit-
ed Nations Charter (1945), namely Articles 2(3) and 2(4),
which relate to the peaceful settlement of disputes and
refraining from the threat or use of force, some G20 mem-
ber states demonstrate a clear violation of these norms.
For instance, Russia’s aggression against Ukraine, which
began in 2014 and escalated in 2022 (Dib, 2022), is a direct
violation of Article 2(4) of the UN Charter. Nevertheless,

the reaction of other G20 members to these actions is still
ambiguous and often limited to rhetorical statements.

Similarly, China’s actions in the South China Sea,
which include the militarisation of disputed territories,
raise concerns about adherence to the principle of peace-
ful settlement of disputes (Aziz & Basir, 2021). This sit-
uation reflects a broader problem in international rela-
tions, where geopolitical interests often prevail over the
principles of international law. International relations
researchers, such as J.J. Mearsheimer & S. Rosato (2023),
argue that such behaviour is a manifestation of a realist
approach to international politics, where states seek to
maximise their power and influence. However, this situa-
tion poses considerable challenges to the legitimacy and
effectiveness of the G20 as a global forum. The inability
of the G20 to respond effectively to violations of interna-
tional law by its members undermines the group’s credi-
bility and ability to address global issues.

Thus, there is a considerable gap between rheto-
ric and practice within the G20 in terms of compliance
with the principles of international law. This phenom-
enon requires further critical analysis and rethinking of
accountability mechanisms within international forums.
Assessing the real achievements of the G7 and G20 in
conflict resolution is an arduous task, as their impact is
often indirect and long-term. Nevertheless, an analysis of
concrete situations and initiatives for 2020-2024 reveals
certain trends and results. The G7 has demonstrated sig-
nificant effectiveness in rallying international support
for Ukraine in the wake of Russia’s aggression. The group
coordinated the introduction of wide-ranging sanctions
against Russia and the provision of military and economic
aid to Ukraine. These actions are in line with Article 51
of the United Nations Charter (1945), which recognises
the inherent right to individual or collective self-defence.
However, despite these efforts, the conflict in Ukraine
continues, highlighting the limitations of the G7’s influ-
ence on complex geopolitical situations. This also raises
the question of the effectiveness of sanctions as a foreign
policy tool and their compliance with international law.

In the fight against terrorism, the G7 and G20 have
made some progress. Specifically, the G20 initiative to
combat the financing of terrorism has led to increased
international cooperation in this area. According to the
Financial Action Task Force on Money Laundering (FATF),
progress was made in 2022 in identifying and blocking
financial flows linked to terrorist activities (FATF, 2023).
The G20 has also had some success in promoting eco-
nomic development as a means of conflict prevention.
The G20 Compact with Africa initiative, launched in 2017,
continues to promote private investment and economic
growth in African countries (G20 Compact with..., 2022).

However, the effectiveness of these economic initia-
tives in preventing conflicts stays debatable. Some critics
point out that economic growth alone does not guaran-
tee political stability and may even exacerbate inequali-
ty, which is a potential source of conflict (Cervi, 2023). In
the area of climate security, both groups have made some
progress. The G7 and G20 reaffirmed their commitment
to the Paris Agreement and pledged to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. However, real actions often fall behind
ambitious statements. According to the Climate Action
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Tracker, none of the G20 countries has a climate policy
that fully meets the goals of the Paris Agreement as of
2023 (Visualised: How all..., 2023).

An analysis of the declared goals and actual achieve-
ments of the G7 and G20 reveals a series of substantial dis-
crepancies between ambitions and results. The G7 often
declares ambitious goals for resolving specific conflicts,
but the actual results are often limited. For example, de-
spite the G7’s consistent support for the peace process in
Syria, the conflict has been ongoing for more than a dec-
ade. This underscores the limitations of the G7’s influence
in complex geopolitical situations, especially when the
interests of other major powers, such as Russia or China,
contradict the G7’s position. The G20 pays considerable
attention to economic development as a means of pre-
venting conflict, but the relationship between economic
growth and political stability stays complex and ambig-
uous. Economic growth can both reduce and exacerbate
conflict risks depending on the context (Fillgren, 2024).
This points to the need for a more nuanced approach to
the use of economic instruments in peacekeeping.

Both groups declare ambitious goals in the fight
against terrorism, but the effectiveness of their efforts is
still mixed. Although progress has been made in combat-
ing terrorist financing, the global threat of terrorism stays
high. According to the Global Terrorism Index (2024), in
2024, there was an increase in terrorist activity in some
regions of the world. The G7 and G20 regularly reaffirm
their commitment to tackling climate change, but real ac-
tion often falls short of ambitious statements. This poses
risks to global security, as climate change can exacerbate

existing conflicts and create new sources of tension. The
G20 often declares the need to reform international fi-
nancial institutions and global governance, but progress
in this area is still slow. This is partly due to the difference
in interests between developed and developing countries
within the G20. The G7 regularly emphasises its com-
mitment to democracy and human rights, but the effec-
tiveness of these efforts is often limited by geopolitical
realities. Critics point to selective application of these
principles and potential violations of the sovereignty of
other states (Ziirn, 2024).

The discrepancy between the ambitions and results
of the G7 and G20 in peacekeeping is the result of a set
of interrelated factors. The informal status of these fo-
rums is fundamental, limiting their legal powers and
making their effectiveness dependent on the political
will of member states. This structural feature is exacer-
bated by the geopolitical complexity of modern conflicts,
which are often multilateral and intertwined with glob-
al economic and security challenges. Internal divisions
between member countries, particularly evident in the
more diverse G20, make it even more difficult to reach
consensus and achieve ambitious goals. The limited ef-
fectiveness of available instruments of influence, such as
sanctions and economic incentives, in resolving complex
political conflicts further reduces the practical impact of
these forums. The long-term nature of many of the G7
and G20 goals, especially in the areas of economic devel-
opment and climate security, complicates the evaluation
of their effectiveness in the short term, creating the ap-
pearance of a gap between ambition and results (Table 3).

Table 3. Comparison of the declared goals and real achievements of the G7 and G20 in peacekeeping (2020-2024)

Aspect Declared goals

Real achievements Discrepancies

G7: Ending Russian aggression,
restoring Ukraine’s territorial
integrity

Conflict resolution in Ukraine

Considerable financial and military
aid for Ukraine, sanctions against
Russia, but the conflict continues

Limited effectiveness of
sanctions, ongoing conflict

G7 and G20: Strengthening
international cooperation,
combating the financing of
terrorism

Fighting terrorism

Coordination in the fight against
terrorist financing improved, but
terrorist threat is still high

Limited effectiveness in
preventing terrorist acts

G20: Promoting economic growth
in vulnerable regions

Economic development as a
means of conflict prevention

The Compact with Africa initiative
has boosted investment, but the
link between economic growth and
stability is still complex

The ambiguous impact of
economic growth on conflict
prevention

G7 and G20: Implementing

Reaffirmation of commitments,

Climate security

the Paris Agreement, reducing
emissions

but not enough concrete actions
to achieve the goals of the Paris
Agreement

Considerable gap between
ambition and real action

Global governance reform

G20: Reforming international
financial institutions

Slow progress in reforming the IMF
and World Bank

Considerable gap between
ambition and real change

Defending democracy and
human rights

G7: Promoting democratic values
and protecting human rights

Public statements and some
sanctions against violators, but
limited impact on authoritarian
regimes

Considerable gap between
rhetoric and real impact

Cybersecurity

G20: Strengthening international
cooperation on cybersecurity

Adoption of joint declarations but
limited progress in creating global
cybersecurity norms

Gap between ambition and
concrete results

Source: created by the author of this study.

Thus, interrelated factors form a complex system of
constraints that determine the real capabilities of the G7
and G20 in global governance and peacekeeping, leading to
noticeable discrepancies between the declared goals and

the results achieved. These proposals, admittedly, require
further discussion and analysis, but they could be a start-
ing point for improving the effectiveness of the G7 and
G20 in peacekeeping. Table 3 above compares the declared
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goals and real achievements of the G7 and G20 in peace-
keeping for 2020-2024. This table clearly demonstrates the
discrepancy between the ambitious peacekeeping goals of
the G7 and G20 and their actual achievements. It high-
lights the complexity of global challenges and the limited
influence of international forums in the modern world.

Discussion

The findings of a study of the G7 and G20’s activities in in-
ternational conflict resolution in 2020-2024 revealed sub-
stantial discrepancies between the ambitious declarations
of these forums and their real achievements. These differ-
ences can be traced to several key aspects: the effective-
ness of economic sanctions and political pressure, the role
of economic development in conflict prevention, and the
ability to influence global security challenges. The effec-
tiveness of conventional mechanisms of international co-
operation, including economic sanctions, has proven to be
limited, especially in the context of the Russian-Ukrain-
ian conflict. This observation correlates with the conclu-
sions of M. Feist (2023), who argued that conventional
approaches are becoming less effective in the modern
multipolar world. M. Feist (2023) suggests an alternative in
the form of plurilateral initiatives that could provide more
flexibility in addressing complex international issues. This
proposal deserves attention, as it can overcome the iden-
tified limitations of the G7. However, M. Feist’s (2023) fo-
cus on climate policy limits the direct transferability of his
findings to all aspects of peacekeeping. Furthermore, the
plurilateral approach, despite its potential flexibility, may
face problems of legitimacy and coordination, especially
in situations requiring a rapid and coordinated response
to acute international crises.

The transformation of the format of internation-
al diplomacy as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic has
substantially affected the effectiveness of the G7 and
G20. T. Naylor (2020) addressed the “dilution” of summit
diplomacy through the virtualisation of meetings. This
observation resonates with the identified challenges in
implementing the G7 and G20 peacekeeping initiatives.
The loss of the informal aspects of diplomacy, which often
play a key role in reaching compromises, partly explains
the discrepancy between ambitious declarations and lim-
ited practical results.

At the same time, the study also revealed certain pos-
itive aspects of virtualisation that were not considered
by T. Naylor (2020). Specifically, the possibility of more
frequent virtual consultations has allowed the G7 and
G20 to respond more quickly to some international cri-
ses, especially in the context of coordinating economic
responses to the pandemic. Notably, the problems with
the G7 and G20 are not limited to the format of the meet-
ings. Even after the possibility of face-to-face meetings
was restored, the effectiveness of these forums in resolv-
ing international conflicts was still limited. This points
to deeper structural problems in the functioning of these
international institutions.

The role of informal institutions in global governance
and peacekeeping, according to A.F. Cooper et al. (2022),
provides a significant perspective for understanding
the activities of the G7 and G20. Their conclusions re-
garding the significance of informal mechanisms and

organisational processes correlate with the observations
on the methods of influence of the G7 and G20 on inter-
national conflicts. Admittedly, these forums often rely
on informal agreements and personal contacts between
leaders to achieve their goals. A.F. Cooper et al. (2022) ar-
gue that informal institutions can be more adaptive and
effective in addressing complex global issues. This is part-
ly confirmed by the ability of the G7 and G20 to respond
quickly to international crises and coordinate actions in
a changing geopolitical landscape. However, the study
also revealed substantial limitations of this informal ap-
proach, especially in the context of complex geopolitical
conflicts, such as the situation in Ukraine.

The lack of formal enforcement mechanisms and
binding decisions often limits the practical impact of the
G7 and G20 on conflict resolution. This contrasts with the
more optimistic assessment of the potential of informal
institutions presented by A.F. Cooper et al. (2022). Fur-
thermore, the lack of clear decision-making procedures
and accountability mechanisms may lead to a decrease in
the legitimacy of these forums in the eyes of the interna-
tional community, especially non-member states.

Economic development as a tool for conflict pre-
vention plays a considerable role in the G20’s activities.
The study by A.G. Shivamurthy (2023) on the G20’s re-
sponse to the Sri Lankan debt crisis provides an impor-
tant case study for analysis. The findings of A.G. Shiva-
murthy (2023) on the limited effectiveness of the G20 in
addressing this crisis resonate with the observations on
the gap between the group’s ambitions and real achieve-
ments. The researcher points out the difficulties in co-
ordinating actions between G20 members and the diffi-
culties in implementing concrete aid measures. These
observations are supported by broader findings on the
G20’s economic development and conflict prevention ac-
tivities. At the same time, the findings provide a broader
context, considering economic development as a tool for
conflict prevention on a global scale.

While economic development can be a significant fac-
tor in stability, its effectiveness as a conflict prevention
tool depends on many other factors, including political
and social conditions in concrete countries and regions.
This underscores the need for a comprehensive approach
to peacekeeping that accommodates not only economic
but also political, social, and cultural aspects. The study
also revealed some positive aspects of the G20’s econom-
ic development activities that are not fully covered in the
study by A.G. Shivamurthy (2023). Specifically, the G20’s
initiatives to promote investment and economic growth in
developing countries can have a long-term positive impact
on stability and conflict prevention, even if their effective-
ness in addressing acute crises is limited.

Analysing the role of the UN in global governance,
S. Werthes (2022) emphasises the difficulty of adapting es-
tablished international institutions to a rapidly changing
global context. These findings resonate with the difficul-
ties this study identified in the G7 and G20. However, this
study reveals certain advantages of informal forums such
as the G7 and G20 that are not fully reflected in the anal-
ysis of S. Werthes (2022). Specifically, the findings suggest
that these platforms are more flexible than formal interna-
tional organisations, allowing them to adapt more quickly
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to changing geopolitical realities. An essential aspect that
requires further investigation is the interaction between
formal international organisations and informal forums in
global governance. The findings also suggest the potential
for complementarity of different formats of international
cooperation in addressing global challenges.

The central theme of the study by J. Kolsdorf &
U. Miiller (2020) was the rethinking of the foundations of
international cooperation. The researchers emphasise the
need to adapt existing cooperation mechanisms to new
global realities. This perspective correlates with the need
for the G7 and G20 to find new formats of interaction to
improve their effectiveness, as identified in the present
study. However, in contrast to the theoretical concepts of
researchers, the findings of the present study offer more
concrete data on the practical challenges faced by inter-
national forums in the transformation. Specifically, it was
found that the inertia of established practices and differ-
ences in the interests of member states often hinder the
introduction of innovative approaches in the activities of
the G7 and G20. At the same time, this study confirms the
researchers’ thesis about the significance of a cross-sec-
toral approach to solving global problems. The results
point to the growing role of non-state actors, such as busi-
ness and civil society, in shaping the G7 and G20 agendas,
which opens new opportunities for a more comprehensive
approach to international cooperation.

The consideration of scenarios for the development
of global energy governance proposed by S.Y. Shin (2020)
offers a valuable perspective for assessing the G20’s po-
tential to address global energy challenges. The scientist
argues that the G20 is uniquely positioned to coordinate
global energy policy due to its composition, which in-
cludes both major energy producers and consumers. This
study partially confirms this thesis, revealing the growing
role of energy issues on the G20 agenda. However, con-
trary to optimistic forecasts, the findings suggest con-
siderable difficulties in reaching consensus among G20
members on key aspects of energy policy, especially in the
context of the transition to a low-carbon economy. Spe-
cifically, it was found that differences in economic inter-
ests and levels of technological development among G20
member states often lead to compromise solutions that
do not meet ambitious climate policy goals. This under-
scores the need to develop more effective mechanisms for
aligning national interests with global sustainable devel-
opment goals within the G20.

A. Kloke-Lesch (2021) covered new perspectives for
strengthening the role of international cooperation in
achieving the UN Sustainable Development Goals. The re-
searcheremphasised the need torethink the functionsofin-
ternational cooperation in the context of global challenges
of the 21st century. The findings of this study resonate with
the researcher’s conclusions on the potential of interna-
tional forums such as the G7 and G20 to mobilise resourc-
es and coordinate efforts to achieve ambitious sustainable
development goals. However, contrary to the research-
er’s optimistic assessments, the present study revealed a
significant gap between the declarative commitments of
these forums and their practical implementation. Specif-
ically, the results point to the insufficient integration of
the Sustainable Development Goals into concrete political
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and economic decisions of the G7 and G20. This highlights
the need to develop more effective mechanisms for imple-
menting global goals at the national and regional levels.

The concept of a “climate club” proposed by N. Stern
& H.P. Lankes (2022) represents an innovative approach
to international cooperation in the field of climate policy.
The researchers argue that the creation of such a club could
overcome the limitations of existing global climate agree-
ments and accelerate progress in the fight against climate
change. The present study revealed a growing interest in
such initiatives among the G7 and G20 countries, which
is consistent with the cited findings. However, in contrast
to the researchers’ optimistic forecasts, the findings of the
present study suggest the presence considerable political
and economic challenges in implementing the climate
club concept. Specifically, it was found that differences in
the levels of economic development and dependence on
fossil fuels among the G20 countries create substantial ob-
stacles to the development of a common position on am-
bitious climate goals. This highlights the need to develop
flexible participation and incentive mechanisms that ac-
commodate the diversity of national contexts.

T. Naylor (2024) covered significant aspects of the
symbolic component of international summits. The re-
searcher argues that the processes of production and
demonstration of status play a key role in shaping the dy-
namics of international relations. The findings confirm the
researcher’s observations on the significance of informal
and symbolic aspects of diplomacy within the G7 and G20.
It was found that status considerations often influence de-
cision-making and coalition building within these forums.

However, in contrast to the focus of T. Naylor (2024)
on symbolic aspects, this study provided a more critical
assessment of the practical results of these processes in
the context of international conflict resolution. The find-
ings suggest that excessive attention to status issues can
distract from addressing concrete global challenges and
reduce the effectiveness of international cooperation.
This underscores the need to find a balance between sym-
bolic and practical aspects of international diplomacy to
increase the effectiveness of the G7 and G20 in addressing
global challenges.

Conclusions

A study of the G7 and G20 clubs’ involvement in interna-
tional conflict resolution has revealed substantial discrep-
ancies between the declared intentions of these forums
and their practical achievements. An analysis of peace-
keeping initiatives and concrete activities of the G7 and
G20 showed that both clubs are actively involved in con-
flict resolution, but their approaches and effectiveness
differ substantially. The G7, due to its more homogeneous
composition and strong economic leverage, is more ef-
fective in the short term, especially when responding to
acute crises. This was manifested, specifically, in the rapid
and coordinated response to Russia’s aggression against
Ukraine. On the other hand, the G20, with its wider rep-
resentation, can have a more systemic impact on global
security in the long term by focusing on economic devel-
opment as a means of conflict prevention. A comparative
analysis of approaches and tools of the G7 and the G20
revealed that the G7 relies more on economic sanctions
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and political pressure, while the G20 focuses on economic
cooperation and development. This difference in approach
reflects both the composition of participants and the spe-
cific features of the mandates of these forums. However,
both clubs face challenges in reaching consensus and
achieving ambitious goals, especially in the context of
complex geopolitical conflicts.

The study of the correlation between the clubs’ stated
ambitions and their real achievements revealed a consider-
able gap between rhetoric and practice. This is particularly
evident in the areas of conflict resolution, counter-terror-
ism, and climate security. Declarative statements are often
not backed up by effective actions, partly due to the lack
of enforcement mechanisms and the need to reconcile di-

and long-term stability factors. It is vital to strengthen
the coordination between the G7 and G20, as well as with
other international organisations, to achieve a synergistic
effect in conflict resolution.

The limitation of this study is the focus on the period
of 2020-2024, which prevents a full assessment of long-
term trends in the activities of the G7 and G20. Promising
areas for further research include analysing the impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic on the effectiveness of interna-
tional forums, investigating the role of non-state actors
in peacekeeping processes within the G7 and G20, and ex-
ploring the potential of new formats of international co-
operation in conflict resolution.

verse national interests. The findings of the study point to Acknowledgements
the need to rethink the role and working methods of the None.
G7 and G20 in the context of current global challenges. .
A more flexible and adaptive approach to peacekeeping is Conflict of Interest
required, which would account for both short-term crises None.
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