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RICS-emerging powers’

The acronym ‘BRICs"was launched in 2001 by Goldman Sachs to illuminate the pot
of the economies of Brazil, Russia, India, and China—not only as investment obbo
ties for their. clients but also as transfo
Adecade later, the BRICS (since 2010 alsc including South Africa) have become a.

“hold name ih,a‘cadem‘i‘c’and policy deb‘atésk;aboutﬁthévkrela'tive' declyine' of tbe West,
‘nomic globalization, and global governance. Moreover, also other emé'rgihg ecor

rmational forces within the global econ
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lobal South are carving out a place in the global economy. The BRICS and
merging powers organized themselves and reached some first successes on the
ional scene by translating their economic weight into political leverage.The first
tions of this chapter assess how the European Union (EU) is challenged by the
and other emerging powers, illuminate the nature of the BRICS phenomenon,
vide an overview of the contractual and political relations between the EU and
€S countries and other emerging powers, to conclude with an evaluation of the
gic partnership’ with these countries. The next three sections analyse the
S i’élationship on the basis of the three key perspectives that were introduced
th,’ and Vanhoonacker in the introductory chapter of this volume: the EU as a
em of international relations (which assesses the EU’s capacity to generate exter-
ective action towards the BRICS countries and other emerging powers), the EU
wer in international relations {which evaluates the EU and the BRICS and other
from the perspective of both relational and structural power), and the EU as part
ider processes of international relations (which assesses their relations within
ext of shifts in multilateralism and in the global governance architecture).

W

’ i ntroduction: the EU challenged by the BRICS and
ther emerging powers

The various chapters in this volume illuminate most of the basic features of the EU’s role
in international relations. The main foundation for its international role is its integra-
ktion, its trade power, and its position as the strongest economic power in the world—
'according to the gross domestic product (GDP) ranking of the World Bank in 2014 (in
2015 the USA surpassed the EU again) (World Bank 2015). This allowed the EU both
to influence international economic interdependence and to gain economic and politi-
cal leverage outside its borders. As is illuminated in several other chapters in this vol-
ume, the EU has tried to impact upon developments and structures in the surrounding
countries and regions and to actively promote interregional cooperation with other
parts of the world as well as multilateralism on a global level. Several of these major
features of the EU’ international position are increasingly challenged by the emerging
v powers and by the broader phenomenon of shifts in the global power structure towards
Asia and the southern part of the world. The term ‘emerging powers’ refers to a range of
countries that have gained influence in economic, political, and other domains on a
global or regional scale in the last two decades. Despite the increasingly popular use of
the term, there is no agreed definition available nor is there consensus about the coun-
tries that belong to the group of emerging powers (Mawdsley 2012; Renard 2012a).

: Countries included differ, depending on the indicators used, and the dimensions of
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power taken into account. Nevertheless, some states appear in all lists, notably the
BRIC(S) (i.e. Brazil, Russia, India, China (and South Africa)) because of their impres-
sive economic growth figures in the first decade of the 21st century, which have been
translated into growing political leverage in the global arena. Apart from Russia, these
countries also belong to a broader trend which has been referred to as the rise of
the (Global) South in the world (Palat 2009; United Nations Development Programme
2013; Kiely 2015; Gray and Gills 2016). This rise is visible in economic and social indj-
cators (albeit not in all countries and regions), the growing influence of multilatera]
groupings, the establishment of new financial institutions such as the BRICS New
Development Bank (NDB) and the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), and
the launch by China of new trade, development, and cooperation frameworks, such as
the Silk Road Economic Belt and the 21st century Maritime Silk Road (the so-called
One Belt, One Road initiative). The late 20th century world order dominated by the
USA and Europe is giving way to a new constellation in which also the South, or at least
some of its major economies, is carving out a central role. Besides the aforementioned
states, the ‘rising Global South’ incorporates a very heterogeneous number of countries,
This group is very fluid in nature and has given rise to new acronyms such as CIVETS -
(Colombia, Indonesia, Vietnam, Egypt, Turkey, and South Africa) or MINT (Mexico, -
Indonesia, Nigeria, and Turkey) or denotations such as Asian Tigers or Dragons
(Li 2014). The primary focus of this chapter will be on the four southern protagonists
of the BRICS. Russia is covered extensively in Chapter 14. In addition, reference will be
made to Mexico and South Korea, two countries which are not only at times labelled as
emerging powers but whom the EU also regards as strategic partners (just as Brazil,
India, China, South Africa and—until 2014—also Russia).

The challenge posed by the emerging powers and more specifically of Brazil, India,
China (and Russia), is clearest in the economic field. In its 2001 and 2003 reports,
Goldman Sachs launched some predictions that were quite dramatic for the European
countries. Whereas the BRIC economies in 2000 represented merely 15 per cent of the:
size of the six strongest economies (USA, Japan, Germany, France, Italy, and the UK),
China was expected to overtake the largest European economy (Germany) rather
quickly and by 2050 each of the four BRICs was expected to surpass each of the four
strongest European economies—implying that by then no single EU member state’
would figure in the top rank of economies (O'Neill 2001). Initially the economic
growth of the BRICs proved to be even stronger than predicted, with these four coun-:
tries clearly leading the global recovery after the financial crises of 2008-9 and being.
involved in emergency measures to address the financial European crisis (Goldman :
Sachs Global Economics Group 2007; Della Posta and Talani 2011; Wang 2011; Che
2012). Since 2010-11 the growth rates of most emerging powers have stagnated an
even decreased (Pitterle, Haufler, and Hong 2015; Didier et al. 2016). Notwithstandin
the less optimistic outlook, the economic rise of the emerging powers has not onl
been regarded as a threat or challenge but also an opportunity and even as a necessity &
they are major trade partners for the EU. Tables 18.1 and 18.2 illustrate the mutuall
interdependent economic relationship. Table 18.1 shows how China, India, and Brazi
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Population, GDP, and economic interaction between the EU,

TABLE 18.2 selected emerging powers, and the USA

Brazil Russia India China ** South
Africa

540  319.0

Population in 202.8 143.7 1,269.7 11,3678

millions (2014) o
Current GDP 17712 1,398.2 1,542.7 7813.6 263.5 131117 o
2014 in billions SRR

of euros

GDP per capita 8,735.0 9,729.7 1,224.7

57125 4,879.8 41,0965 27400
in euros (2014) :

EU28 importin 30,859.7 182,376.3 37146.3 302,133.3 18,610.5 206,508.9 -
millions of
euros (2014)

EU28 exportin  36,936.1. 103,1973 35,472.4 164,648.5 23,3176 310,9004 -
millions of
euros (2014)

EU28 inward 58.2 36.2 9.0 255 77

1,651.6 -
stocks of FDI
(2013) billions
of euros
EU28 outward 272.2 154.8 34.7 1277 41.8 1,686.5 -

. stocks of EDI
{2013) billions -
ofeuros

o ﬁé&fo’peéh’ Commission, DG Trade; OECD statistical extracts. FDI = foreign direct investment

]

now take respectively the 2nd, 9th, and 10th positions in the ranking of the EU’s major

trade partners, with China being the EU's leading partner in terms of imports. How-
ever, the tables also demonstrate the continuing economic dominance of the USA,
both in general terms and in relation to the EU, which also helps to put the challenge
of the emerging powers in a broader perspective. .
Less visible are the political challenges posed by the emerging powers. Individu-
ally, the largest emerging powers are increasingly influential in their neighbourhoods
and other parts of the world. The section in this chapter on the EU as a power dem-

onstrates the shifts particularly in the structural power of the EU and the emerging
powers—with structural power referring to the power to influence the political, :
socio-economic, legal, and other structures of third countries and third regions. ;

Especially, the BRICS are increasingly becoming competing structural powers‘ i
various parts of the world as well as on a global stage. As is discussed in the sectio
on the EU and the processes of international relations, the EU is not only challenge
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by the emerging powers because of their impact on specific international agreements
(for example with regard to the financial crisis or climate change) but also, and more
importantly, because they promote a different approach to int
and a different kind of multilateralism—and because they
the international balance of power.

ernational policy matters
reflect a broader shift in

Before turning to the EU’s relationship with the emerging powers and assessing in
more detail the challenges outlined thus far, it is useful to gain some more insight
into the nature of the protagonists of the emerging powers. To what extent is
‘BRIC(S) more than an acronym invented by a major global financial services firm?
In the late 2000s, as their economic power increased, the realization dawned upon
the BRIC countries that they could exploit their economic weight by strengthening
their mutual contacts. A process of political dialogue started in 2006 when, in the
maigins of the United Nations (UN) General Assembly meeting, the ministers of
foreign affairs met for the first time in the BRIC format. Meetings in the BRIC format
received a boost from mid-2008 onwards, when their deliberations before or in the
margins of UN or G20 meetings were complemented by stand-alone meetings of the
BRICs on the level of the ministers of foreign affairs or ministers of finance, in addi-
tion to diplomatic and expert meetings on lower levels and meeting

agencies. And as a culmination of this process, in June 2009 the leaders of Brazil,
Russia, India, and China held their first summit meeting in the Russian city of Yeka-
terinburg (Keukeleire and Hooijmaaijers 2014). In 2010, South Africa was granted
access to the group, and consequently the acronym changed to ‘BRICS’. Fach year
the BRICS summit is organized in one of the five member states. The next milestone
in the institutionalization of the cooperation was the creation of the NDB at the 6th
BRICS summit in Brasilia in 2014. With a capital of $100 billion a
Shanghai, the Bank intends to be an alternative to the Western
tional financial institutions, such as the World Bank and the Int
Fund (IMF) (Duggan 2015).

Despite the increased institutionalization efforts, the existence of some important
differences and divergences between the five countries supports the hypothesis that
the potential of the BRICS dialogue being transformed into a firm and coherent bloc
is rather limited. Table 18.2 provides some basic statistics to illustrate these major
differences: in terms of population (with India and China having more than one bil-
lion inhabitants whereas Brazil and Russia count respectively around 200 and 140
million people, and South Africa only 54 million), of GDP per capita (with still a
huge gap between Russia on the one hand and India on the other: €9,730 versus
€1,225 in 2014), and of trade and FDI (with China exporting more to the EU than
the four other BRICS countries combined). The five countries not only differ sub-
Stantially in terms of economic power but also in term
Power, internal political and societal s

s of specialized

nd headquarters in
-dominated interna-
ernational Monetary

s of political and military
ystems, and in terms of their regional and
global interests and ambitions (Britsch and Papa 2013; Pant 2013). Their different

interests and positions are also reflected in their voting patterns in the UN, which do
Dot show a significant increase in the degree of voting cohesion since the start of the

f—
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consultations in the BRIC/BRICS framework (Ferdinand 2014; Hooijmaaijers and
Ke?ll;iit;,z(f)rloi)l the start of their consultations, the BRIC countr‘ies. and. to some
extent South Africa, also have several features in common, which distinguish them
from other (emerging) powers and which may bring them closer to e.ach other—.as
is also mirrored in the summit declarations. They possess the capacity to contn}ll)-
ute to the production of international order, regionally or globally; th.ey.sha;e 1’tl e
belief that they are entitled to gain a more influential role in \.NOl‘ld affairs; arll1 they
all lie outside or on the margin of the US-led set of international and multilatera]

BRICS countries to strengthen their mutual relations and to promote altern?tive or
complementary international forums and linkages l?.eyon.q the pre.domlnafltly
Western-dominated organizations (Keukeleire and Hooijmaaijers 2014; de Coning,
rd 2015; Schoeman 2015).
M?htiij:[iijsgsient of the BRICS phenomenon indicates that it is not in .itself a
problem that the EU has no ‘BRICS policy’ and that the Ep }‘1as developéé a b.11at.eral
policy towards each of the BRICS countries separately. Tl'ns is not surprlsmfg in view
of the major differences between the five BRICS countries, the abse.nc.e of a strc;ng
BRICS bloc, and the different trajectories of developments bot-h within these‘ 1vek
countries and in their relations with the EU (as will be discussed in the next section).

However, it is more problematic that the EU has no policy to deal with'the gencirally
changing balance of power in the 21st century—a phenomenon in which the rise of
the BRICS has to be situated.

Contractual and political relations:
strategic partnerships?

In the introduction to this volume, Hill, Smith, and Vanhoonacker emphasize that th

i i i ist
EU is a relentless generator of framework agreements and strategies, and is cons

. . L . . Svs
and pursue its international relationships and activities. This profound desire to sy

tematize or pigeonhole its growing range of relationships is also .Visible‘ in the relabtlorol
ship of the EU with the emerging powers. The EU’ formal relations with a num Feizst
the emerging powers, including the BRICS, follow largely the samé patterns. .
various kinds of long-standing ‘cooperation agreements’ or ‘Parmers‘hlp and CO(?pethve
tion Agreements’ (PCAs) provide the legal framework for cogperatlon, mostly .1n !
field of trade and various economy-related sectors, but increasingly also in a variety ot

ing i i ideni this
non-economic sectors. The generally growing intensity and widening scope of this

i iect f the
cooperation reflect the EU’s own growing competences as well as the trajectory'(;l
partner country: from large developing countries or countries in transition (wit

structures. It is this combination of factors that leads to the willingness of the -

ently searching for settled, stable, and predictable frameworks within which to define

. Partnership. However, negotiations
lematic than expected, not only as

" position to too-close EU—~
-~ of the political fallout of C
EUS distrust over China’s development policy in Africa.

~ Negotiations were even
the PCA was launched
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European Community (EC)/EU bein
donor) to major economic powers (wi
tries on a basis of equality). Second, ¢
frameworks for the bilateral relations
terial meetings, and expert-level m
strengthen the political or strategic
concretize the scope of cooperation
portance of the partner countries as

g in the position of an economically superior
th the EU being forced to approach these coun-
he various agreements establish the institutional
hips, including regular summit meetings, minis-
eetings. Third, political agreements attempt to
" dimension of the relationship and to widen and
and dialogue—thereby ref lecting the growing im-

well as the increasing political character of the EU
as an international actor (Keukeleire and Delreux 2014, 273-94).

The evolution of the EUSs relations with China illustrates
tered in this process (for an overview, see Snyder 2009: Holslag
2011; Pant 2013; Wang and Dekker 2013; Men 2014; Bersick 2015; Brown 2015;
Wang and Song 2015; Wouters, Defraigne, and Burnay 2015; M. Smith 2016b). The
European Economic Community (EEC) and China established formal relations in
1975, which was followed in 1978 by a trade agreement and in 1985 by a trade and
cooperation agreement, which also included political dialogue. The 1989 Tiananmen
Square massacre, with Chinese military forces crushing the democratization movement
in the country, led to the imposition of an EU arms embargo against China and to a
deterioration of the political relations between the EU and China. In the mid-1990s, the
EU initiated a policy of ‘constructive engagement’ with China, which was celebrated in
1998 with a first—from then on annual—EU-China summit of the heads of state and

government. It also included support for China embedding itself within the pre-

dominant global (in fact ‘Western’) structures and embracing free market economy

principles, with China joining the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001.
In 2003 the EU and China agreed to u

pgrade their relationship to a strategic part-
nership, including cooperation in strategic and security-related issues. This was re-
flected in, for instance, the Chinese pa

rticipation in the European Galileo satellite
system and in the prospect of the EU lifting the arms embargo. EU-China relations
rapidly gained depth and scope, with regular political, trade, and economic dialogue
meetings and an extensive set of sectoral dialogues and agreements covering a wide
range of sectors, from environment a

nd energy to satellite navigation, agriculture,
and regional policy. As the 25-year-old trade and cooperation agreement still served
as the main legal framework for EU-China relations, it was agreed at the 2006 sum-

mit to start negotiations on a single and overarching PCA. This was seen as provid-
ing the new legal basis for the further development of a comprehensive strategic
onanew PCA turned out to be much more prob-
a result of divergent views on the contents of this
ssues), but also as a result of firm American op-
China partnership and to the lifting of the arms embargo,
hinese military actions in Tibet and Xinjiang, and of the

the difficulties encoun-
2011; Men and Balducci

agreement (particularly on trade i

tually finalized and at the 16th EU-China Summit in 2013
together with the EU-China 2020 Strategic Agenda for

———
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Cooperation. The agenda covers a broad range of issues, ranging from peace and
security, economy and trade to sustainable development, culture, and education.
The agenda is implemented through the annual summits, the three pillars underpin-
ning these summits (i.e. annual high-level dialogues on strategic issues and on eco-
nomic and trade relations, and the bi-annual people-to-people dialogue), and the
over 50 sectoral dialogues. However, this intensive formal pattern of interactions
cannot hide the withering of the initially more strategic approach towards EU-China
relations and the increasing impact of diverging interests and major ‘conceptual
gaps’ (Pant 2013).

Besides China, the EU has developed strategic partnership agreements with five
other emerging powers of the south: Brazil, India, Mexico, South Africa, and South.
Korea (for an overview, see Renard and Biscop 2012; Rewizorski 2015; Ferreira-Pereira
and Guedes Vieira 2016; M. Smith, Keukeleire, and Vanhoonacker 2016, 113-96).
These contractual relations are much less complicated and although they are labelled
as ‘strategic’, they are at the same time also less developed and less essential for the EU,
Four countries have in common their specific historical (colonial) relationship with
one of the EU countries: the UK for South Africa and India, Portugal for Brazil, and
Spain for Mexico. Brazil, India, Mexico, and South Korea also have in common that
they have not been included in the EU’s main cooperation and assistance scheme for
developing countries: the 2000 Cotonou Agreement with now 79 African, Caribbean,
and Pacific Group of States (ACP) countries, which succeeded the Lomé Conventions
with the ACP countries (see Chapter 14).

When negotiating the 1975 Lomé Convention (following Britain’s accession to
the EEC), France feared that the inclusion of large developing countries such as
India would undermine the EEC's preferential treatment of its mainly African for-
mer colonies. The result was that ‘despite the strong ties between the UK and the
Indian subcontinent in particular, no Asian country was permitted to join the Lomé.
Convention’, which was a missed opportunity that ‘confined Asian—EU relations to
the lowest of priorities for the next two decades’ (Holland 2002, 60). In 1994,
within a context of increased European attention for Asia, the EU and India con:
cluded a cooperation agreement, which still provides the legislative framework for:
current EU-India cooperation. This bilateral agreement was important for the EUS:
relations with India, particularly in view of India’s absence or rather marginal pos

tion within respectively the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and
the Asia—Europe Meeting (ASEM), which are the two main frameworks for inter-.
regional cooperation schemes between Europe and Asia. A decade later the EU and.
India launched the ‘EU-India strategic partnership’ and joint action plan, which
were both further strengthened and expanded in 2008. The 2004 decision to U
grade their relations reflected the growing international profile of both the EU an
India as well as the consciousness that they share common values as fully fledg
democracies. As indicated in the EU’s Country Strategy Paper for India, whereas E
funding for India was initially quite significant in comparison with the assistance
other emerging powers, this financial support was seen as transitional, showing

The European Union, the BRICS, and Other Emerging Powers: A New World Order?

progressive shift from development assistance to new areas of mutual interest and

cooperation. Both partners also started negotiations on a free trade agreement (FTA)

in 2007, but this proved to be a cumbersome process which both partners could not

conclude successfully. On a political level, the ‘strategic partnership’ mainly remains

symbolic, as shown in the diverging positions adopted by the EU and India on vari-

ous fundamental issues, including voting in the UN on nuclear proliferation, the
death penalty, or human rights violations in third countries (for an overview. see’jain
2007, Peral and Sakhuja 2012; Bava 2013: Sachdeva 2015; Wiilbers 2015; A,llen and
Smith 2016; Hooijmaaijers and Keukeleire 2016; Schmidt 2016). ,

Latin America was also excluded from the EU’s main cooperation and assistance
scheme for developing countries and, just as with Asia, received much less European
attention. This gradually changed after the 1986 entry of Spain and Portugal, with
both countries promoting new cooperation schemes with their former coloni’es In
1992, the EC and Brazil signed a bilateral framework agreement for cooperati.on
which still governs their current relationship, and in 1995 this was followed by thé
interregional framework cooperation agreement between the EU and the Common
Market of the Southern Cone (Mercosur). For 10 years, this interregional agreement
was the main framework through which the EU developed its relations with Brazil
However, gradually the limitations of both EU-Mercosur cooperation and of Merco-.
sur as a forum for regional integration became apparent, and in 2004 negotiations on
a wide-ranging EU-Mercosur association agreement stalled. In July 2007, in an an-
swer to the stalemate in EU-Mercosur relations and in recognition of th,e growing
importance of Brazil, the first-ever EU-Brazil summit was held. Both sides also de-
cided to launch a ‘strategic partnership’ in order to further deepen and upgrade their
mutual ties. Central topics of the new partnership were effective multilateralism
c‘limate change, sustainable energy, and the fight against poverty. In 2011 a joint ac:
tion Plan was approved which upgrades the EU-Brazil relations towards a compre-
hensive strategic partnership (Saraiva 2012; Whitman and Rodt 2012; Emerson and
Flores 2013; van Loon 2015; Ferreira-Pereira 2016; Santander 2016). The relations
between the EU and Mexico are governed by the Economic Partnership, Political
Coordination and Cooperation Agreement of 1997, which took effect in’2000 In
2008 Mexico became a strategic partner of the EU, and in 2010 a Joint Execu;ive
Plan was launched (Gratius 2012). Because the so-called ‘Global Agreement’ of 2000

already encompasses a wide range of cooperation issues, the upgrade to strategic
partner is rather symbolic, although it can act as a lever in the negotiation for a new
agreement in the following years. Sberro (2015) argues that of all the emerging pow-
ers, Mexicos position converges most with that of the EU, in particular on such
Issues as climate change, human rights, and economic governance.

The EU-South Africa relations are governed by the Trade, Development and

Eczfillli:?tion Agree_ment of 2000 and were upgraded in 2009 to include political and
iy llc Co?{peﬁatlon. In 2007 both partners signed a strategic partnership and a joint
A plan. He y ('2012) asserts.that besides the regional influence in sub-Saharan

ica and the existing trade relations, an important reason to include South Africa as

o ——
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a strategic partner was to refute perceptions that the EU was neglecting the African
continent (see also Petropoulos 2015).

South Korea and the EU have established a strategic partnership since 2010. The
relationship is governed through the Framework Agreement of 2010, which encom-
passes a broad range of issues, ranging from non-proliferation of weapons of.mass
destruction, human rights, cooperation in the fight against terrorism, to ‘Chmate
change, energy security, and development assistance, and an FTA., signed in 201]
(replacing the 2001 Framework Agreement for Trade and Cooperation) (Kelly 2012
Wissenbach 2013). However, as Kim (2015) noted, South Korea and the EU can be
seen more as ‘privileged partners’ than as ‘strategic partners’, in view of the rather

limited ‘strategic’ nature of their relationship. .
A common feature of the EU relationship with these six emerging powers is that
they are all labelled as ‘strategic partnerships’. However, the prohf.eratlon of strategic
partnerships’ points to what seems to have become a standard operating procedurej that
is to periodically upgrade the label of the EU’s relationship with other .global or reglon..ed :
powers, explaining why the EU now has a ‘strategic partnership’ or aims for a s.trategm‘
partnership with nearly a dozen partners (including since 2015 also one other 1nterr.1a
tional organization: ASEAN). This also reflects the EU’s inability to ag.ree a.n.d decid, -
which third actors are genuine strategic partners and consequently its inability to be
have strategically in relation to these partners. The agreements and actior.1 plans \ﬁth :
the EU' various ‘strategic partners’ indeed read more as a catalogue of policy domains -
that are on the agenda of their meetings, rather than as well-formulated strétegies to
pursue well-defined objectives through intensive and purposeful common aFtlons.
The use of the label ‘strategic partnership’ in fact functions as a rhetorical facade {
which masks that the EU in fact has failed to transform the relations with the emerg
ing countries and particularly the BRICS countries into strategic paanershlps (se
Ferreira-Pereira and Guedes Vieira 2016), reflecting too the EU’s failure to mow
towards a strategic diplomacy (M. Smith 2016a). By keeping the Weapons. .embargp
scaling down common strategic endeavours (such as on Galileo), recoiling from

granting China ‘market economy status’ under WTO rules, and continuing to privi:

lege a short-term over a long-term perspective, the EU missed the opportunity to op!

for China as a genuine strategic partner for the 21st century (Stumbaum and Xio’ng
2012), although the participation of EU member states in China’s ‘One Belt, One
Road’ initiative may offer new opportunities. The EU was arguably never honestlly
interested in India and never intended to consider this largest pluralist democracy 11‘1
the South as a privileged partner on the international scene (Jain 2007, ?9). Nor‘ dl,fl
the EU seriously use its partnership with South Africa to transform its relathItlS
with the African countries in general, or did it consider utilizing the par.tnerS%ﬂP
with Brazil to pursue strategic goals. And perhaps most importantly, the Prohferau
of declaratory ‘strategic partnerships’ conceals that for many EU countries t}?e 0:1
genuine strategic partnership is the one with the USA—with Washington hé?tvmg'd
structural and relational power to assure that the Europeans, even if they inten

to do so, do not move into strategic partner-swapping.

The European Union, the BRICS, and Other Emerging Powers: A New World Order?

The EU-BRICS-emerging powers’ relationship and
the EU as a subsystem of international relations

What does the relationship between the FU and the emerging powers tell us about
the EU as a subsystem of international relations? The previous section indicated
that the EU developed comprehensive and institutionalized frameworks for their
relationships with the emerging powers. With regard to a wide spectrum of policy
fields, the EU by and large manages to promote the general Furopean interest
vis-2-vis the emerging powers and to aggregate the interests and preferences of the
member states. This is as such an achievement given the member states’ different
views on relations with the emerging powers and the largest BRICS countries in
particular.

The divergence in member states’ interests is particularly visible with regard to
China, while relations with India, Brazil, and other emerging countries suffer from
another problem: the lack of interest of the member states (on Russia, see Chapter
14). The ‘power audit’ of EU-China relations of Fox and Godement (2009) demon-
strated how the EU member states are split on both the economic and political di-
mension—an evaluation which remains valid. With regard to economic relations,
the question is how to manage China’s impact on the European economy: in a nega-
tive sense (protecting its own economy vis-a-vis the growing Chinese economic
power) or in a positive sense (making use of the trade and investment opportunities
offered by the growing Chinese economy). With regard to political relations, the
question is how to engage China politically: in a negative sense (adopting a critical
attitude towards China in view of its stance on human rights, Tibet, Taiwan, etc.) or
positive sense (prioritizing friendly or strategic political relations with China). A
further complication arises when we take into account that the policy positions of
the member states are not always stable and that differences in interests and prefer-
ences must also be aggregated on the national level. This implies that shifts in gov-
ernmental coalitions and leadership can lead to shifts in national policies and can

facilitate or complicate EU policymaking.

The preceding analysis points to both the strength and weakness of the FU as a
subsystem of international relations with regard to its relations to the other major
powers. On the one hand, the EU is able to aggregate diverging interests and prefer-
ences of member states and to translate this into external collective action. This
leads to useful comprehensive frameworks for relations with the emerging powers—
common frameworks that nevertheless still allow member states to pursue their own
Policy objectives through their bilateral relations. On the other hand, it is not sur-
Prising that the EU cannot always be successful in overcoming the diverging inter-

£ts and preferences and in generating unambiguous collective action. This is
Particularly the case when the politically most sensitive is

sues appear on the agenda,

hen China explicitly raises the pressure (for instance by threatening to cancel a

T —
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summit meeting), or when Europe’s main strategic partner—the USA—becomes
closely involved (cf. the non-decision on lifting the arms embargo on China).

Beyond the differences in the member states’” economic and political interests,
some other factors explain the problems and constraints in the EU’ collective action
and policymaking towards the emerging powers—with these factors further
strengthening the divergence of interests and preferences.

A first set of factors is not related to the emerging powers as such, but to some
general features of the EU as a subsystem of international relations. First, the chal-
lenges posed by the emerging powers show themselves in a multitude of policy sec-
tors (trade, environmental, energy, foreign policy, security) in which the EU has
widely varying legal competences and in which also the policy instruments at the
EU’s disposal vary considerably. Whereas the EU has exclusive competences with
regard to most dimensions of trade policy, this is not the case for most other policy
areas. From this perspective, it is logical that the EU cannot function and is indeed
also not seen by the EU member states as the only appropriate framework within
which to move towards collective action vis-a-vis the emerging powers (Keukeleire
and Delreux 2014, 11-19).

The second set of features partially follows from the preceding one: the EU’s -
institutional system is not always capable of generating common views, be it on
important foreign policy issues or on the many sectoral policy areas that are the
subject of strategic dialogue between the EU and its ‘strategic partners’, such as
external energy governance (see Knodt, Piefer, and Muller 2015). Itis difficult for
the EU to engage in a sensible foreign policy dialogue with the emerging powers
and to gain their support for the EU’s views if the EU, as a precondition, has not
the competences or is not able to aggregate the interests and views of its member
states on that policy issue. The third feature is related to the EUs decision-making
process: member states and institutions often have to invest so much energy and
time in generating a common view on a foreign policy issue that, even if they are
able to define a common view and speak with one voice, they often have no more
time left to gain support for the EUs positions or to make sure that the views of -
other actors are taken into account. This also explains why the EU’s internal cohe-
siveness cannot always be turned into external effectiveness (da Conceigdo-Heldt
and Meunier 2014).

This is related to another factor: the existence of alternative bilateral or multi--
lateral paths for the member states to defend their interests in relationship to the
emerging power. In view of their greater weight in international relations, the larg :
est member states in particular often prefer the bilateral route to deal with the
challenges posed by the individual emerging powers or to profit from the opportu- .
nities that good relations may offer. In their introductory chapter, Hill, Smith, and
Vanhoonacker correctly emphasize that the EU as a subsystem of international

relations is part of an emerging system of multilevel governance in the globa
arena. However, this is not only true for the EU itself, but also for its membe
states. Instead of the EU (or as a complement to the EU), member states can als
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prefer other frameworks such as the UN, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
the WTO, or specific contact groups: if their relative weight in these forums is
larger than in the EU, if the approaches generally adopted in these forums are
closer to their own preferences, and if they judge that their interests will be better
defended within these institutional frameworks. Moreover, within these other in-
ternational settings, France, Germany, and the UK in particular often need the
support or at least the tacit agreement of particularly the other permanent mem-
bers of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) (thus also China and Russia)
to achieve other major foreign policy objectives, for instance with regard to the
fight against terrorism or the negotiations with Iran on its nuclear capabilities.
This also is one of the reasons why Paris, Berlin, and London regularly consider
their bilateral relationships or the more restricted and exclusive multilateral settings
as the appropriate venues within which to try and develop a functional relationship
with China and Russia.

The EU-emerging powers’ relationship and the
EU as a power in international relations

A second perspective from which to evaluate the EU-emerging powers is to look at
the EU as a power that is able to shape its external environment. It is useful for the
analysis of the EU’ relationships to the emerging powers in particular to analyse
these from the perspective not only of relational power and hard power (with a focus
on coercion, crises, and conflicts) but also from that of structural power (being the
power to influence the political, economic, legal, and other structures of third coun-
tries and third regions) (Keukeleire and Delreux 2014, 2015; Keukeleire, Keuleers,
and Raube 2016). In this section, we first focus on the structural power perspective
and move subsequently to the relational hard power.

Since the mid-1990s, the EU has used its comprehensive contractual and politi-
cal relations with other regions in the world as an instrument to exert structural
power vis-a-vis these regions. The EU seeks to promote structural changes in
third countries and assist them in the development towards liberal economies and
pluralist democracies, including through the use of positive and negative condi-
tionality. This structural foreign policy resulted in successes in Central and
Eastern Europe and the Balkans, and more mixed results or outri ght failures in
relationship to Mediterranean and African countries (Holden 2009:; Keukeleire
and Delreux 2014). However, the EU largely failed to use its relations with the
largest emerging powers as leverage to influence the internal political and societal
Structures and developments in these countries. This reflected the changing

balance of power as well as their emphasis on national sovereignty and non-
Intervention in internal affairs.
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This tendency became particularly obvious in relations with China, which—
similar to Russia (see Chapter 14)—increasingly countered the EU’s attempts to
include references to human rights, minorities, and other sensitive issues in the
various contractual and political agreements. Beijing initially accepted the E.U,S
(modest) support for its internal socio-economic reforms through CooPeratlon
and assistance in various sectors of the economy (Shambaugh, Sandschneider, and
Hong 2008, 160). However, it is increasingly irritated byl the E_U’s stated goal of
promoting China’s transition towards an open and pluralist society baseq. on.the
rule of law and respect for human rights. Whereas the ‘web of European—l.nsplred
dialogues and agreements is supposed to entangle China in rules al'nd con'lmltments
... transforming Chinese policy along European lines’, it became increasingly clear
that Europe would not be able ‘to mould China in its own image’ (Fox and Godement

-20).

zolgférlng the )mid—ZOOOS on, the EU was increasingly confronted with the BRICS
countries and other emerging powers becoming competing structural powers in the
world (see also Keukeleire and Delreux 2014, 273-98, 2015). They bec.ame co.m-
petitors to the EU and the West in general by strengthening and using their growing
structural power in order to gain or regain ground in other regions of the world and
to influence the rules of the game on a global scale. The competing structural power
of China is felt on a wide scale. China’s rapidly growing economy and related quest
for energy and raw material has been the primary driving for?e behmd its gradual
emergence as a global structural power over the last decade. ChlIlE.l’S 1nves.tm.eT1ts and
trade relations as well as its increasingly active diplomacy in regions prlorlFlzed by
the EU, including Africa, thwart the EU’s attempts to promote Western inspl’re'd po-
litical, societal, and economic structures through positive and negative condluonsjll~
ity. Added to this is the attractiveness for leaders in other parts of the world of its
developmental model: one in which economic liberalization and growth need not go
hand in hand with political liberalization and development towards Weste.m norms.
Moreover, a comparative analysis of perceptions of the EU and China in 'Afrlcan
countries shows that also popular perceptions of the Chinese involvement in su’t.)-
Saharan Africa are much less negative than is often portrayed in Western media
(Keuleers 2015).

Although less visible and still on a much lower scale, India, Brazil, and to a lesser
extent South Africa are also increasingly active and present in other parts of the
world, including Africa. Development cooperation with other countries in the South
is part and parcel of this increased presence. All three countries havg created or re-
structured in recent years development agencies, and—at least in discourse—their
approaches are markedly different from those of the ‘traditional’ or Western-based

development cooperation. Together with China, they adhere to the principles of | s

so-called South-South (Development) Cooperation, which stresses mutual benefi'ts,
solidarity, non-interference and absence of conditions, and sharing of expert?se
based on experience of addressing development challenges in their (?wn countries
(Mawdsley 2012). They are also more reluctant than the EU to actively promote

NSNS
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‘Western'’ structures and values. For instance, despite being itself the largest democ-
racy in the world, India traditionally has no democracy promotion policy, as its focus
on national security, solidarity with developing countries, and respect for national
sovereignty led to a foreign policy that basically ignores the internal orientation of
the regimes it is engaging with. This implies that whereas India might seem to be a
natural ally to the EU in jointly promoting democratic structures in other parts of
the world, this is not at all the case in practice. Also Brazil has given priority to in-
tensifying relations with the South (including China, India, South Africa, and Africa
in general) and countering Western dominance in the various international political
and economic forums, rather than trying to influence the internal political and soci-
etal structures within third countries (Chaturvedi, Fues, and Sidiropolous 2012; Li
and Carey 2014; Mawdsley, Savage, and Kim 2015; Hooijmaaijers and Keukeleire
2016; Nayyar 2016).
How does the EU relate to the largest emerging powers with regard to traditional
issues of foreign and security policy, where diplomatic interaction and hard rela-
tional power are more important? Cooperation remains rather limited, notwith-
standing occasional cases of coordination or cooperation, such as with China and
India in the framework of the anti-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden and Western
Indian Ocean (where the EU deployed its Common Security and Defence Policy
operation ‘EU Naval Force Atalanta’). The chances of coordinated or joined actions
further diminished after the military operations led by the UK and France in 2011
against the Gaddafi regime in Libya, considered by the BRICS countries and other
emerging powers as a breach of the UNSC resolution authorizing the protection of
Libyan civilians to which they had agreed. The fallout was felt in the subsequent
Syrian crisis when the BRICS countries blocked further Western military interfer-
ence and vetoed (or abstained in) European-drafted UNSC resolutions calling for
more assertive action against the Assad regime. In general, they became increasingly
suspicious about the European countries using or abusing transformation processes
or humanitarian crises in the Middle East or Africa as a pretext for military interven-
tion and regime change (Chen 2012, 24: de Coning 2015; Van Ham 2015).

A look at Asia provides a sobering perspective on the nature and relevance of the
EU as a power in international relations. The EU’s stance in Asia can in general be
characterized by a perceived lack of European strategic interests. This is translated
into the absence of a fully-fledged policy on, and sometimes simply into lack of at-
tention for, some of the major conflicts and sources of instability in Asia—conflicts
in which India, China, and Russia are also involved. The FU has developed a very
modest Afghanistan policy (including the training of Afghan soldiers and a contri-
bution to the reconstruction efforts in that country) but hardly a policy towards the
many other issues that are important for regional and global security and that affect
China-India relations (e.g. competition in the Indian Ocean), China—USA relations
(e.g. Taiwan), India—Pakistan relations (e.g. Kashmir), China’s relationship with
Japan and other neighbouring Asian countries (e.g. the South China Sea disputes),
or the complex phenomenon of terrorism in Asia.
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The EU-emerging powers’ relationship and
processes of global governance and multilateralism

The third perspective is on the EU as part of the wider processes of internationg]

relations, which refers to the legal, institutional, and political mechanisms through
which the problems of international conflict and/or political economy are addresse(.
We frame this debate by referring to global governance and multilateralism. The
main global governance institutions are the reflection of a US—European consensus,
with the UN as the main framework to deal with global challenges. For security this
is the UNSC, for economic and financial issues the World Bank (system) and the
IME and for trade the WTO. The G7—including the four largest EU member states,
the USA, Canada, Japan, and the EU—has equally been framed by the West as a
global governance system based on economic power. However, the dominance of the
USA and European countries in these institutions is increasingly problematic and
particularly the position of the EU and its individual member states is disputed given
major changes in the relative economic balance of power.

The EU’ view on global governance can best be captured by the ‘effective multi-
lateralism’ doctrine (Laatikainen and Jergensen 2013; Drieskens and van Schaik
2014). It is based on three fundamental elements. First, the EU prefers legally bind-
ing agreements or treaties as the outcomes and instruments of global coordination;
second, the EU prefers multilateralism (in essence the UN system) over more limited
(in terms of number of participants) arrangements; third, the EU does not consider
the two previous points as an essential assault on national sovereignty. The EU and
the BRICS countries (and the other emerging powers with which the EU established
‘strategic partnerships’) diverge strongly on a number of fundamental elements of
global governance. The contents of the political declarations and agreements be-
tween the EU and these countries could indeed give the impression that they are
indeed genuine ‘partnerships for effective multilateralism’ (Grevi and Vasconcelos |
2008). However, the experience in the various multilateral settings demonstrates
that they have a quite different view on exactly what multilateralism means and Whaf ‘
the policy goals are that have to be achieved through multilateralism. The BRICS
countries and other emerging powers have a preference for non-legally binding po
litical commitments and generally start from a realist perspective on sovereignty; -
emphasizing non-interference as a core principle. This explains why also democratic
countries such as India, Brazil, and South Africa are not natural allies for the EU in
promoting democracy and human rights through the UN or other multilateral fo-
rums, as also appears in their voting behaviour in the UN General Assembly and the
Human Rights Council (K.E. Smith 2010; Hooijmaaijers and Keukeleire 2016). 7

The current position of the BRICS in global governance is closely related to two f?n-_
damental critiques of the dominant governance institutions: they are not representative
of the global population and they do not reflect the fundamental changes in the world
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since the strong surge of globalization in the 1990s and the changing balance of (eco-
nomic) power in the world—which is even more the case since the breakout of the fi-
nancial and related political crises in Europe since 2008 on. The EU has not been able
to come o a common position or strategy to reform the global governance architecture.
Diverging opinions between some of the largest member states (which hold strong posi-
tions in the UNSC, the G7/20, the World Bank, and the IMF) and the other EU mem-
bers have been the main obstacles to the EU playing a larger role. Without a strong and
clear strategic position, the EU has not succeeded in setting up a significant or success-
ful dialogue with the BRICS and other emerging powers on this issue. Together with
other factors explained earlier in this chapter, this also explains why the EU has not
managed to use its ‘strategic partnerships’ with the BRICS as a group or with individual
BRICS countries as a lever to strengthen and transform the global governance system-—
both in general (Rewizorski 2015; Wang and Song 2015) or with regard to specific
policy fields such as energy governance (Knodt, Piefer, and Miiller 2015) or climate
change governance (Bruyninckx et al. 2013).

The reluctance of the Europeans and the West to fundamentally reform the exist-
ent multilateral architecture also stimulated the emerging powers to establish or
strengthen other multilateral frameworks centred around the BRICS countries and
around the Asia-Pacific region in particular (see Figure 18.1) (Stubbs and Beeson
2012; Keukeleire and Hooijmaaijers 2014, 587-90). First, there is the increasing dia-
logue and cooperation both within the BRICS format (including the establishment
in 2015 of the NDB) and within variations on the BRICS format, such as BASIC
(between Brazil, South Africa, India, and China in 2009 to collaborate on climate
change issues) and IBSA (consisting of the three democratic BRICS countries i.c.
India, Brazil, and South Africa). Second, China, India, and Russia have also actively
been promoting the multilateralization of their dialogues and trialogues, with sev-
eral international forums emerging in which China, Russia, and/or India play a par-
ticularly important role. These include the Shanghai Cooperation Organization
(including Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan, and
recently also India and Pakistan); the South Asian Association for Regional Coopera-
tion; the East Asia Summit (including China, India, together with other Asian coun-
tries as well as Australia and New Zealand); the ASEAN+3 process (including the
ASEAN countries plus China, Japan, and Korea), and the related Chiang Mai Initia-
tive (a multilateral currency swap arrangement launched in 2010). The Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation has a wider geographical reach, linking the Asian countries
with the USA and other countries on the American continent. The EU is linked to
the Asian countries through two multilateral initiatives which date from the
mid-1990s. ASEM—including all EU member states and ASEAN countries, the
European Commission, and the ASEAN Secretariat—resulted in a process of regular
dialogue and cooperation, but was less able than expected to put its stamp on
region-to-region relations (Gilson 2011). This was even more true for the ASEAN
Regional Forum (ARF) in which also the EU as such takes part and which was
launched to foster dialogue and confidence-building between its 27 members.
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Important too for global geo-economic and geopolitical changes, and for Europey
position therein, are two more recent multilateral initiatives: the American-led
Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and the China-led ‘One Belt, One Road’ initiative,
Signed in 2016 (but not yet ratified) and including 12 countries (but excluding
China), the FTA TPP was designed and promoted by the USA, countering not only
the growing economic influence of China, but also competing with the Transatlanic
Trade and Investment Partnership which the USA was then still negotiating with the
EU (see Chapter 17 in this volume). Of a very different nature, but equally signifi.
cant in terms of potential geo-economic and geostrategic consequences, was the
Chinese ‘One Belt, One Road’ initiative and the China-led AIIB, which can be seen a5
countering the American goal to strengthen the transpacific and transatlantic trade
links. The negotiations on the establishment of the Regional Comprehensive Eco.
nomic Partnership (which were still going on in 2016), fits within this Chinese ep-

ASEAN has existing FTAs (including China, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia;
and New Zealand). Interestingly, following the initiative of the UK also many other
individual EU member states became in 2015 founding members of the AIIB. How-
ever, the EU as such did not become a member of the AIIB and was even not used by
the EU member states as a framework of coordination or consultation on how to
react to this Chinese strategic move (Renard 2012a). Concluding this tour de horizon
of multilateral forums also the Russia-led Eurasian Economic Union of Russia and
four other former Soviet republics needs to be mentioned, as it was part of the power
struggle between Russia and the EU (see Chapter 14 in this volume).

The BRICS countries and other emerging powers increasingly use their new posi-
tion in traditional and new multilateral settings as a platform to agree on how to
tackle specific international challenges and negotiations (such as on the financial
crisis or on environmental issues) and to subsequently try to promote their positions
in other international forums. The most painful illustration of this phenomenon (at
least for the EU) was probably the final stage of the Copenhagen climate conference
in 2009, when the EU—despite presenting itself as a leading actor in global climate
negotiations—was isolated and marginalized as a result of the successful diplomatic
initiatives led by China, India, Brazil, and South Africa (Keukeleire and Bruyninckx
2011, 389-390) (see also Chapter 12).

Taken together, it is clear that—just like the Europeans—the BRICS countries and
emerging powers have made a clear choice for ‘effective multilateralism’, as they increas-
ingly manage to influence or set the rules in these multilateral frameworks and use
them to impact upon the world order and influence global and regional governance
mechanisms in the way they prefer. Moreover, it is a choice for multilateralism based on
fundamentally different principles. In terms of substance, they prioritize economic
growth and development, with a larger reluctance to let these be restricted by environ-
mental, social protection, human rights, or other concerns. And in terms of methodol-
ogy, they prefer a clear intergovernmental approach, with full respect for national

sovereignty and equality between states, and with a preference for non-binding rules
and voluntary commitments (Keukeleire and Hooijmaaijers 2014, 591).
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Emerging power alliances and other multilateral
frameworks
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The question for the EU and the Europeans is how to react to these new and

changing multilateral constellations, in which they play no role or only a limited
role, or in which they at least have no leading position. The EU will have to invest
much more time and energy in following and understanding the developments in
the new or changing multilateral constellations as well as in external negotiations,
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instead of the currently predominant internal negotiations and laborious decision.
making. It has to invest in active strategic diplomacy, thereby also taking into accoun

the interests and perceptions of these emerging powers in the formulation of its owy
positions (and not only the interests and perceptions of its own member states anq:
institutions), which is a far more complicated task than in the preceding contexy
when the EU only had to take into account one power (the USA). Yet even then, the
receptivity of the BRICS and other emerging powers might be low if they perceive the
EU in the first instance as a competing but weakened trade bloc, and not as a posi.
tive, useful, and fully-fledged diplomatic partner. Whether the EU is capable of -
adapting its approach is doubtful at best, particularly as the largest EU membe
states may prefer to develop their own bilateral strategies towards the BRICS coun.
tries and emerging powers, in order to minimize the costs of the general Europea
loss of power and, on the contrary, try to profit from the new dynamics and initia
tives in other parts of the world. The approach adopted by the individual Europea
countries in reaction to the Chinese initiative to create the AIIB is a case in point an
may also be an indication of what is to happen even more in the future—with th
result of the Brexit referendum further fuelling this tendency.

Conclusion

The EU currently has no BRICS or emerging powers strategy because of the various"
reasons mentioned so far in this chapter. Whether this is problematic is debatable.
The BRICS and the other emerging powers are probably too different and the BRICS:
are too much of an ad hoc group to permit the development of a coherent strategy
towards them. More problematic is therefore that the EU does not have a strategy t
deal with the rise of the various emerging powers and the parallel decline of its own
weight in international relations and global governance. This is mirrored in the elite,
media, and public perceptions in the BRICS countries and the Asia-Pacifi
1 region, which indicate that the EU is perceived as a rather weak or problematic power,
1 which also confirms the doubts about the importance of the ‘strategic partnership’
with the EU (Mayer and Zielonka 2012; Chaban and Holland 2013). The BRICS and,
emerging powers not only pose a challenge to the EU and its member states but als
to the scholarly community in Europe. There exists a strong need to increas
knowledge about these emerging powers and, even more importantly, to overcom
the often predominant Eurocentric or Western-centric perspectives on foreig
policy and global governance, and include perspectives and concepts from othe
parts of the world. Limited thorough knowledge of the new multilateral constella
tions and of China, India, Brazil, and other emerging powers (surely in compariso
with the USA)—both in the EU’s and member states’ foreign policy structures and i
European universities and think tanks—is hampering the development of mor
comprehensive views on possible dynamics, opportunities, and consequences 0
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the global shift towards the East and the South. This points to the need to become
aware of omissions in the academic debate and to take seriously the suggestions on
how to bring forward academic research (see the suggestions in Bersick 2015, 625-6;
Ferreira-Pereira 2015, 653-5; Wiilbers 2015, 640-2). It also emphasizes the need to
decentre the analysis of the EU’% international relations and to also look at EU-BRICS—
emerging powers relations from a non-European perspective (Fisher Onar and
Nicolaidis 2013; Keuleers, Fonck, and Keukeleire 2016).

FURTHER READING

Whereas the number of academic publications on both the rise of the emerging countries
as such and on EU-=China relations is booming, this is not at all the case concerning the
EU's relations with the other emerging powers and the EU’s relations with the BRICS coun-

tries and the emerging countries as a group. The only volume that focuses explicitly on the

EU-BRICS relationship is the book edited by Rewizorski (2015), while the book edited by

" Renard and Biscop (2012) assesses the EU's relations with the emerging powers. The

special issue of the Cambridge Review of International Affairs edited by Ferreira-Pereira and

~Guedes Vieira (2016) evaluates the EU's strategic partnerships with the countries
~.concerned, while the edited volume of M. Smith, Keukeleire, and Vanhoonacker (2016)

takes the EU’s strategic diplomacy towards these countries as its conceptual lens. Highly
interesting and original is the book edited by Knodt, Piefer, and Miiller (2015), in view of its
analytical and methodological approach and its clear focus on the relationship of the EU and
the emerging countries in one specific- policy domain (i.e. energy governance). Equally in
contrast to the large number of journal articles on EU-China relations is the limited attention

~~devoted to relations with other emerging countries and with the group of BRICS countries

and emerging countries as a whole. Exceptions include Hooijmaaijers and Keukeleire
(2016), Keukeleire and Hooijmaaijers (2014), and'Van Ham (2015).
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WEB LINKS

Information on the EU’s relations with the BRICS countries can be found on the websit
of the Commission (http://ec.europa.eu/policies/external_| relatlons _foreign._ affa
en.htm, “http://ec.europa. eu/trade/creatmg opportunltles/blIateral-relatlonsl)
Council of Ministers (http: //www.consilium.europa.eu). See also the official gov
mental websites of the individual BRICS countries: http://www.mre. gov.br (Braz
http://eng.kremlin.ru - (Russia); http://meaindia.nic. in/ - (India); http://www.fm
gov.cn/eng/ (China); http://www.dirco.gov.za/ (South Africa). More links to off
websites and references to academic literature can be found in the ‘World powers’ sec
of the online resource guide ‘Exploring EU Foreign Policy’ hosted by the University ‘
Leuven and the Antero Network (http://www.eufp.eu). An economic assessment of Principles in European Union Foreign Pdlicy
BRICS is conducted regularly by Goldman Sachs (http://www2.goldmansachs.co ’ Helene Sjursen

ideas/brics/index.html). Information on global governance and on the G20 can be fou )
on the website of the World Econornic Forum (https://www.weforum.org/) and the G
Research Group of the University of Toronto (http://www.g20.utoronto.ca).
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