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Abstract

The G8 summit in Heiligendamm (June 2007, Germaag)witnessed the introduction of
new modalities for interaction with a group of figmerging powers. While Brazil, China,
India, Mexico and South Africa (Outreach/O5 or Graui 5/G5) had been invited to summit
meetings before, they were, for the first timeeodtl an institutionalized framework for
"structured"” dialogue with the leading industriations. Heads of state and government of
the participating countries (G8+5) took the decigim establish four joint working groups
under the overall guidance of their respective serThe topics to be covered in these fora
are innovation/intellectual property rights; inwvasht/corporate social responsibility; energy
efficiency/climate change; development/Africa. Huecalled Heiligendamm process will
stretch out over a period of two years; preliminasults to be reported to the 2008 summit in
Japan, final results at the 2009 meeting in lItaly.

This institutional innovation is full of risks amgportunities for all participants. The
emerging powers aim for leadership in reshapingalgovernance and promoting
development on the global scale. Since the Ghiglady heterogeneous group, defining a
common agenda is a daunting task. They will beetyosatched by other developing
countries and, therefore, need to demonstratelingrogress in North-South relations. If
things work out well, the global status of emerguagvers would be consolidated. If they fail
to advance the development agenda, their legitimmadystanding within the G77 and other
developing country blocks like the Non-Aligned Movent and the G20+ (trade) could be
seriously undermined.

The industrialized countries, on their side, ardivated by the quest for more legitimacy.
They strive for inclusive global governance stroesuwithout relinquishing effective control.
However, they would risk to antagonize emerging attér developing countries if they are
perceived to play tricks without a genuine prepaesd for power sharing and meaningful
changes in their economic and aid policies. Siineces of these governments are restricted
by influential domestic interest groups, the twangescheduled for the Heiligendamm process
are very short considering the scope of requirdityshifts.

The paper will look at motives and interests of @&as well as of emerging powers in
launching the Heiligendamm process. It will analifze position of both country groupings
with regard to key global governance challengesideutify converging as well as

conflicting development objectives. Power relatiguarticularly within the G5, will also be
examined in this context to get an understandinp®fespective capacities in setting the
agenda and defining possible solutions. Basedisratialysis the paper will try to assess the
potential of the Heiligendamm process in generag@guine progress for developing
countries in global governance. It will concludehypolicy recommendations addressed to
G8 and emerging powers on how they could jointlykafor development outcomes. The
paper will also include conceptual block-buildingpat middle/emerging powers and the use
soft power as a new vector of multipolarity and htbese are subtly altering traditional norms
of balancing.
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The Helligendamm process and emerging powers:
Mor e of the same or genuine global governanceinnovation?

Garth le Pere (Institute for Global Dialogue, South Africa)lia Leininger (German
Development Institute)Mario Riestra (Advisor to Vice-Minister of Foreign Affairs, Megan
Ministry of Foreign Affairs),Thomas Fues (German Development Institute)

In recent years, the exclusive club of leading stdalized countries, the Group of 8 (G-8),
has suffered from a growing legitimacy crisis, dués lack of representativeness and
effectiveness (Cooper/Kelly 2007; Lesage 2007)p®ited by the economic and political rise
of new powers from the global South, such as thaigA drivers of global change”
(Kaplinsky/Messner 2008), the controversy overdlmmmit architecture has gained new
momentum. Present and past leaders of the WestsuBhtain's Tony Blair and Gordon
Brown, French President Nikolas Sarkozy and Casddaher Prime Minister, Paul Martin,
have called for formal enlargement of the G-8. igyio strike a balance between those in
favour of inclusion and those defending the stgtus German Chancellor Angela Merkel as
host of the 2007 summit decided to launch an intie@@utreach effort towards five
emerging powers. The so-called Heiligendamm pro@éB$) will engage Brazil, China,
India, Mexico and South Africa in an institutiormdd dialogue on four critical issue areas for
a duration of two years.

This paper deals with the implications of the HEihdamm process for the global governance
system. Will the ,structured dialogue” lead to armmmclusive summit set-up and strengthen
the position of emerging countries in the interoral order? Will the G-5 be able to
coordinate their positions and wring concessioasfmdustrialized countries which not only
benefit themselves but also the developing worlgeineral? Or will the HDP, on the

contrary, at the end exacerbate North-South antegosince it cannot deliver tangible
outcomes ?

The paper proceeds as follows: We will first owglimackground and structure of the
Heiligendamm process. The second part will payigpattention to the role of
emerging/middle powers in the global system whikethird section will look at underlying
interest structures of G-8 and G-5 countries aradlyae the potential for consensus-building.
We will close with some conclusions on the possialetributions of the HDP to a
cooperative world order which better caters toitierests of the developing world.

To sum up our conclusions: We see the Heiligendgmooess as a legitimate attempt to
broaden the institutional basis for informal poldiglogue among old and emerging powers
in a situation of global flux. However, the processries certain risks for all parties involved.
The intentions of the G-8 seem, at this stage,igkterogenous, contradictory and vague.
We do not know yet, if industrialized countries gemuinely interested in an inclusive
summit architecture or if they rather see the HBRmexercise of window-dressing in a
covert attempt of preserving global predominande G-5 appears similarly undecided what
to make of the process, particularly if it failsdeliver tangible progress for the developing
world. Continued G-5 interaction with the G-8 walily make sense if this leads to
substantive policy shifts by industrialized couedrin key global issue areas.



1. K ey features of the Heiligendamm process*

Before we turn to the Heiligendamm process, a f@rda about the G-8 and its historical
background need to be elaborated. The G-6 (prectosbe G-8) was formed in 1975,
following a French initiative, with the purposeaafordinating the reactions of major
economies to the global recession touched off eythcrisis and the breakdown of the
Bretton Woods system. Canada joined the group eaelgter. A point of special interest is
the inclusion of the then European Economic Comitgunow the European Union,
represented by the president of the European Cosionissince 1977. Finally, Russia became
a formal member in 1998 after several years ofectmdlaboration. The presidency of the
group which rotates annually among member counse¢sthe annual agenda and hosts the
midyear summit attended by heads of state and gowat.

Each presidency is free to invite guests for berfounters on the sidelines. Beginning in the
year 2000, outreach efforts were addressed mastliyrican nations. The involvement of five
emerging powers, Brazil, China, India, Mexico amdith Africa, began in Gleneagles 2005
where the British presidency initiated the “Glerneadialogue on Climate Change, Clean
Energy and Sustainable Development”. Internationgdnizations have also been invited to
summits. This process began in 1996 with the preesehthe executive heads of the United
Nations (UN), the International Monetary Fund (IM&)e World Bank (WB) and the World
Trade Organization (WTO) a post-summit with thenti® 7. Institutions like the African
Union, the International Energy Agency (IEA), thekd Health Organization (WHO) and
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Diwaent (OECD), amongst others,
have also participated on some occasions.

Following a proposal of the German presidency i072@5-8 and G-5 leaders agreed to
launch the Heiligendamm process, a ,structureddia” for a period of two yeafsThe
circumstances of the meeting as well as the gepésigoint statement are objects of
considerable controversy. The G-8 communiqué aringube HDP was made public one
day before the five leaders from the South hackjbitheir counterpartsA former leading
U.S. development official voices scathing criticisfrthis approach: ,At the 2007 G8 summit
in Heiligendamm, Germany repeated the gesturesceint summits of by inviting heads of
state of China, India, Brazil, South Africa and M&x(“the outreach five”) to a session on
energy and climate change after the G8 had compiest®wn discussion, decisions and
communiqué on the issue. This is an outrageousipedc(Bradford 2008, p. 45imilarly,

the Indian Prime Minister, Manmohan Singh, compdito journalists after the summit that
G-5 leaders were not treated as equals.He indisé@éadonsultations and agenda-setting for
future meetings would need to be more inclusivied@cceptable to the G-5 (Williamson
2007).

This section is partly based on Fues/Leininger §00

2 See ,Joint Statement by the German G8 Presidentyre Heads of State and/or Government of Brazil,
China, India, Mexico and South Africa on the ocoasif the G8 Summit in Heiligendamm, Germany, 8
June 2007" <http://www.indianembassy.de/news/pr8isim>

*The summit declaration ,Growth and responsibilityttie world economy* was issued on 7 June 2008. The
meeting with G-5 leaders took place on 8 June 2087he Heiligendamm Summit we discussed with the
leaders of Brazil, China, India, Mexico and Souftiga the major challenges that have arisen inttbed
economy... Building on our discussions, we decieldunch a new form of specific cooperation withjon
emerging economies in order to discuss substattpies in a comprehensive follow-up process with th
aim of reaching tangible results in two years.‘nistit declaration, p. 36; http://mwww.g-
8.de/Content/EN/Artikel/__g8-summit/anlagen/2007816gipfeldokument-wirtschaft-
eng,templateld=raw,property=publicationFile.pdf/28W6-07-gipfeldokument-wirtschaft-eng)
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After some negotiations at Heiligendamm, it wasdksd that HDP would concentrate, in
parallel working groups (“pillars”), on four issuekcritical importance to participants:

« promoting cross-border investment;

- research and innovation;

- sharing knowledge for energy efficiency;

- development, particularly in Africa.

Overall responsibility for the process rests with HDP steering committee which is
composed of all 14 sherpas (G-8 + G-5 + Europeanrfiission). All HDP bodies (except the
support office) will have two co-chairs, one froach of the country groupings, to foster joint
ownership. Germany will hold the chair of the stegicommittee beyond its G-8 presidency
until the end of June 2008. Then, the Japanesexsiidake over for the rest of the year to be
followed by Italy in 2009. This formula seeks tesare the commitment to a process which is
generally seen as a German concept. The manndrialm Wapan and Italy will assume
responsibility will significantly influence its ocbmes. Formally, the HDP is not directly
linked to the next summit in Hokkaido, but G-5 ctiies will, most likely, insist on a leaders'
dialogue which, in format and content, reflectartbatus as equals. If the Japanese
presidency fails to provide the appropriate settorghis and does not consult the G-5 in
determining the agenda, serious repercussionsi¢driDP would result. In substantive terms,
the G-5 might demand the inclusion of topics ragkirgh on their priority list, like the
development trade round, aid, debt, migration @&fhokm of international institutions.

HDP participants decided to have two high-level tings (sherpas) per year and at least two
meetings of each of the four working groups atdoegeneral level. On 21 February 2008,
the first meeting of the development group toolcelall delegations (with the exception of
Brazil) came from capitals and consisted of highknag officials. France and South Africa
were appointed as co-chairs of the group. Thevioig G-8 members will be in charge of
chairing the other groups; United States — investménited Kingdom — innovation and
Canada — energy. The G-5 has not yet taken ade@sion regarding co-chairs (see figure 1).



Figure 1: Organizational Chart of Helligendamm Process

OECLC

STEERING COMMITTEE

(14 Sherpas; chair: Germany, co-chair: --) Heiligendamm
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policy analysts
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USA/--* GB/ --* CAN/ --* F/RSA Functior:
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and drafts repor
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committee

* Co-chairs of G-5 not assigned yet.
** Independent unit at office of OECD Secretary-Gethe

Germany has provided the bulk of financial resosifoe a small support unit which is
attached to the Secretary-General's office at tiga@zation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD); Italy and France have only mgaebolic contribution§.The office

is not part of regular OECD structures and notdahko its outreach efforts towards emerging
powers’ It is headed by a director, the former directothef German sherpa office, and
consists of four senior policy analysts plus techhstaff. Its function is limited to logistical
and organizational support under the guidanceetbering committee. This is the first time,
remarkably, that the G-8 has established a jointiaidtrative entity, since secretarial
functions are routinely administered by the respeqtresidency.

At the first session of the steering committee @rOttober 2007 in Berlin, participants
agreed on key issues regarding structure, proce@une time-frame for the process. Sherpas
also began discussions on a “concept paper” whahmeant to define the agenda of the
working groups. By the end of 2007, no consensdsean reached on this document. While
Germany and Mexico as representatives of theireasg county grouping were able to
arrive at a comprehensive agreement, some membtrs G-5 apparently objected to certain
phrasing, reportedly on corporate social respoitgihd the Paris Declaration on aid
effectiveness. Nevertheless, nearly all sectiortheftiraft are accepted by all parties and, for

“Normally, the positions created within the OECD @served for nationals of the thirty members huhe
case of the support unit, the recruitment is opempfofessionals from all G-5 countries.

*Mexico is the only country within the G-5 that isrember of the OECD. The current Secretary-Gerdtale
organization, José Angel Gurria, is a Mexican mati@nd former Minister of Foreign Affairs and Ficas
of that country.
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now, serve as pragmatic starting point for the wiglgroups. If the dialogue advances in a
constructive manner, the concept paper might lozetigal importance altogether.

There appears to be a general consensus amongjgaditig countries, that the HDP is an
informal, open-ended political dialogue, not a negimg forum which would generate
binding decisions. Since there is no pre-defindistantive outcome, trust-building and
mutual understanding can be characterized as nggctoves, at least from the perspective of
industrialized countries. G-5 countries may be mioterested in tangible results to justify
their involvement towards the developing world. HBP is understood by all participants as
an approach complementary to existing multilataral regional fora.

There are opportunities and risks associated WwaHHDP. It may act as a stimulus to break
the stalemate in global negotiations. e.g. on teadkenvironmental issues. The constructive
role of emerging powers played in the Bali climaggotiations (December 2007) could be
interpreted as an early fruit of deepened intevactiith the G-8. The G-8 could benefit from
increased legitimacy and effectiveness while the Bay enjoy the enhanced international
status. The weaknesses of the process, howevealsarevident. The extension of informal
club governance may undermine the universal strestaf the United Nations and amplify
the trend towards a new constellation of great psBrezner 2007). If the HDP fails to
produce tangible results not just for themselvaddnudeveloping countries in general,
emerging powers may withdraw and North-South po#ion could deepen.

2. Therole of emerging/middle powersin global politics

The emergence of the G-5 and their interface viighG-8 invites a reflection on their role as
middle or emerging powers in international relasidividdle powers have become
significant role players since new systemic andgrowalities bind countries together, as
never before, as overlapping ‘communities of fated world paradoxically characterised by
persistent conflict as well as centrifugal effeatsociated with inequality, endemic poverty
and growing insecurity. The dialectic between glsladion and interdependence has created
cross-border and global problems that require greatoperation and joint problem-solving
on the basis of new forms of global governancedhmateyond the capacities of a single
nation state. In a normative sense, crises andlimbe in a mercurial global system now
demand a common vision based on values of soldantial justice, and responsibility such
that an appropriate milieu is established in wisitdies can cooperate more intensively. The
G-5 thus represents a species of countries whicé bantributed to the passing of the
‘Westphalian moment’ where the transcendant interafsglobal order and stability, and the
welfare and fate of mankind pose new imperatiee®thical conduct by states and new
challenges for their sovereignty (Brown 2001).

Thus middle powers and their emergence test sortteeatalist core assumptions about the
nature of world politics, namely, that internatibrelations are necessarily conflictual and
that norms, rules and principles are meaninglesdgkbpides 1990). By promoting
internationalism, middle powers such as the G-sthat the realist logic that underpins the
contemporary state system might be dominant bsitniot immutable. As has been argued,
middle powers function “...within a relational dyne that is essentially derived from a
materialist account of states and power set witiénframework of the international system

® There are some differences in terminology but #iegonverge around the same meaning. Thus cesrgrich
as the G-5 are often referred to as ‘regional ps\wethers have used the categories of ‘intermeditdtes’,
‘emerging economies’, and ‘would-be great powesihes 2007).
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as a whole. From this perspective middle powersiaderstood to be committed
multilateralists as a means of overcoming theiremail deficiencies in terms of structural
power.” (Alden/Vieira 2005, p. 1078).

The conduct and behaviour of middle powers dehed taison d’etrefrom the ethical
underpinnings of interdependence and by virtuéist they are subtly changing the basic
patterns of world politics, but most importantlgtpractice of statecraft that has defined
relations between developed and developing cosniirer the last five decades or so. The G-
5 represent a newly emerging constellation of paat is shaped by, among others, their
rise in the global economy, the rapid and sustagmedth of their economies and populations
and the dominant roles they have come to playeir tespective geographic neighbourhoods.
(China and India could be distinguished as ‘migme/ers-plus’ because of their nuclear and
military capability with a regional and, potentiglglobal reach.) What they do have in
common is that middle powers have come to be seednizers of global change in the sense
that they have become ‘catalysts’ for promotingoglaconcerns, ‘facilitators’ in building
coalitions, ‘managers’ within their regions for adimg to norms and rules, ‘good
international citizens’ for upholding the legitinyaof multilateral institutions and improving
cooperation, and ‘niche diplomats’ in advancingaerglobal and regional causes. While it is
argued that “[m]iddle powers by themselves arekehfito have overwhelming influence on
the international stage,” (Flemes 2005, p. 119 these attributes that add to their collective
weight in international settings and which conttébto a shared belief “...in their entitlement
to a more influential role in world affairs.” (Heli 2006, p. 2).

Together they evince hope for a de facto multipiyland a renewed systemic order, mindful
of course that the US will remain a dominant plagehe institutional and multilateral
matrices constructed since the end of the SecontW¥ar (lkenberry 2004). The cause for
hope and renewal is based on the tectonic shiftsaiglobal governance complex and the
dramatic changes that have taken place in theaand character of world politics. To name
but a few, new international institutions and reggnmave emerged; the scope, range and
substance of international rules and norms have besadened considerably; new
approaches to global governance invite wider gagtmn and pluralism; and almost a
decade of UN summitry has introduced compacts, @ations and agreements that involve a
greater number of countries in shaping the fut@itb® global commons. All these
developments have been consequential in contripttia denser network of actors,
institutions, transnational relations, exchanges@mmunication, and formal and informal
regimes which all intersect in one way or anothesddressing major threats to world order,
which are essentially humanitarian, environmemal @aconomic. This systemic logic has
exerted a powerful gravitational pull which does$ eeen exempt rich and powerful countries;
if anything, they have become more enmeshed imteedependent fabric of international
relations (Rosenau 2000). In other words, “a n@aon de systemie developing that will

alter and ultimately displace old-fashioned notiohsaison d’etat.” (Hurrell 2006, P. 6).

This conjures a Kantian image where there is arpesive diffusion of liberal values as
interests converge, rules are observed, and ceariscome more integrated in a common
global agenda as is the case with climate charae tiberalisation and nuclear proliferation
(Held 1999). This is the conceptual context thext whll determine the success or otherwise
of the G-5’s engagement with the G-8 but imporiantle must be mindful that the central
claims of realism will continue to hold powerful ayy especially as far as the continuities of
conflict and tension as well as power-political guatition are concerned.



Middle powersand soft power

These considerations now bring us the questiopswer. In doing so, we have to start with
the question of ontology and contest the realifbndhat relies on an anarchic system
consisting of territorial states in which they mhetself-reliant in generating and maintaining
the conditions for their survival and well-beingheluncertainties and insecurities that result
from this Hobbesian framing is that world politissa natural setting for conflict and that
competition is a characteristic mode if interact{Bull 1977). The touchstone of realist
thinking is that power is “the final arbiter of tigs political” (Gilpin 1984, p. 290) and this
helps to explain the perpetual quest for powertates in a zero-sum contest. In realist
thinking, the preoccupation with wealth and poveealove all a rational response to the cold
realities of international relations.

By contrast, the shifting nature of contemporagbgl politics suggests a different ontology
that is based on defining new political spaceshiictv states and societies are locked into
interdependent processes of integration and fratatien but are also subject to localisation
and fission with respect to political forms, id¢ies, economics, war, technology, the
environment, climate change, poverty, collectivenmoand so on (Ferguson/Mansbach
2002). There is also greater mutual vulnerabihigttstems from intractable inequalities in
global wealth. In GDP terms, some 54 countries wexer in 2003 than in 1990 (and 20 of
these were in sub-Sahara Africa). Other illumirgfigures include: between 1988 and 2000,
the world’s poorest 5 per cent lost almost a quartéheir real income and, for the same
period, the top 5 per cent gained 12 per centafghfor every US$100 in world exports, $97
goes to high- and middle-income countries and 68Iyo low income countries; if Africa,
East Asia and Latin America were to increase tleports by just 1 per cent, it could lift 130
million people out of poverty; and a 1 per centr@ase of Africa’s share of world trade would
generate US$70 billion or five times what the coatit has received in aid and debt relief
over the last five years (World Bank 2004, pp. 7%-1

Financial crises have also highlighted the extenthich volatility associated with global
capital markets can compound the problem of inetyuainong developing countries. For
example, high inflows of capital generate inflahopnpressures and damage labour-intensive
agriculture and manufactured exports, especiallynbtionly under fixed exchange rates. In
Asia and Latin America and large parts of sub-Saldrica, Gini coefficients of inequality
increased during the good years of high capitédwd in the 1990s. In these regions, the poor
gained less and were often the first-line victinteew things went badly with cyclical
downturns. In Asia especially, this is when capitd, and high interest rates were imposed
as countries sought to protect their currenciesethy hurting small businesses and reducing
employment in general (Soederberg 2002).

The new security doctrines of the US after Septerhibeand the rush to war in Irag in 2003
gave priority to a narrow security agenda, defibgdnilateralism and pre-emptive war. This
agenda contradicts and in many ways is hostileg¢aore tenets, norms, and institutions that
have been developed in international relationsesir@5. It casts aside respect for open
political negotiations and heralds an intensifizatrather than an amelioration of adversarial
conflicts and tensions (Cox 2007). As a consequémesystemic machinery of the
multilateral order has become weaker, with seraefgits. In particular, the value of the UN
system has been called into question and therbdwsa clamour for reform of the Security
Council. The future of the EU is also highly uneértand, in the midst of its expansion in
membership, there is a deep sense of unease isdiswEbout what will happen over the next
decade, especially in view of an ageing populattbianging demography and indeed,
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whether the European social model can survivesiprésent form. The WTO faces its own
existential crisis because of the de facto collayyjgshe Doha Development Round, while the
G-8 seems less capable of delivering on its pledggsregard to trade, aid, and debt relief to
African countries. And in trying to craft a newdimcial architecture, the roles of the World
Bank and IMF are increasingly coming under scrytamgid pressures for their reform and
restructuring. There are calls, mostly from devilggountries in the Bretton Woods
Institutions, for more participatory and prudentizdnagement of global imbalances, capital
flows, development finance, and poverty reductidaplinsky 2005).

It is at this juncture of globalization that theSGountries are having a marked effect on
global markets and traditional balances of powbe United States remains the preponderant
and unrivalled superpower, with a military reackl aesource base that is unprecedented in
history (Brooks/Wohlforth 2002). As a consequertleere is no country or alignment of
countries which has the capability to provide ais a% ‘hard balancing’ to check the power
of the US; but what has emerged is a countervagimger dynamic in the form of ‘soft
balancing’ (Paul 2004). Soft balancing in turn elegs on the ability of countries to deploy
‘soft power’ whose logic is based on their abityattract others to their particular points of
view, which are perceived as being legitimate aredible. The power of attraction and
values are important characteristics of the softgycspectrum and arises from the
attractiveness of a country or group of countreesture, political ideals and policies.
Essential hallmarks of soft power and soft balageire agenda setting, compromise and
consensus, especially as far as codifying intesnatinorms and institutions of governance is
concerned (Nye 2004). To be effective soft power soft balancing must recognise that the
strategic environment is influenced by globalizatemd as such a multidimensional approach
is needed in the distribution and application aivpn Such an approach becomes very
relevant in the pursuit of common interests, egilgcas these relate to economic matters,
domestic incentives, security, prosperity, and gl@overnance. Since developing countries
singly or collectively lack the hard power reso,aesort to soft balancing on the basis of
building multipolar alliances and ‘like-minded’ dd@ns becomes an important strategic
intervention in subtly changing power dynamicsp@a005).

All countries in the G-5 maintain strong linkageshwithe United States and depend on its
public goods. None have the wherewithal to chaked§ power with military means; indeed,
“soft balancing does not directly challenge US taily preponderance.” (Flemes 2007, p. 14)
Yet with 42 per cent of the world’s population ardper cent of global GDP, and with China
adding greater buoyancy, the group is well placesidgnificantly expand its capacity to
influence the contours of world politics throughtdmalancing. This will enable the G-5 as
middle and emerging powers, to challenge the cuimgéernational hierarchy, to provide
global public goods in their own right, to beconmaver poles in an evolving multipolar
system, to improve the modalities and outcomedaifaj governance as well as to
significantly expand their own foreign policy opt®

3. Interests and objectives of participating countries

3.1  Convergence and divergence within the G-5

At the invitation of Mexico, G-5 countries had ntie¢ evening before the Heiligendamm
summit in Berlin to formulate a joint position papés-a-vis the G-8.In this, they laid out

7 Joint Position Paper of Brazil, China, India, Mexiand South Africa participating in the G8 Heitigamm
Summit, 7 June 2007“ <http://www.indianembassy.desipmvisit4.htm>
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their agenda for desired changes in global govematructures (like strengthening voice and
participation of developing countries in the ingranal financial institutions) and specific
policy areas such as trade, technology transfeeldpment cooperation and migration.
While the G-5 paper demonstrates some convergeitlsg3A8 positions, e.g. on the
commitment to joint global problem-solving, the caleorientation of emerging powers
strongly diverges from the policy framework of irstiualized countries.

G-5 countries have expressed the need for new itiedaif policy coordination in order to
be better prepared for the dialogue with the G¥&eylhave managed to present a common
front even though they do not always share the sataeests. Mexico has been charged to act
as a coordinator and spokesman of the group vis-twe G-8. The G-5 wants to leave the
reactive position and become a pro-active play¢he international arena (Varadarajan
2007). While there are some indications of thig the meeting of foreign ministers on the
sidelines of the opening of the UN General Assenblyeptember 2007, the proposal of
Brazil to constitute the G-5 as a formal body haisyet materialized (Bidwai 2007; Myatt et
al. 2007, p. 9). The Indian Prime Minister, amotigeo G-5 leaders, seems to be highly
sceptical since the country does not want to apgiséoyal to its traditional Southern
alliances such as the G20 in the WTO context (Ba2@th7). However, formalized G-5
interaction is progressing, like the sherpa meatngypril 2008 in China.

The G-5 can be said to be pursuing the advanceofisttonger norms of cooperation on the
basis of good international citizenship and throtighimpulses provided by the use of ‘soft’
negotiating power and authority. There are seymemeters that help to define good
international citizenship: firstly, the expandingeada of global problems is such that no
country can provide solutions on its own, be itha areas of terrorism, disease, organised
crime, climate change, environmental degradatiomuatear proliferation; secondly, the
magnitude of these challenges demand internatmwderation, legitimised through
multilateral organisations and international regsntairdly, rules are important for enhancing
cooperation and encouraging moderation where ugatéd struggles for power might
otherwise be the order of the day; fourthly, gaa@iinational citizenship is not about doing
good per se but is “an exercise in enlightenedistdfest; an expression of idealistic
pragmatism,” (Wheeler/Dunne 1998, p. 854) whicimadtely serves the national interest;
fifthly, promoting the general welfare of mankinaldestability in global order are seen as
inherent virtues of being a good global citizen arere there is also a national interest
symbiosis. Thus, “good international citizens sdaerideavour to uphold universal standards
of acceptable behaviour,” (Geldenhuys 2006, pi®@&)manner that they become
‘entrepreneurs’ in upholding, advocating, and folating certain norms. In essence, good
international citizenship entails openly confrogtihe vagaries of international relations and
its Darwinian character and often staking out dmmgpral ground that could be tantamount to
advancing agendas and charters that are countemioggc.

The G-5 and the HDP emerge at a time when powiglitiies and the waning verities of a
realist order in the international system make ipbss wider political and strategic space to
act as international citizens. This provides auisaintext to examine the anatomy of the G-5
in terms of the countries that constitute it. Miogportantly, India, Brazil and South Africa
make up the IBSA group, which in itself makes foriateresting dynamic in how the G-5

will harmonise its positiongis-a-visthe G-8. The IBSA Dialogue Forum (also referredso
the Trilateral Forum) was launched on 6 June 2@@Bnaeeting of the Foreign Ministers of
the three countries in Brasilia, the capital of #ltal' he primary motivation of the meeting
was to put in place an institutional mechanism @iptbmatic vehicle for triangular
cooperation that would not only improve relationsoag the partners across a range of
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dimensions but also serve as a platform for adwgnSouth-South cooperation and solidarity
(Alden/Vieira 2005). A Joint Trilateral Commissiaras set up to drive an ambitious agenda
based on carefully defined principles of cooperatltat covered technical, social and
economic elements, including a focus on povergnvadition, sustainable human development,
service delivery and employment creation. But tiveoeld also be a strong focus on strategic
areas of international relations, where the coestaicting in concert, could become fulcrum
points for a targeted reform agenda. Key themdsdecpromoting the letter and spirit of
international law, advancing trade equity in the @/and reform of the UN Security Council
and Bretton Woods Institutions.

In addition to the annual forums of foreign ministeseveral trilateral sectoral ministerial
meetings have taken place involving ministers covexwith defence and security, science
and technology, health, energy, and transport. i&ssled to the establishment of trilateral
working groups with an expanded sectoral focusgritalture, culture, defence, education,
energy, health, information society, trade and stvent, social issues, science and
technology, tourism and transportation. One oftlest significant developments in the life
of IBSA was the first summit of heads of state na®lia in September 2006 attended by
Presidents Lula and Mbeki and Prime Minister ManamBingh. This was followed by
another high-level summit of heads of state ind?r@in October 2007.

Together the three countries have a total populaifdl,2 billion people and a combined
GDP of about US$1,1 trillion. Moreover, they arenderacies, middle powers and emerging
markets. India is regarded as an established damweand Brazil and South Africa as
consolidating democracies. However, they suffemftogh levels of inequality and poverty.
Although poverty is much more endemic in India, thofrica and Brazil have some of the
highest levels of inequality, with Gini coefficiendf close to 60, compared to 33 for India.
They are subject to great social pressures sucdpas urbanisation, the HIV/Aids pandemic,
informal settlements, and high levels of crime aizdence (Dupas 2006). IBSA’s current and
limited membership represents the economic andigaldominance of the three countries in
their respective regions. This leadership posigimes the three countries an anchoring and
pivotal role in providing a new centre of gravity fa different type of South-South
engagement devoted to a more progressive globatlagdeepened trilateral relations, and
improved inter-regional cooperation. The aim isnaltiply three way trade from its current
US$4,6 billion to US$15 billion by 2010.

In the case of South Africa, since 1994, thereldegesn an avowed commitment to locating the
country’s interests and foreign policy thrust sglyam Africa and the global South. The
promotion of North-South dialogue is also an imanttgoal. In the broad spectrum of issues
that animate South-South relations, South Africailegognised the Asian region for its
growing geo-strategic and economic importance,r@sdsought to develop and strengthen
political and economic relations with Latin Amerigad the Caribbean. In terms of its own
pragmatic-idealist outlook, South Africa has beendful of the need to advance an activist
agenda that would address growing asymmetries laauaiging post-Cold War dynamics in
international relations but there was also thelehgk to address the conceptual limitations of
an ineffective and desultory South axis. Indeecemhe was still deputy president, Thabo
Mbeki already articulated the idea of a ‘G-8 of 8muth’ that would craft a more coordinated
approach to the imperatives of globalization bat thiould critically extract abiding
commitments from the G-8 on key issues of conaeiietveloping countries, including trade
reform, debt relief, and improved aid and developinseipport /Alden/le Pere 2003).
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The formation of IBSA flows from strong bilater@lations that South Africa established
with India and Brazil since its own democratic s#ion in 1994. The formal Bi-National
Commissions (BNCs) are the anvils on which thebistament of IBSA have been forged
and in the triangular relationship, South Africa leenerged as playing a pivotal role. The
South Africa-Brazil BNC was established in 2000 #émel South Africa-India BNC in 1995.

In turn, India and Brazil have reached a stratbgitational agreement in mid-2006. Not
surprisingly, the agendas of IBSA have been infteehby the thematic issues of the BNCs
and agreements but have been broadened to addregsaof international concerns. IBSA
has thus expressed itself on ‘new threats to dgtand this includes terrorism, transnational
organized crime, the HIV/Aids pandemic, naturabdtsrs, nuclear proliferation, the transit of
toxic chemicals and radioactive waste. There israrnitment to vigorously combat poverty
and disease in the three countries by promotingsuble development. The countries are
seeking to promote scientific and technologicataesh, and development in biotechnology,
information technology and renewable energy. Theyparage adherence to the Kyoto
Protocol as an instrument for dealing with atmosigsh@arming and greenhouse emissions;
and they are committed to cooperation in tradeodnglcy, especially as this affects the goals
of the Doha programme.

IBSA is thus indicative of a new post-Cold War arttet is trying to come to terms with a
changing and more complex global environment anere/imulti-polarity holds out new
promise for a restructured world order. While siplen and contingent as far as changing real
balances of power are concerned, we must alsorfac@hina’s rise which has been
accompanied by that of India and Russia, togethidravhost of other consequential
developing countries that are anchored in regiandlsub-regional economic communities.
These countries also pursue an active multilasrathrough inter-regional and transnational
South-based frameworks such as the G77+China, #@ i6 the WTO and the Non-aligned
Movement whose declaratory diplomacy has elevdteddice of heretofore marginalised
countries in global forums. There is also the exjpayn China-Russia led Shanghai
Cooperation Organization which now includes Inttiar, Mongolia and Pakistan.

India, Brazil and South Africa realise the challerd ensuring that there are concrete results
that flow from their cooperative endeavour. Thigorale is again based on a less than
encouraging track record of South-South initiativeise impetus behind IBSA is to work
towards demonstrable results. This is groundedhésignificant political affinities, strong
commitment to the process and mutual confidendehidénee been developed and which exists
among the countries’ leadership (Alden/Vieira 20@8livery, structure and strategic
direction become important organizational princgpl€he mode of operation is defined by
close coordination, sharing of experiences andréispejoint piloting and evaluation of
projects, and developing a dedicated cadre of psafaals to administer the procéss.

The current dynamics in IBSA are relevant insofahaw these might refract and impact on
the G-5. The IBSA relationship draws from a larggervoir of political will to make it
succeed but there are challenges which relatestoepective roles and interests of the
countries. India brings the most multilateral exgece and has placed great emphasis on
IBSA'’s functional coherence and ability to delitangible results. Indeed, it was India which
suggested the involvement of business which hadteesin the formation of an IBSA
Business Forum (Alden/Vieira 2005). Brazil emphasithe potential for IBSA to become an
incubator for a rejuvenated South and its Presidelat has travelled extensively among
developing countries to make the case for a newoagp to South-South cooperation (De

8 Tswane IBSA Summit Declaration, 17 October 2007.
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Lima/Hirst 2006). South Africa, the smallest of theee, provides the political linkages
among strategic countries of the South and Natgirole as anchor will be critical to the
future of the IBSA alliance, especially in actirgabridge between current and future
members and facilitating dialogue with externatpears (Dupas 2006). For example, both
Russia and China have expressed an interest imgoiBSA. This poses a problem because
of the different bilateral chemistry that existévibeen IBSA and these countries. While China
might be keen, India might be less inclined becafisies growing competitive rivalry with
China, several unresolved bilateral issues andriisi boundary tensions, compounded by
the fact that China is not a democracy and hasatiqunable human rights record. Brazil and
South Africa both enjoy close ties with China, &alith Africa is the only country in the
whole of Africa that has a BNC with China. Both $tdents Lula and Mbeki have made state
visits to China in May 2004 and November 2006, eesipely. For them China would add
strategic weight, would be a tactical asset andldvraise the profile and amplify the impact
of the alliance, especially as far as IBSA’s globgénda and emphasis on South-South
cooperation is concerned. While India would welcdheinclusion of Russia based on its
close historical ties and the strategic partnersigped in 2000, South Africa and Brazil
might not share this enthusiasm since their relatvith Russia are at an embryonic stage
and therf?might be legitimate concerns about Rsgséligree and credentials as a partner of
the South.

In the G-5 and at first blush, it would seem tlmat presence of Mexico could be a dilemma in
terms of a broader strategic calculus. Mexico hst®hically been locked into the American
sphere of influence and as such, has had a someealiizabid and ambivalent relationship
with its neighbours and generally, with developoogintries depending, of course, on the
regime in power. Under President Vicente Fox, hawew would appear that Mexico’s
foreign policy leanings have become distinctly mioternationalist, witness his participation
at the Gleneagles meeting of the G-8 in July 20@fgre Mexico joined Brazil, China, India,
and South Africa as part of a developing countiig.aMexico has also come to play an
important role in trade matters both in its neaonal as well as in the WTO. It has helped to
strengthen Latin American forums for political cahation and cooperation, such as the Rio
group and has provided momentum in sub-regionaativies such as the Tuxtla Mechanism
and the Puebla-Panama Plan which, with Mexico,rpm@tes countries of Central America
and the Caribbean. Its international credentiatb@adibility have been further enhanced by
a Partnership Treaty with the EU, its participatioPEC, and a growing trade engagement
with the economic powers of the Asia-Pacific. Qfcaluntries in Africa, Mexico has close
relations with South Africa. In 2001, the countnmes into operation the Mechanism for
Consultations on Issues of Mutual Interest as ansieépromoting greater collaboration in
social development, education, science and tecgpoéir and maritime transportation,
agriculture and tourism. In addition Mexico is alsmember of the OECD club of
industrialized countries, while South Africa enjogahanced engagement’ as a precursor to
full membership.

There is more that binds the G-5 in this common HDrprise than divides them.
Fundamentally, they share the normative constthetisconstitute the bedrock of
multilateralism and global governance. This embdddNA makes for a genetic code of
shared values, ideas, and principles. The ingditatized IBSA platform certainly provides
useful synergies but the two year experience ashaesyof the G-5 should positively assist

° The following are relevant and appear in the sisige ofinternational Affairs;82:1, January 2006: S Neil
Macfarlane, “The ‘R’ in BRICS: is Russia and emaggpower” 41-57; Amrita Narlikar, “Peculiar
chauvinism or strategic calculation? Explaining tlegotiating strategy of a rising India” 59-76; and
Rosemary Foot, “Chinese strategies in a US-hegengdobal order: accommodating and hedging,” 77-94.

14



mutual learning and the building of trust and cdefice that will be salutary for cooperation
at other levels and global forums. The big chaketigpugh is to ensure that the societies of
the G-5 become part of the discourse and thatliéngesults flow in the four areas that
define the G-5 and G-8 interface. Societal accegtamd building norms of social citizenship
across these countries with very diverse politicdiures will be a test. Mechanisms must be
created for developing what Habermas (1998) cadliedtive affinity’ which encourage the
emergence of groups outside the circles of goventianed elites so far involved in the HDP.
Thus professional bodies, social policy expertsgemfrom civil society and so on must
become an alternate epistemic community in ordentech the dialogue but also to act as a
critical sounding board. The legitimacy of the HBdld be significantly enhanced by
making it more participatory, inclusive, accessihe open.

3.2 Interestsand objectives of the G-8

While all members have agreed to the HDP, the &eBvided on the medium-term prospects
for the summit architecture. Leaders from Britana &rance advocate formal enlargement to
a G-13. Although Russia has not taken a clearipasi the current debate, it has promoted
formal G8 enlargement before. President Putin BHsdfor India’s formal inclusion into the
summit architecture and also supported official inership status of China and Brazil after
the Russian summit of 2006. The U.S. and Japanlaaor the status quo. Accordingly,
attitudes towards the HDP among G-8 countries VEmg. reformist camp hopes to translate
progress through institutionalized dialogue intovfal membership whereas the status quo
group wants to prevent exactly this dynamic. Thestbn within the G-8 could create serious
problems for the HDP. This may already show at2®@8 summit in Japan. To balance the
exclusive focus on the five Heiligendamm countris&gan has decided to also invite
Australia, Indonesia and South Korea. This maynberpreted as an unfriendly act by the G-5
and negatively affect their commitment to the HDIB.matter how they stand on formal
enlargement, G-8 leaders seem not prepared, gidmsin time, to entertain the idea of a
genuine overhaul of the global governance architecinstead, they apparently wish to
integrate emerging powers into the existing franmévad multilateral institutions which
reflects Western dominance.

3.3 Outlook

It is obvious that the HDP is a highly ambivalex¢eeise for all participants. While there are
areas of converging interests, contradictions betvibe G-8 and G-5 seem to dominate. By
comparing the G-5 position paper with the jointldestion of the German G-8 presidency
and the G-5, Riestra (2007) has provided an infdapalysis of the compromise reached by
the two country groupings. The G-5 paper emphasexdsology transfer and pays less
attention to the protection of innovation and ilgetual property rights while development
ranks high in both documents. The investment amdggrissues are strongly emphasized in
the G-8/G-5 declaration but assume a rather madkesin the G-5 paper. Three major issues
of importance to the G-5 are excluded altogethmnfthe HDP agenda: reform of global
governance institutions, international trade angdration.

The biggest mistake the G-8 could make is taking i@terest in continued interaction for
granted without reflecting on their specific perspees and expectations. The Heiligendamm
Process can only bring about progress if it operasea dialogue of equals where both sides
are ready to search for new modalities and newtantige ground in cooperative
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multilateralism. It is not clear yet if G-8 diplommahas fully understood the challenges this
represents.

The HDP comes at a critical juncture of global ficdi Emerging powers are challenging the
traditional positions of Western countries in theernational order. Deepening political
interaction with industrialized countries is onlyeoof several options which they can pursue.
South-South cooperation, as in IBSA, and regiomagration, e.g. through the East Asia
Summit or Mercosur, are gaining increasing attentithere may be only a small window of
opportunity for reform of the summit architectuesfdre middle/emerging powers from the
South seize alternative strategic opportunitie® Hbkiligendamm Process must deliver
tangible benefits for the developing world if theBGs to remain an attractive counterpart of
dialogue and policy coordination in the eyes of@®&. What are the prospects for success
until the summit of 2009? A fundamental divergebhetwveen G-8 and G-5 exists in different
notions of legitimacy each side associates wittHB®. While industrialized countries stress
input legitimacy in keeping the process fluid ap@ie-ended, the G-5 are mainly interested in
output legitimacy, i.e. concrete results which vabrdquire significant policy shifts of the G-8
in areas such as trade, financing for developnetet;national labour mobility or voting

rights in international financial institutions. Withis may seem highly unlikely in the
immediate future, it is still too early to predibe final outcome of the HDP.

The HDP has high potential for fostering politidedlogue between the G8 and G5 through
trust-building in an atmosphere of informality. i especially important since the
international debate is more and more shaped bgadyges which incite popular anxieties
and aggravate rivalry between old and emerging pavitence, one of HDP’s major merit
could be to reduce destructive tensions in theailsysstem and open up avenues of
cooperative multilateralism with a clear focus @egsing global problems. The issue of
summit reform will, however, need a new concertiéoreafter the HDP comes to an end in
2009. Any modification of the summit architectunest recognize the paramount importance
of the United Nations as universal cornerstonawnfdnd effective multilateralism. Europe is
faced with a special challenge in the quest foitafle global governance. It must relinquish
out-dated positions of power in the internationatem and accept a relative decline of
formal representation. If member states of the gean Union could agree on reduced voting
rights and collective representation of interestg, in the excecutive boards of the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bankjrtiidluence might still be maintained. A
move towards the G-5 of particular symbolic valweud concern the top positions at IMF
and World Bank. The G-8 could symbolically demoatgtitheir readiness for new forms of
power sharing by accepting suitable candidates trenglobal South for IMF and World
Bank.
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