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Current State of Global Order 
 

• Two aspects of the current state of global order stand out:  
 

1. Global order is more in a flux than in disarray   
 Things still do happen; the order has not broken down.  It is the flux that however is more notable.  

The Year 2018 looks so different from 2017 in terms of challenges and opportunities.  What is in 
store for us in the remaining part of 2018, there is no clear idea.  
 

2. These are Unsettled Times 
 One talks of global connectivity, technology and knowledge boom.  But one is also witness to 

sluggish economic growth and volatility. 
 It is said that technology and capital have rendered national borders irrelevant. On the other side, 

there is growing protectionism, anti-globalisation, rise of nativism, and retreat from global 
responsibility.  US foreign policy under President Donald Trump has become unpredictable.  Even 
close allies are hedging their options. 

 Multilateral institutions, established to ensure global peace and security decades ago, are proved 
ineffective, if not outdated time and again in times of crisis. UN and its institutions stand mute, 
while crises occur outside them.   

 At the same time, non-state actors have emerged as the principal agents of violence and terrorism 
across borders.  Talk of peace and security, variety of non-state actors emerge claiming to be 
stakeholders.  

  
 



The ‘Rising’ Powers 
 

• The term ‘rising’ power is not easily given to a 
precise definition.  Perhaps, it does not 
matter.  So long as they are here and their role 
and influence is increasingly being recognized 
by others. 

• ‘Rising’ powers signify (i) power transition in 
the international system; and (ii) growth of 
multipolarity.  

 



(i) Power transition: 

 In practical terms, power transition means, among many 
others, the followings:  

 - Self-esteem derives from power differentiation.  If the 
rules of the world order have been set by others, and for 
their interests, many of the rules are going to be rejected.   
– It is the voice of many and not the interest of the few that 

should set the global governance agenda. 
– Rising powers have ‘concerns’ and ‘values’ which, in many ways, 

are different from those who had created the present 
institutions and norms of international governance.  These 
‘concerns’ and ‘values’ have historically pertained to issues of 
sovereignty and equity in matters of global governance.   

 



(ii) Multipolarity 

Multipolarity has become an accepted concept to understand contemporary 
international power dynamics – economic and political.  However it should be 
noted  that: 

(i) the present trajectory of multipolarity is neither inevitable nor irreversible. 
And, it is not for the first time that the Westphalian state system is witness to 
multipolarity.  

(ii) A multipolar world is no guarantee of sustainable development, democratic 
functioning and peace.  Multipolarity does not necessarily means democracy 
or decentralization in the international system.   Divergent agendas and 
interests continue to clash leading to proxy wars in Afghanistan, Syria and 
Ukraine.   

(iii) However, more inclusive approaches to issues of global governance are also 
taking place through varieties of multilateral approaches.  A “cooperative 
multipolarity” is desirable and achievable (Antonio Patriota).  The multipolar 
world order has many stakeholders; the fact is that the world is slowly getting 
used to multiple approaches.  

(iv) Unipolarity has not disappeared nor, it stands discredited.  US remains a 
formidable power; and leader of the Liberal world order  The present global 
order is an overlap of unipolar and multipolar realities.   

 



Historical Background 

 
• - India and Brazil have been enthusiastic players in the creation of 

the structure of global governance after the Second World War. 
- Lack of material power; more of a moral leadership – India 

projected itself as the leader of the Afro-Asian decolonised world.  
Brazil embraced multilateralism at the global and regional level.  
They advocated the “universalism of the weak”- Non-Alignment 
and neutralismo interessado during military rule.  

 Adopted principled position.  Mostly they were rule takers and not 
rule makers.  

- Both had greater preoccupation with domestic development and 
regional stability.    

- Brazil – a reluctant regional power; a ‘loner’ – a regional leader 
without followers.  



Liberal Order and Foreign policy goals 

• Economic liberalization and the post-Cold War situation demanded a more 
pro-active engagement with the global institutions.  Goals of foreign policy 
are re-set:   

• Three foreign policy goals for India: (i) enhancement of domestic 
resources and capabilities.  It calls for market access and resources of the 
neighbourhood.  Hence, ‘neighbourhood first’ policy; (ii) regional stability 
is essential for domestic growth and development.  How to stabilize the 
region without appearing  to be intrusive is a challenge for foreign policy 
makers.  (iii) Search for an autonomous role in the global order.   

• Three foreign policy goals for Brazil in the medium and long term: national 
development; an autonomous insertion in the international system; and 
rise as a major power.   

• Post-Cold War:  
– Embrace of the Liberal world order.  Rise of India and Brazil not merely as 

dissident but also positive contributors in matters of global governance i.e. 
global trade, climate change, non-proliferation.      



– Brazil and India are beneficiaries of the Liberal order in the past quarter of a 
century – their economic rise and rising military capability  means their 
acceptance by the existing world order.  Being beneficiaries, there is greater 
pragmatism in their foreign policy.  Global institutions have helped India and 
Brazil rise; but as they rise they find these very institutions out of sync with 
the global balance of power. India and Brazil find existing institutions both 
enabling and constraining.  

– Result is an interesting dichotomy in their behaviour: (i) simultaneous 
acceptance yet dissidence too of the global institutions and norms.  Such 
behaviour is typical of all rising powers.   

– Current turmoil in international relations: rise of China; withdrawal of US; 
rising tension between US and Russia; anti-globalization, anti-immigration, 
nativist trends in the developed world.  (ii) In turmoil, both are looking for 
opportunities.   
• India desires: from being a balancing power to being leading power; and  
• Brazil desires: an autonomous insertion in global political economy. 
This again is typical  to the behaviour of rising powers.    



So, this transition where Brazil and India is evolving from rule takers to rule makers is interesting to watch. India 
and Brazil are both stakeholders yet challengers.  Through their foreign policies, they criticize yet seek 
accommodation.  In the process:  

• India and Brazil might have to offer not mere participation but leadership.  This would demand commitment of resources 
and undertaking of greater responsibility.   

• From being beneficiaries, they may have to generate, sustain and secure public goods. 
• Doubts persist whether and there is domestic debate on how much resources Brazil and India can commit abroad.  Issues 

of domestic development persist; both lack enough bureaucratic and military apparatus to project  power far and wide; 
regional concerns especially in the case of India remain serious.   
 
 

May be I am wrong: 
I think they don’t want everything; they would be happy with few things e.g. a seat in the UN Security Council; India to 

become a normal nuclear power; both Brazil and India to have greater say in global economic and financial matters.   
I think, their focus is and shall remain more on their respective regions.  South Asia is India’s natural habitat; so is South 

American mainland in the case of Brazil, could be even the subregion of South Cone.  The region/subregion is a key 
factor in economic development of Brazil.  Brazil would continue to integrate its immediate neighbourhood through 
trade agreements and  energy and physical infrastructures.   India’s expanding footprints in Indo Pacific especially in 
the Indian Ocean region are worthy to watch and analyze in the coming times.     

If I may say so, foreign policy under Lula had sought, among others, to end Brazil’s reluctant approach towards the region.  
He crafted an activist regional policy and made Brazil launch various regional  mechanisms.  Brazil has always been in a 
sense an inward looking country.  This may not remain so any further.  Of course, Brazil’s regional  geostrategic 
scenario is very different: it faces no existential threats such as from cross-border terrorism; it has no sworn enemies 
or rivals in the region; closet international border, say from Sao Paulo, would be some 2000 kilometres away.    

 



A PARTNERSHIP FOR BRAZIL AND 
INDIA in Global Governance 

 
• Where do the two rising powers viz Brazil and India converge?  Three roles: 
 1. Stakeholders/ Rule-takers to rule-makers:  
 As ‘rising powers’, India and Brazil have acquired global outreach, influence and 

new political-military and economic-technological capabilities which they did not 
possess, say, a quarter century ago.   

 This has implications for global governance.  India and Brazil have more 
opportunities for participation and ability to influence decisions through 
multilateral frameworks.   

 International governance mechanisms have begun to incorporate a larger number 
of participants, as they adopt themselves to the multipolar context; e.g. the quota 
reform in IMF and World Bank, the adoption of sustainable development goals in 
2015, and the Paris agreement to hold global average temperature to well below 
two degree Celsius above the preindustrial level.  India is a stakeholder, for 
instance, in global nuclear non-proliferation; it wants to join the NSG.  Both India 
and Brazil are stakeholders in climate change renewable energy.   

  
 



• 2.Challengers/ Dissidents and critics:   
 As their capabilities rise, India and Brazil challenge the existing mechanisms and 

norms of international governance; the major reason being they want to further 
improve their position in global governance.   The two rising powers are critical of 
the institutions and mechanisms established in another era to sub-serve interests 
of the great powers of another era. India and Brazil remain critical for example of 
the composition and functioning of the UN Security Council or key positions in UN, 
IMF and World Bank still being kept for Americans and Europeans.  

 Rising powers are not rejectionist powers.  They are not standing outside the 
global order.  Their interest lies in working to change, reform, and improve the 
global order.  

 As power differentiation narrows down, dominant and hegemonic powers want 
the rising powers to take on more responsibility – preferably without demanding 
rights.  Rising powers would resist . 

 India is uncomfortable with many aspects of global governance: the evolution of 
humanitarian intervention agenda including R2P; democracy promotion etc.   
 
 



 3.Contributors and Innovators:  
 Both India and Brazil are becoming known for creating new institutions and norms of global 

governance.  Some of the mechanisms include formation of the BRICS including its NDB and the 
CRA; India as a founding member and second largest contributor to the AIIB; India’s consistent 
campaign for a UN convention to fight against terrorism. 

 Rising  sponsorship and participation in plurilateral arrangements for both India and Brazil – G-4, 
BASIC. 

 Modest yet significant contribution: IBSA poverty alleviation fund.   
 IBSA poverty alleviation fund 
• In sum, the engagement of India and Brazil in global governance has only just begun.  It will take 

some more time before its full consequences are revealed.  What ever shape it may take, their 
future in global governance is likely to be significantly very different from their past as well as 
their present. 

• Both India and Brazil can rightfully boast off an agile statecraft.  Their rise would be non-
confrontational.  They are known for their expertise in persuasion and consensus building.  More 
important, both enjoy considerably degree of international  acceptance and credibility – powers 
which abide by the norms of multilateralism and follow rule of law in international relations.  
Thus, both will continue to look for opportunities to enhance their role and influence in global 
governance without adopting a confrontational approach.    



4. Expanding footprints beyond their region: 
 Let me draw your kind attention to another aspect – we talk about it but do little about it. 
 Rising powers are beginning to loom large in the consciousness of far-away regions and communities.  Today, Brazil and India loom large in the 

consciousness of more distant regions and countries.  This looming largeness is at cultural and intellectual level.  Besides, they have broadened their 
diplomatic and political footprints and intensified their investment, trade and technical activities; e.g. growing ties between India and Latin America 
or between Brazil and Africa.   Brazil and India have also been the catalysts of group formation – BRICS, IBSA, G-20 etc.   

 Rising powers see the period since the global financial crisis of 2008 as one of opportunity. 
  
Two tentative observations by way of a  conclusion:   
(i) I have been advocating this for years: it is time that India become part of myriad regional, sub-regional and even inter-regional organisations in the 

LAC in one capacity or another – as member, associate-member, observers, special invitee, guest.  It is already an observer, for instance, in the 
IADB.  Likewise, Brazil need to anchor itself in varieties of mechanisms in far away regions.   

 
(ii) Need to change the mindsets:Yesterday, I spoke of the attitudinal problem which of course need to change. Let me illustrate with a Brazilian example.  

Brazil had announced a ‘science without border’ programme in 2012.  Some 90,000 Brazilians went abroad in five years for undergraduate and 
graduate studies.  This includes some 2100 who chose to study science and management in Hungary, for whatever be the reason.  Only some 1500 
chose to study in East Asia – China, Japan, South Korea.  Perhaps, none chose to come to India.   

India’s own ITEC programme has benefitted several thousands from all over the developing and emerging world.  However, it is a pity that only 55 Brazilians 
came to India in the last seven years fro training in communications, management, defence etc under the ITEC programme.   I 

t seems, in July 2017, Brazilian ambassadors in Beijing, Tokyo and New Delhi wrote to Itamaraty about lack of interest and engagement  with rising powers 
in Asia; and suggested, among others, expanding the strength of diplomatic missions which remain relatively smaller compared to  Brazilians missions 
in Washington DC, London or Paris 

We have more or less the same story as far as India is concerned.  This  is one area that cannot be ignored as Brazil and India enhance their role in global 
governance.     Brazil and India cannot have a distant partnership 

 


