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1. Introduction

The European Union (EU) has established bilateral strategic partnerships with Brazil,
India and South Africa at a similar point in time, namely in the years between 2004 and
2007. Before the year 2003, the EU has maintained only three bilateral strategic partners
(Canada, Japan and the US). With the beginning of the 2000s, the EU abruptly started to
enlarge the ‘group’ of bilateral strategic partners beginning with China in 2003. Later,
India, Brazil, South Africa, Mexico and others joined the ‘group’ of the EU’s bilateral
strategic partners. Hence, the EU has in recent years increasingly established bilateral
strategic partnerships in contrast to its ‘traditional’ biregional relations or biregional
strategic partnerships with other regions or regional organisations. Against the
background of the EU’s tradition of biregional relations combined with only few bilateral
strategic partners, the introduction of more and more bilateral strategic partnerships by
the EU after the year 2003 appeared to be not only sudden but also unusual for the EU:
Some authors consider these new bilateral relationships as a ‘contradictory trend’
(Edwards 2011: 57) ‘[...] between regionalism and differentiated bilateralism’ (Edwards
2011: 57) on the part of the EU. The establishment of the EU’s bilateral strategic
partnerships was not only met with surprise but also with wonder: what makes and
entails a bilateral strategic partnership with the EU? How do the EU’s strategic
partnerships as foreign policy instruments work and how do strategic partners interact?
Why are particular bilateral partners chosen by the EU for a strategic partnership in spite
of already maintaining biregional strategic partnerships representing the EU’s favourite
mode of interacting with other world regions? With respect to the latter question, a strong
consensus emerged over time that the EU’s bilateral strategic partnership after 2003
were established because of the respective partner-countries’ economic rise and
increasing political influence at the international level as well as because of their
predominance in other world regions. However, researchers keep wondering about the
essence, workings and commonalities among these bilateral strategic partnerships
established by the EU after 2003.

The EU'’s strategic partnerships with bilateral partner countries, such as China,
India, Brazil and South Africa, have received increasingly scholarly attention in recent
years. Research on the EU has a strong focus on the EU; its institutions and working
structures as well as its internal policy areas. In addition, scholars interested in the EU
have also focused on the EU’s so called ‘near abroad’ and ‘neighbourhood’ in terms of
aspirant EU-member states and non-aspirant adjacent states to the EU’s borders, for

example in Eastern Europe or the Mediterranean (Edwards 2011: 50-54). Beyond these
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European and bordering confines, the EU has been fostering its interregional relations
with regions or regional organisations for a long time. Be it Asia, Africa or Latin America,
the EU’s relations to other ‘non-European’ world regions is well-known for its biregional
approach: the EU has particularly nourished relations with regional groups or subgroups
of states, often ‘united’ by an institutionalised and organisational framework. The EU’s
relations with the wider world are widely cast as a European attempt to export its own
model of regional cooperation (Edwards 2011: 56-57; Fraser 2007: 215-216; K. Smith
2008: 79-83, 109).

During the same time period, namely the beginning of the new millennium,
scholarly and public attention focused more and more on emerging markets and rising
powers. The BRIC-buzzword, which denotes the economic rise of Brazil, Russia, India
and China as emerging markets and was introduced by the investment bank Goldman
Sachs in 2003 (Wilson/Purushothaman 2003), has ever since caught wide-spread
attention publicly and in academia. For example, scholars interested in International
Relations (IR) depicted these emerging markets as emerging powers against the
background of the international system-structure and the international hierarchy of
power: these emerging powers® are believed to be rising or at least aspiring to great
power status in the coming years and decades. These several (aspiring) major and rising
(regional) powers mostly display high growth rates as well as increasing economic and
political weight. Moreover, Brazil, India and South Africa, which joined up in the IBSA-
Dialogue Forum in 2003, caught increasing attention: scholars and practitioners alike
widely cast these three countries as rising and regional powers located in South/Latin
America, South/Asia and Southern/Africa and deemed them as being similar in terms of
their domestic outlook, regional standing and foreign policy behaviour.

Moreover, coinciding with the end of the Cold War, scholarly attention with
respect to the international system-structure has shifted from the supposed unipolarity
and the dominance of the US’ power at the beginning of the 1990s (Krauthammer 1991:
23; Algieri 2010: 18) to multipolarity: there is a widely shared expectation that the
international system is turning towards multipolarity (e.g., Grant/Valasek 2007; Layne
2006)?. A multipolar system describes an international system with several poles, which
denote great or major powers. As rising powers are believed to be turning into the next
great powers, the topics of multipolarity and rising powers are interlinked. This

interlinkage is commonly depicted as international systemic change and shifting power

! The terms ‘rising power’ and ‘emerging power’, ganerally done, will be used synonymously in this
study.

2 Note that this is an expectation, which is howemet based on a consensus as there are also other
assumptions about the current or coming system (gaglikar 2013: 568).
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hierarchies. This is the point where the EU re-enters the picture. With regard to the
international power hierarchy and systemic change, some authors believe that the EU, in
addition to other powers of the ‘old “political” West' (Herd/Dunay 2010: 4), is in relative
decline vis-a-vis emerging powers (e.g., Herd/Dunay 2010: 4; Narlikar 2013: 563) or
challenged by emerging powers (M. Smith 2013: 653). In this context, there is a sense
that Europe is one of the great powers internationally (Kagan 2008: 3) or that Europe or
the EU will be one of the important ‘poles/centres’ of a multipolar world (Leonard 2007).
Others experts are more cautious in this regard (Grevi 2009: 6, 9; see Ch. 4.2.2.1).

Furthermore, the rise of new powers within a multipolar system takes place
against the background of accelerating globalisation processes. Thereby, the world and
its actors are increasingly interdependent and jointly confronted by global challenges
crossing national and regional boundaries. The increasing linkages between (state and
non-state) actors, policies, issues, nations or regions and, therefore, the mutual
dependence of various actors are circumventing the autonomy of states and their
choices. Furthermore, nation’s independence and their attempts at ‘going it alone’ are
restricted in scope and efficacy in a multipolar, increasingly globalised, interdependent
world confronted with transnational challenges.

Additionally, it has been observed that strategic partnerships are on the rise since
the end of the Cold War (Nadkarni 2010: 45; Renard 2011: 7; Renard 2013b: 302). Thus,
whereas alliances seem to be on halt, strategic partnerships have been propagating
(Renard/Rogers 2011: 3).

Against this background, the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships (after 2003) are
widely depicted as relations between Europe and rising and/or regional powers (e.g.,
Renard/Rogers 2011). Rising powers are seen as challenging other powers such as the
US or European member states. Whereas these rising powers rise, the US or Europe,
for example, are believed to lose in relative power (e.g., Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011,
Renard/Biscop 2012b). However, even though a broad consensus can be identified in
the literature (see Ch. 2) that the EU’s strategic partnerships with bilateral countries
(after 2003) are linked to rising and/or regional powers, multipolarity and
interdependence, there are still several important research gaps (see Ch. 2): firstly, the
relation between biregional and bilateral strategic partnerships is questioned. Secondly,
even though there is a hunch as to why the strategic partnerships were formed with the
respective countries, there is yet no consensus on the commonalities of the strategic
partnerships. Hence, it is not understood if the strategic partnerships as foreign policy
frameworks — despite the diversity of policy areas covered and partner-countries

concerned — share similarities. In this context, more and more case studies of singular
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strategic partnerships of the EU, have been investigated but a theory-led comparative
perspective can still be enhanced to the end of systematically uncovering a potential
common rationale of the EU’s (bilateral) strategic partnerships (after 2003). What is
more, there is still a specific lack of knowledge on the EU’s strategic partnerships with
Brazil, India and South Africa despite the fact that they are often deemed very similar

countries with comparable foreign policies and interests.

Overall, it is still hardly understood as to what makes a bilateral strategic
partnership a strategic partnership (established after the year 2003) on the part of the EU
and particularly in the cases of Brazil, India and South Africa. Linked to this, it is poorly
understood how the EU and its bilateral partner-countries interact as strategic partners.
These questions link up to research gap(s) in the state of the art, to which the present
study aims to contribute. In brief, the following two main research questions will guide the

project’s research endeavour:

* What makes the EU’s bilateral strategic partnership a strategic partnership in the
respective cases of Brazil, India and South Africa and from a comparative
perspective?

 How do the EU and Brazil, India and South Africa interact as strategic partners

(respectively and in comparative perspective)?

The study argues that the EU’s strategic partnershi ps with Brazil, India and
South Africa are strategic alliances forming part o f the strategy of cooperating
while competing and social relationships, which are foreign policy tools of social
power, particularly reward power (including positive incen tives) and legitimate

power (legitimate position power and legitimate aut hority).

The main goal of this dissertation is to understand and theorise. Instead of
providing a definition, this project will offer a conceptualisation in terms of a conceptual

model of the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa.

This dissertation understands and conceptualises the three cases of the EU’s
strategic partnerships — EU-Brazil; EU-India and EU-South Africa — as strategic alliances
and social relationships between an established/traditional (external) actor and emerging
regional powers. Based on self-interest, the strategic alliances form part of the strategy
of cooperating while competing. Hence, strategic partners do both: cooperate and

compete. Moreover, strategic partnerships are both status/condition and a process. The
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process may also entail socialisation efforts by the partners in order alleviate mutual
understanding and, ultimately, policy adaptation. The strategic partners try to coordinate
and ideally adapt their policies in various issue areas in order to (be able to) shape
international politics. At the same time, the strategic partners compete for power and
status. All agents try to engage their strategic partners at the bilateral, regional and
international (global) levels, whereby the EU also tries to manage the rise of emerging
regional powers. Whereas Brazil, India and South Africa try to increase power, the EU
attempts to maintain power. Furthermore, their respective strategic partnerships are
linked to demonstrating power in the context of prestige. Moreover, strategic
partnerships imply a status recognition strategy followed by all agents. The strategic
partners have the power to reward status and recognition. The structurally-grounded and
socially-positioned power statuses of the study’s agents inform their social status and
social group membership within the international society of states. Drawing on this social
status and social group membership, the EU and Brazil, India and South Africa possess
reward power and legitimate power (potential) in terms of legitimate position power and
legitimate authority. In this context, the EU builds on its legitimate power in socially
constructing a social group of strategic partners. Thus, the EU follows a strategy of

(social) labelling and branding.

By investigating the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and
South Africa, this research seeks to address several of the previously indicated research
gaps and, thereby, contribute to knowledge at three conjunctures: first and most
importantly, it aims to create and add to knowledge on the EU’s strategic partnerships as
foreign policy tools, which are usually taken ‘for granted’ or act as an empty signifier. The
study, thereby, transcends the predominant single-country view of the EU’s strategic
partnerships. The second major research gap concerns the understanding of the EU’s
international actor-ness, the EU’s power and its foreign policy tools when it comes to the
EU’'s external relations reaching beyond its neighbourhood and beyond interregional
relations. Thereby, the EU-centred view of the EU, namely limiting analysis to the EU’s
confines and its immediate ‘neighbourhood’, is transcended. Hence, this study
represents an important contribution to research on the EU as a foreign policy actor in
the ‘wider’ international system. Thirdly, the study expands the body of literature on
regional and/or rising powers by looking at their interaction with external and established
powers at the nexus of regional and international levels. Hence, this study does not only
look at the EU’s view but also analyses the view of the emerging powers on the strategic

partnerships concerned.



The results from this study may be of interest to different communities. Firstly, the
project’s results on the EU’s strategic partnerships as foreign policy tools may be
fascinating to scholars working from an IR- and/or a European Studies perspective. IR-
scholars may consider the EU’s strategic partnerships as a case study for further
investigating strategic partnerships as foreign policy tools and the underlying foreign
policy strategies of the strategic partners at hand. This may be especially the case
against the background of research on regional/ rising powers and their interaction with
extra-regional or established powers. Yet, it may also inform research on strategic
partnerships formed by other kinds of actors as strategic partnerships as foreign policy
instruments appear to have generally increased in importance. What is more, the present
study combines an IR- with a cross-regional perspective, which could be stimulating for
both IR-scholars as well as Area or country specialists. Moreover, experts on Brazilian,
Indian or South African foreign policy may be interested in this specific facet of relations
with the EU, particularly against the background of research focusing on the similarities
of the IBSA-countries. Furthermore, experts working on the EU, particularly on its foreign
policy and external relations with countries and regions beyond the ‘near abroad’, may
want to dig into research on the EU’s strategic partnerships. This is due to the fact that
the latter have emerged as a foreign policy instrument frequently used by the EU for its
relations with these bilateral partner-countries located in other world regions, which have
traditionally been covered by the EU’s biregional approach to external relations.
Secondly, as the study incorporates an analytic eclectic approach, IR-researchers using
a particular theoretical paradigm can find a theoretical building bloc to focus on — be it
neoliberalism, neo-/realism or constructivism. Thirdly, the study builds bridges to
international business and management as well as sociology. Particularly, the
sociological perspective could be of interest to Social Constructivists due to their
similarities in research perspectives and issues. Fourthly, as the study utilises a vast
amount of qualitative expert-interviewing data material on three different strategic
partnerships, its results may also be of interests to practitioners and foreign policy-
makers from all strategic partners concerned. Thereby, the study provides conceptual
understanding on and fruitful empirical insights from/for both sides of the ‘strategic
partnership’-coin; the EU as well as Brazil, India and South Africa respectively.
Practitioners may want to look into ‘their’ cases of strategic partnerships or compare

them to the other cases.

By understanding and theorising the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India
and South Africa, the project engages in middle-range theory-building (signifying

empirically-rich theoretical knowledge). To this end, the study will build an abductively-
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derived (non-causal, constitutive) conceptual model consisting of theoretical building
blocks. This model will be based on a scientific realist meta-theoretical fundament, which
serves to investigate the underlying dimensions of the strategic partnerships. Thereby, it
will follow realist social theory and a morphogenetic approach, which sees agency and
structure in a dual relationship. This dual view of the agency-structure-relationship is
believed to be helpful in understanding the EU’s strategic partnerships. The realist social
perspective will be incorporated into the conceptual model by using Margaret Archer’s
morphogenetic approach of pre-existing structures and socially interacting agents.
Archer's morphogenetic approach will be fruitfully combined with Goertz’
(Goertz/Mahoney’s) (yet non-causal) concept-building of a family resemblance model
focusing on the basic and secondary levels. It is especially the secondary level, where
the common rationale and similarities among the three cases of the EU’s strategic
partnerships are assumed to be found.

As a result, this study will not focus on the strategic partnerships as an outcome
and investigate certain variables connected to this outcome in a positivist manner.
Instead, it will engage in constitutive theorising by building a non-causal model. The
abductive research strategy entails that the conceptual model is built on both deductive
and inductive inferences. This has the benefit that the model will be theoretically derived
and empirically embedded.

In order to make ‘full’ sense of the strategic partnerships against the background
of a lack of pre-existing knowledge in terms of a theorisation of strategic partnerships,
the study opts for holistic research and an exploratory research strategy. From this
follows, that this dissertation chooses an analytic eclectic approach in ‘filling’ the
morphogenetic scientific realist social theoretical model of the EU’'s strategic
partnerships. In order not to blank out possibly relevant factors to the phenomenon’s
understanding from the outset, an analytic eclectic approach building on a combination
of IR-paradigmatic theories appears to be wise. The project builds on (limited) neoliberal,
neo-/realist and social constructivist modules. Furthermore, the study will be enriched by
insights from international business and management as well as sociology. Both
perspectives and their modules for the analytic eclectic model are deemed useful in the
project’s research endeavour in terms of a better understanding of the EU’s strategic

partnerships and the study’s overall goal of creating new knowledge.

Two Research Steps
There are essentially two research steps in this study, which will help with the study’'s
research goal of understanding the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and

South Africa. The abductive research strategy informs the project’s research proceeding:
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the first step of the study is to derive deductive inferences, while the second step
concentrates on the inductive inferences. Firstly, the study will build an analytical model
via a concept-template being based on the morphogenetic scientific realist social
theoretical view. This concept-template will provide for a dual view of the agency-
structure relationship, which is deemed helpful in understanding the EU’s strategic
partnerships. This concept-template will be filled with deductive inferences and ends with
a deductively-derived analytical model of the EU’s strategic partnership with Brazil, India
and South Africa. Secondly, this analytical model will be applied (not tested) to the three
case studies on the respective strategic partnerships between the EU and Brazil, India
and South Africa in the second step of the dissertation. Thereby, inductive inferences will
be made. The individual results from the three case studies will be cross-compared in a
subsequent step following a comparative perspective (not method) in order to achieve
(limitedly) generalisable results. These cross-case-applicable inductive inferences and
results will then be fused into the analytical model. This is the last step for finishing this
project by arriving at a conceptual model of the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil,
India and South Africa, which is believed to answer the two main guiding research

guestions.

Outline of the Chapters
In order to outline the structure of this dissertation, the study is divided into eight
chapters.

— Chapter One is the present chapter providing the introduction to the study’s
research topic.

— Chapters Two, Three and Four are the ‘preparatory chapters’ of this dissertation
in terms of a) revisiting the research topic in terms of research puzzle and
research gap(s) (Chapter Two); b) grounding and delimiting the study in terms of
meta-theory, the agency-structure-relationship, the study’s levels as well as
providing first delimitations of research perspectives and of strategic partnerships
(Chapter Three); and c) indicating the mode and proceeding of middle-range
theory-building blocks and concept-building as well as clarifying the study’s
assumptions about structure and agency (Chapter Four).

— Chapter Five contains the before mentioned first step of the dissertation: the
deductive inferences for building an analytical model of the EU’s strategic
partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa.

— Chapter Six is an interposed chapter preparing for analysis in the second step of

the dissertation (inductive inferences). It elaborates on the study’'s overall



research design and methodological considerations. Furthermore, it provides
guidance on foreign policy-making on the EU’s strategic partnerships with a
special emphasis on EU-foreign policy. Moreover, the modes of data selection,
collection, analysis and interpretation will be indicated.

— Chapter Seven represents the second step of the dissertation providing for the
inductive inferences from the three individual cases and the cross-case
comparative perspective in terms of common patterns among the EU-Brazil, EU-
India and EU-South Africa strategic partnerships.

— Chapter Eight concludes, assesses results and provides an outlook both in terms

of implications for science and practice.

More specifically, after this introduction (Chapter One) to the study as a whole, |
will revisit the previously briefly mentioned research strands being relevant to the
strategic partnerships in Chapter Two on the State of the Art. | will concentrate on
summarising and discussing the arguments according to five strands being interwoven in
this study. Firstly, the EU’s foreign-policy and power transcending its ‘neighbourhood’
and its biregional relations will be addressed. Secondly, | will elaborate on multipolarity,
rising powers and (world) regions. Thirdly, the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships being
the prime object of research interest to this study will be approached. Fourthly, the EU’s
strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa will be the focus of attention.
Fifthly, it will be made mentioning of strategic partnerships from an IR-perspective and as
a general non-EU social phenomenon in international politics. Thereby, | will be able to
show the existing research gap(s), which my study intends to fill or to contribute to.

In Chapter Three, | will start with the theoretical part of my study. The theoretical
part of the study is, overall, dedicated to the first part of the dissertation: the deductively-
derived (theoretical) building of an analytical model of the EU’s strategic partnerships
with Brazil, India and South Africa. Chapter 3.1 makes a start by addressing the study’s
meta-theoretical considerations and the agency-structure-relationship. In this context,
scientific realism is used as a basis and Structuration theory will be transcended by
turning to realist social theory. Furthermore, the study meta-theoretically combines in an
analytic eclectic manner (limited) neoliberalism, neo-/realism and (social) constructivism.
Moreover, | will delimit my study with respect to the perspective of European Studies and
outline its contributions regarding particular research areas. Thereby, macro- and meso-
levels including the structure and agency of the study will be desighated and important

delineations will be made. In this study the EU will be viewed as a traditional/established®

% The terms traditional power* and ,established powvill be used interchangeably.



(extra-regional) power. Brazil, India and South Africa will be seen as emerging regional
powers. Chapter 3.2 will provide first evidence on the EU’s strategic partnership by
considering the EU’s European Security Strategy (ESS) as the major EU-document in
the context of its foreign and security policy. Furthermore, strategic partnerships will be
delimited from other common concepts in IR, such as balancing and bandwagoning.
Thirdly, first building blocks to the concept of a strategic partnership will be considered
by looking at the terms ‘strategy’ and ‘partnership’.

Chapter Four is dedicated to developing the template for concept-building. To this
end, Chapter 4.1 takes preliminary steps in introducing to middle-range theoretical
building blocks and concept-building. It will further clarify the nature of the two main
research questions (‘what'? and ‘how'?). Moreover, the basic model template will be
introduced (Figure 2). It will go on by explaining why and how the conceptual template on
the combination of Archer’'s morphogenetic approach and Goertz’ multi-level and multi-
dimensional family resemblance model will be based. Finally, it will arrive at the
morphogenetic scientific realist social theoretical concept-template (Figure 3). Chapter
4.2 will clearly state the study’s assumptions about structure and agency. These
assumptions will be (later) filled into Figure 3.

Chapter Five is devoted to understanding the strategic partnerships between the
EU and Brazil, India and South Africa as foreign policy tools deriving the deductive
inferences for the first part of the dissertation. Chapter 5.1 will adapt the notion ‘strategic
alliance’. This is the first dimension of understanding strategic partnerships. To this end,
the subchapter will first understand alliances’ features of competition and cooperation.
Next, it will revisit literature on (strategic) alliances in order to make out their basic
features. As strategic alliances (between companies) are also known in international
business and management, the study turns to this perspective in order to gain at best
fresh insights on the phenomenon of strategic partnerships. This will introduce the
strategy of cooperating while competing, whereby strategic alliances form part thereof.
Against this background, | will try to make sense of actor’s interests and strategies.
There are two main dimensions to their interests: firstly, strategic alliance-partners are
interested in policy coordination including cooperation and adaptation. This is the
cooperative dimension of the strategic partnership as a strategic alliance. Secondly, the
partners aim for power and (power-) status in terms of keeping or increasing as well as
demonstrating power. This is the competitive element of the strategic partnerships as
strategic alliances. To this end, they follow a range of strategies: the EU follows a
management/ engagement strategy of emerging regional powers. Furthermore, it seeks
status recognition as an international actor and partner (power status recognition

strategy). Brazil, India and South Africa as emerging regional powers also follow a power
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status recognition strategy but in terms of their reaching for more (particularly major)
power and status. In addition, all strategic partners follow a power demonstration
strategy in the context of prestige. In a conclusion, it will become clear that strategic
alliances may also have a dimension of a social relationship among partners. This
presents the connecting passage to Chapter 5.2, where strategic partnerships are
understood as social relationships and foreign policy tools of social power. This
constitutes the second dimension to the understanding of strategic partnerships. This
subchapter introduces a pronounced sociological perspective in perceiving the
international system as a social structure and an international society of socially inter-
/acting actors. Following this view, actors do not only have material capabilities or
structural power but also social power. Social power builds on a diagonal view of power
having a structural (material) basis but a social dimension as well. This social power is
built on the social positioning/status of an actor within the international society of states.
Socially-positioned actors form un- and intentionally social (sub-)groups. Strategic
partnerships are then understood as social relationships representing a limitedly
institutionalised form of social interaction. This social relationship is distinct from the
basic social interaction of actors in the international society of states. The further attempt
of understanding social relationships then introduces the concept of social power being a
relational view of power. Yet, in difference to relational power, social power may be both
power as a means and power as an end. This leads over to understanding social power
as a means, which results in the import of the ‘bases of power’-approach. Ultimately,
Chapter 5.3 arrives at the deductively-derived analytical model of the EU’s strategic
partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa via the insertion of the various theoretical
building blocks from Chapter 5 and the assumption from Chapter 4.2 (Figure 4).

Chapter Six represents the chapter on the study’s research design and
methodology. It prepares for analysis in Chapter 7. It consists of three sections. Chapter
6.1 outlines the study’s general research design. After making preliminary meta-
theoretical considerations, it will make mentioning of an overall exploratory, qualitative
and interpretative design. Moreover, the meeting of an abductive model with qualitative
data will be discussed. The study uses a case study method with a cross-case and
cross-regional perspective (not method). As a result, the qualitative sampling in terms of
the study’'s small-n sample against the background of the universe of cases and case
selection considerations will be debated. As the study does not employ the comparative
method, its rigid case selection criteria need not be met. However, the study will opt for
an approximation to the strategy of selecting ‘diverse cases’: this is done in light of its
attempt to arrive at a conceptual model, which could be possibly used in other cases of

the EU’s strategic partnerships. The foregoing notwithstanding, the choice of Brazil, India

11



and South Africa is also based on a cross-regional perspective, which is deemed to
fruitfully contribute to a possibly more generalisable perspective of the EU’s strategic
partnerships. After having demonstrated the relevance of the cases, the analytical steps
in undertaking the case studies will be outlined. This also needs reference to Foreign
Policy Analysis. The subchapter ends with contouring the study’s time frame (2003-
December 2010) and a conclusion. Chapter 6.2 provides an overview of foreign policy-
making from an EU-perspective and, particularly, against the background of the Treaty of
Lisbon. Briefly, the foreign ministries in Brazil, India and South Africa are denoted.
Chapter 6.3 foresees the elaboration on the proceeding and particularities of data
selection and collection. Thereby, the extensive field research in terms of expert
interviewing will be outlined. In a final step, the modes of data analysis and interpretation
agains the background of a Qualitative Content Analysis will be indicated and explained.

Chapter Seven constitutes the chapter where the results of the empirical analysis
are provided. This is second part of the dissertation. The before developed analytical
model will then be applied to the three cases as an analytical framework. This is where
the reader can find the three case studies (EU-Brazil; EU-India and EU-South Africa) and
the cross-case comparative perspective. Every case study will start by offering an
overview of the respective strategic partnership. There, | will also make brief reference to
the biregional relations and — if existent — biregional strategic partnerships. Every case
study will be first analysed individually. The cross-case comparison will only take place in
a subsequent step, which identifies common patterns among cases. Overall, this chapter
will provide the cross-case-derived, inductive results for the conceptual model and
theory-building. In a final step, the (cross-case) inductive findings will be fused into the
analytical model and the deductive and inductive parts of the conceptual model will
finally be ‘merged’ (Figure 5).

The final chapter — Chapter Eight — will contain the conclusions of the study.
Firstly, | will revisit the main arguments and main results by drawing broader
conclusions, partly against the background of the study’s research goals, major assets
and contributions to the field of research and the existing body of knowledge. On this
basis, | will also indicate possible fruitful areas for future research. Secondly, the study’s
limitations will be assessed. Thirdly, the final chapter will briefly draw broader

implications for practice.
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2. State of the art

In the introduction to this study | have made clear that my research interest lies in the
EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa. In the first part of the
chapter | will lead the reader to the research puzzle inherent to these strategic
partnerships indicating my research interest in this particular topic. In the second part of
this chapter | will elaborate on the state of the art regarding the EU’s strategic
partnership with Brazil, India and South Africa. By outlining the different research strands
relevant to this topic | will be able to demonstrate the research gap(s) | intend to

contribute to with this project.

2.1 The puzzle: The EU’s bilateral strategic partne  rships with ‘rising powers’

The EU has initially only nurtured bilateral strategic partnerships with the US, Canada
and Japan. Besides, it has predominantly followed a biregional approach in its external
relations beyond its own European confines, such as with the Latin American and
Caribbean states (LAC) or with African countries as a group or subgroups. Yet, bilateral
strategic partnerships appear to have increasingly become a very favourite instrument
for the EU in the pursuit of its external relations. Almost from one day to the next, the EU
‘suddenly’ introduced one bilateral strategic partnership after the other. Its strategic
partnerships with bilateral partners have been proliferating after the year 2003. By and
by, the EU established strategic partnerships with China, India, South Africa, Braazil,
Mexico and South Korea. This newer group of the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships
has been dubbed as ‘rising’ or ‘regional powers’, particularly against the background of
buzzwords such as BRIC(S), IBSA and emerging markets*. As a result, the EU’s bilateral
strategic partnerships are widely cast as partnerships with rising or regional powers in
the context of multipolarity, systemic change and the ascendance of emerging powers.
Yet it is still not understood as to what bilateral strategic partnerships between the EU
and individual countries or the group of strategic partners actually entail. However, it is
not understood as to a) what makes a (bilateral) strategic partnership with the EU and
these countries (individually and collectively) a strategic partnership; as well as b) how
do strategic partners actually interact and which powers are at work between strategic

partners.

“1 will elaborate on these ‘buzzwords’ in the cauds this chapter.
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In brief, strategic partnerships are, thus, increasingly used by the EU in the
conduct of its foreign and external relations. However, there is hardly a theoretically-
derived or conceptual understanding as to what a strategic partnership in foreign policy
actually constitutes. What makes a (bilateral) strategic partnership a strategic
partnership, particularly as a foreign policy instrument for the EU? What are the
purposes of the strategic partnerships with these bilateral partners established after the
year 2003? And how do the strategic partners — the EU and the (presumably) rising

powers - interact as strategic partners?

This conglomerate of linked questions on the nature and workings of the EU’s
bilateral strategic partnerships with rising powers (established after 2003) constitutes the
present study’s research puzzle. This research puzzle links up to various (somewhat
isolated but actually interlinked) research strands, on which will be elaborated in the
following subchapters. These research strands lead up to linked research gap(s),

whereby the present study strives to contribute to the filling of this gap(s).

2.2 Approaching the research gap(s)

In revisiting the literature on the EU’s strategic partnerships, | will, firstly, make
mentioning of the EU’s foreign policy beyond its neighbourhood and Interregionalism.
This is due to the fact that the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships have been debated in
light of the EU’s ‘classic’ biregional foreign policy approach. In this context, | will review
the debate around the EU’s power status and its foreign policy tools at hand. Secondly, |
will revisit the literature strand on multipolarity, rising and regional powers as well as
(world) regions. Thereby, | will assess in how far it accounts for the interaction between
these regional or emerging powers and actors such as the EU. Thirdly, | will address the
debates on the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships as a whole. This subchapter will
show that the authors point to the special standing of the EU’s strategic partners in
particular world regions as well as at the global level. This argument links up with
research in a different field, namely on so called regional (great or leading) and emerging
powers known from subchapter 2.2.2. Fourthly, | will particularly make mentioning of the
literature on the EU’s (individual) strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South
Africa because these countries will be part of the case studies in the analytical part of my
work. It is worth noting that with regards to point three and four, | will consider literature
on both of the partners’ perspectives on the respective strategic partnerships. It means
that | will not only address authors analysing the EU-view but the view from the

respective strategic partners as well. Last but not least, | will examine very general
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accounts on strategic partnerships in International Relations (if existent). In a conclusion,
| will summarise the various arguments and highlight where the research gap(s) emerge

and where the present study aims to add to the research picture.

2.2.1 EU-foreign policy and power beyond its ‘neigh  bourhood’ and biregional

relations

Studies on EU foreign policy are very much dominated by analyses on EU-candidate
countries as well as the EU’s ‘neighbourhood’ or its ‘near abroad’. Concepts such as the
‘Europeanisation’ (Sedelmeier 2011) of particular accession countries as well as new EU
member states feature quite high in this context. When it comes to the EU's foreign
policy beyond its neighbourhood, research in the academic field of ‘European Studies’
centres on the question of whether the EU constitutes an international actor as it is
lacking a Joint Foreign and Security Policy (e.g., actorness vs. presence-discussion®); on
internal procedures (e.g., agenda-setting function of EU-Member States or Council
Presidencies®) and the role or nature of the EU's power (which is dominated by norm-
based approaches: normative power, civilian power’), especially in its neighbourhood
and at the international level. Furthermore, in the academic field of International
Relations the EU has often been represented by its ‘big’ and influential Member States
(Great Britain, France and Germany), whereas the EU as a whole has rather been

neglected. Yet more recently, there is a sense that the EU could be positioned as one of

® In brief, the analysis of the EU’s external ralas is complicated by the fact that the EU gengialho
single homogeneous international actor (Schuki@@72 128; Maull 2005; 791-792). As Smith (2007: #39
puts it, the EU is to be regarded as [...] firstsallf)system of international relations in itselfcaed a
major element in the general processes of inteynatirelations, and finally an embryonic power i t
international arena’ (Smith 2007: 439; Hill/SmitA(5: 398). This puzzle is linked to the questiorethier
the EU is to be perceived in terms of ‘agency’ ather of a ‘structure’ (Hill 2003: 26-27; Cremer(B0
53). It has resulted in an own thread of EU-redeaddressing the question of the EU’s ‘actornesssws
‘presence’ analysing the EU’'s (international) actapability (Hill 1993: 308-309). Whereas the first
concept denotes an active actor capability and wigEU ‘does’, the latter concept rather refera tmore
passive actor capability and what the EU ‘is’. Tikisinked to the question whether the EU actstsmwn
as well as strategically frames policies or wheih@nly adapts, reacts on behalf of and dragsrukhs
member states (Leonard 2007: 53-54). These conbaptsbeen extended (by developing criteria) ireord
to assess the EU'’s ‘(external policy) impact’ (Gieg 2001: 48) independently from its actorneg®eing

or having) power(s) or force(s) (Ginsberg 2001:486-52; Maull 2005: 778; Hill/Smith 2005: 402-404,
406). However, there is a growing common understandhat the EU is slowly emerging as an
international actor employing increasingly cohesavel effective policies (Leonard 2007: 35; Smitl®20
439).

® For example, Bunse (2009): 3.

" Several different terms and concepts have beendinted to describe the EU’s (soft) power as weita
influence in and beyond its neighbourhood; for eplanthe EU’s ‘structural power’ (Smith 2007: 441,
Hill/Smith 2005: 404), ‘external governance’ (SmRB07: 448; Schimmelpfennig/Sedelmeier 2004: 661;
Lavenex 2004), ‘civilian’ or ‘normative power’ aselas ‘norm exporter’ (Smith 2007: 442, 450; Lasen
2004: 684; Maull 2005: 779; Sjursen 2006), ‘transfative power’ (Leonard 2007: 36; Dannreuther 2006)
‘magnetic power’ (Lavenex 2004: 684) or the EU’'sa\gtational pull’ (Maull 2005: 782).
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the great powers or (possible) ‘poles’ in the international (multipolar) system though still
lacking a joint foreign policy (Leonard 2007; Grant/Valasek 2007: Grevi 2009%).
Additionally, the EU has rather been favouring and advocating bi- or interregional
relations in the past® (K. Smith 2008: 79-98), which are relations between two regions
(Soderbaum/Stalgren 2010b: 4-5; 6). Consequently, the increase in (bilateral) strategic
partnerships represents a shift in policy strategy away from the EU's preferred strategy of
interregional relations to intensified relations with bilateral partners (K. Smith 2008: 83;
Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 381). Against this background, the strategic partnerships,
being established by the EU as a contested international actor, appear as an empirical

puzzle.

The bottom line points to the missing links between (EU-) regional studies and the
international level as well as its relations with non-EU ‘regional powers’ as bilateral
‘partners’. Studies on the EU's wider international role suffer from a tendency towards a
Eurocentric view. At the same time, although the EU is believed to be or to become one
of the major poles in a (future multipolar) international system, there is a lack of
understanding of how the EU as an international actor interacts with other countries and
organisations beyond its neighbourhood and its interregional relations. Whereas the EU
can use its ‘hegemonic power’ (Hyde-Price 2006: 226) regarding the EU-membership
process (ibid., 226-227), the question is how the EU interacts as an international actor
and a possible great power with other influential actors. Generally, there is a bias
towards norm-based instruments in the context of the civilian and normative power-
accounts. But does the EU only rely on soft power? As these new regional powers gain
power and do not strive for EU-membership, the EU loses its relatively strong position of
setting the conditions — the logic of conditionality (Schimmelpfennig/Sedelmeier 2004:
665) — of the relationship. So how does the EU deal with powerful actors which are

beyond its main influence sphere, namely the European neighbourhood?

8 However, whether the EU or only singular EU-membtates are to be seen as powers or poles is
essentially contested. For example, whereas seaetlabrs posit that the EU is a pole in a multipelarld
(Leonard 2007; Grant/Valasek 2007), Huntington referred to the German-French axis in Europe as
‘major regional powers’ (Huntington 1999: 36). Mover, Hill/Smith (2005: 394-5) point out that th& E
cannot be considered to be a ‘(straightforwardgp@@94).

° For an overview of the EU’s interregionalism antkiregional relations see, for example, Edwardsl20
56-57; Gratius 2008; Hettne 2010. Analyses in tidatext often concentrate on the export of the EU’s
(integration) model to other regions within the EUnterregional relations, which are conceptualibgd
‘Europeanisation’, ‘diffusion’ or even ‘spurred elation’ (see Boérzel/Risse 2012a, b; Lenz 2012). See
also, for example, S6derbaum/ Van Langenhove (2@@8)the special issue on the EU’s interregional
relations in Journal of European Integration, 203,3.
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There are indeed contributions to the topic of the EU’s relations with the so called
Global South™® (Séderbaum/Stalgren 2010c; Grimm 2010). However, these analyses
predominantly focus on biregional relations and interregionalism (Soderbaum/Stalgren
2010c; Grimm 2010). Thus, there is a research gap in terms of understanding EU
Foreign Policy and foreign policy instruments beyond its neighbourhood and beyond
Interregionalism, particularly with regard to (rising) countries from the so called Global
South. Again, the present study may contribute to filling this research gap by
understanding the EU’s strategic partnerships, which appear to be foreign policy tools
being widely used beyond the neighbourhood and beyond interregionalism. It is, thereby,
important to understand the relationship between interregionalism and bilateral strategic
partnerships within the EU’s foreign policy beyond its neighbourhood (Hettne 2010: 30-
32).

In the next subchapter | will review the literature on multipolarity, rising and
regional powers and (world) regions as the EU’s (bilateral) strategic partnerships after
2003 are predominantly interpreted in the context of an emerging multipolar world-

order/changing world order.

2.2.2 Multipolarity, rising/ regional powers and re  gions

There is a widespread belief that the international system is (increasingly) characterised
by a multipolar structure. The emergence of a multipolar international system is closely
connected to the rise of new powers with different names, such as e.g. regional (leading)

powers, global powers or emerging powers™ (e.g., Renard 2012a).

Yet importantly, these (newly) rising or emerging powers have led to an upsurge
of concepts and definitions and country-groupings. Well-known is the acronym BRICs or
BRICS (Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 380-385). Yet there is no universally accepted

definition of these ‘regional (great) powers’ resulting in slightly different naming, grouping

% The ‘Global South’ comprises from an EU-perspeztiie ‘non-European’ and ‘non-Western’ world
regions and countries located particularly in Adridsia and Latin America (Soderbaum/Stalgren 2010a
vii).

! However, these are widely assumptions or predistidccurthermore, there are also other beliefs or
assumptions concerning the structure of the cuwettte coming world order (Renard 2012a: 42; Karli
2013: 568).

12 Generally, the terms ‘rise’ and ‘emergence’ inticthat a country displays considerable growthsrated

an increase in economic power. The notion ‘emergiatipn’ also signifies that a country is considete

be economically dynamic, especially in comparisorsé called developing countries and their stage of
development. However, these so called emergingomsitbften still encounter certain socio-economic
challenges and limited competitiveness in contiasto called industrialised countries. Roughlycated
emerging nations are seen to be on their way torhedndustrialised economies.
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of countries and conceptual underpinning such as regional powers (‘Regionalmachte’) or
regionally-preponderant powers (‘regionale Vormachte’) (both in Czempiel 1993;
translated by NH); ‘pivotal states’ (Chase/Hill/lKennedy 1996, 1998); ‘major regional
powers’ (Huntington 1999); new regional powers (‘(heue) regionale Fihrungsmachte’ or
‘regionale Ordnungsmacht’) (Nolte 2006: 9; Nolte 2006: 25)* and ‘regional powers’
(Nolte 2011: 56; Nolte 2007); as well as ‘(regional) anchor country’ (Stamm 2004)
amongst others. The phenomenon and the concept of a ‘regional power’ is, therefore,
highly debated and contested.

However, there is somewhat of a consensus that these countries are more or less
predominant and influential within their ‘region’ (which is again delimited differently in the
various conceptual accounts) as well as increasingly powerful and leading at the
international level. Therefore, various authors have analysed the foreign policy behaviour
of these regional powers at a regional level, such as vis-a-vis regional neighbours*, and
at the international level, e.g., with respect to international institutions such as the United
Nations (UN) or multilateral initiatives. In the case of Brazil, India and South Africa, for
instance, the EU-documents on the strategic partnerships stress their respective special
standing as well as describe their positions as crucial for influencing their respective
regions and the international system: Brazil, India and South Africa are seen as ‘regional
powers’ and/or ‘global players’ (e.g., Commission/EC (B) 2007; Commission/EC (I) 2004;
Press Release/EU (SA) 2006; see Ch. 7.1; 7.2; 7.3). This also refers to studies in which
Brazil, India and South Africa are singled out as emerging (economic) powers as well as
so called regional powers of the South. Their (economic) rising (including the emergence
of other regional powers such as China or Russia) is believed to be changing the power
hierarchies in the international system and resulting in a multipolar world with regional

power poles.

Furthermore, research on these rising powers cuts across various related
research camps. For example, researchers working on rising powers also often touch
upon the question of how to define a region in international politics (Godehardt/Nabers
2011). There is no universal definition of a ‘(world) region’ in International Relations
(Siedschlag et al. 2007: 149). They can also be perceived in functional terms or in
constructivist terms (Siedschlag et al. 2007: 149). Hence, regions can be cast from
different perspectives such as geographic boundaries of regions; regional integration or

cooperation efforts; common regional identities or common security challenges of

13 Regionale Fiihrungsméchte/Regionalmachte (Nolte62@@ll be henceforth called (new) regional
powers.
14 See, for example, @sterud 1992: 12; Schirm 2008:111 or Nolte 2006: 28.
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regions (Godehardt/Nabers 2011a: 241; Godehardt 2012). Yet, Siedschlag et al. (2007:
149) believe that all of these conceptualisations have in common that for a region a

formal organisation is not a sine qua non.

However, there appears to be a lack of understanding of how rising or regional
powers from the Global South and somewhat established powers from the Global North
or West interact against the background of systemic change and power struggles. In this
context and against the background of research on regional and rising powers, Nolte
(2012: 51) mentions future research should focus on integrating extra-regional actors
into the analysis of regional order and regional power relations. The present study may

be considered to be a step into this direction.

The latter observation leads over to the next subchapter in elaborating in more
detail on the EU’s strategic partnerships in general, which are partly perceived as an
interaction between a ‘power’ from the Global North and rising powers from the Global
South.

2.2.3 The EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships

Vitally, there is no exact official definition of a strategic partnership shared with the EU
(Schmidt A. 2010: 3; Grevi 2011: 2). Nonetheless, strategic partnerships are often
related to the EU’s European Security Strategy (ESS) (Reiterer 2013: 76). Yet research
on the (bilateral) EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships® as a group is rather of comparably
recent nature. For a long time, it has been characterised by single-country studies. Only
later and particularly after the year 2008, attempts have been made in grouping together
various (selected) case studies of the EU’s strategic partnerships enabling a cross-case
analysis (see Bendiek/Kramer 2009b; Husar/Maihold/Mair 2010; Grevi/de Vasconcelos
2008; Sautenet 2012). This has been a starting point for discovering commonalities
among the strategic partnerships. Thereby, studies of undertaking more extensive

comparisons between the EU’s strategic partnerships or overarching assessments

'3 In the following | will predominantly concentrate the literature review of the EUtslateral strategic
partnerships. However, biregional and bilaterahtefygic partnerships have in common that they are
limitedly understoodn terms of their essential nature (Maihold 20093; Bendiek/Kramer 2009a: 216).
This is why the paragraphs on the very nature kHtesjic partnerships at times include references to
scholarly pieces looking at both biregional andteital strategic partnerships. Yet when it comethéo
present study’s research goal, it is indeed theeptualization andinderstandingof bilateral strategic
partnerships, which are of primary and ‘only’ imgstr here. For an overview of the various biregional
bilateral and ‘organisational’ strategic partnepshiormalised by the EU see, for example, Saut@:t2:
124).

19



thereof have gained pace (Renard 2011; Grevi/Kandhekar 2011; Gratius 2011b: 3; Smith
M. 2013).

In 2012, ten bilateral strategic partners of the EU were identified: Brazil, Canada,
China, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia, South Africa, South Korea and the US (Grevi 2012:
8). Indeed, there are somewhat two groups identified among the EU’s bilateral strategic
partnerships: as Grevi puts it, ‘relations with large emerging powers were all upgraded
between 2003 and 2007’ (2012: 8). This grouping includes Brazil, India and South Africa
amongst others. Thus, there are the bilateral strategic partnerships established before
2003 (US, Canada and Japan) and after 2003 (Brazil, China, India, Mexico, Russia,
South Africa and South Korea).

Similarly to pursuing its biregional relations, the EU’s strategic partnerships are
identified to be basically serving its foreign policy goals (Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 21).
Strategic partnerships are, thereby, ‘comprehensive by definition’ (Grevi 2009: 147) as
they generally cover a wide range of policies and issues (Grevi 2009: 147). It is important
to note that there is no (formalised or absolute) list of strategic partners, even though
there are indications in EU-documents, such as the European Security Strategy (ESS)
(Sautenet 2012: 133-134). Linked to this, there are no guidelines indicating qualification
criteria for becoming the EU’s strategic partner (Gratius 2011b: 1).

Nevertheless, the EU’s strategic partnerships are predominantly linked to and
analysed in the context of rising and regional powers as well as the emergence of a
multipolar system (e.g., Renard/Rogers 2011; Youngs 2010: 31; Taylor 2010: 148;
Renard/Biscop 2012b: xv). These emerging powers are believed to be rising in terms of
economic and political power, whereby they challenge powers such as the US or
Europe, which are, as a result, considered to be declining (Gratius/John de Souza 2010:
129; Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 380-381; Renard/Biscop 2012b: xv; Renard 2011: 3).
There is no universal agreement on the members of this ‘group’ of rising powers, yet the
‘usual suspects’ are most of the time countries such as China, India, Brazil, South Africa,
Mexico, South Korea and Russia to a certain extent (e.g., Renard/Rogers 2011: 2; Allen
2013: 573). Furthermore, there is no agreement on what exactly qualifies a country to
become the EU’s strategic partner, apart from being a somewhat rising power
(Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 29; Grevi 2012: 9; Renard 2009: 39). Renard argues that the
EU has chosen its strategic partners accidentally (Renard 2011: Ill). Overall, scholars
criticise that the concept of a strategic partnerships remains vague in the EU-documents
— be it biregional or bilateral strategic partnerships (Bendiek/Kramer 2009c: 8; Sautenet
2012: 125).
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In addition to systemic change, (bilateral) strategic partnerships are understood in
the context of ‘levels’, namely global/international and inter-/regional levels in addition to
the bilateral level of strategic partners’ cooperation. As a prelude, there is somewhat of
an implicit consensus that strategic partnerships are not merely about bilateral
cooperation among the two partners but also concern cooperation at other levels
(Renard 2011: 5). In this context, rising powers are, firstly, not only seen as competitors
in the context of systemic change and relative power, they are also seen as (potential)
cooperation partners for the EU with respect to the global level in terms of global
governance structures and international regimes (Husar/Maihold 2010; Bendiek/Kramer
2010b: 21; Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 460). Thus, there is a sense that strategic
partnerships are driven by the aim to collaborate with rising powers (Bendiek/Kramer
2010a: 459-460; Islam 2009: 7). This felt need to cooperate is even enhanced by the
feeling that these influential powers may be turning to other partners: strategic
partnerships are then understood as a tool to avoid this ‘turning away’ (Bendiek/Kramer
2010a: 471; Maihold 2009: 197). In this context, some authors believe that strategic
partnerships are supposed to be building blocks to (effective) multilateralism at the
international and global levels (Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 473; Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 21;
Maihold 2009: 190; Grevi 2011: 2) and a mode of accommodating for or ‘multilateralising
multipolarity’ (de Vasconcelos 2008; Maihold 2010a: 152). At the same time, there are
also voices stating that a strategic partnership as bilateral cooperation is at odds with the
EU’s proclaimed goal of striving for (effective) multilateralism (De Vasconcelos 2010:
66), particularly as the views on multilateralism differ among partners (Gratius 2011a: 1).
In brief, according to these authors, the EU’s strategic partnerships are geared at the
global and international levels. Strategic partnerships, thereby, are a reaction by
international actors to their balancing act between interdependence and the struggle for
power (Youngs 2010: 31; Grevi 2008: 150, 162, 171). In this context, researchers have
investigated how the EU may or will be (re-)acting in a multipolar system as well as to
the rising of regional powers (Grant/Barysch 2008; Grant/Vasalek 2007). Moreover,
authors have focused on how the strategic partners perceive each other in terms of
mutual perceptions (Fioramonti 2012; Fioramonti/Olivier 2007; Lucarelli 2007; Poletti
2007; Peruzzi et. al. 2007; Fioramonti 2007; Ortega 2004)*.

Secondly, there are authors, who believe that this envisioned cooperation is or
should be particularly geared at the regional level in terms of the regional powers’

respective regions (Maihold 2009; Grevi 2008: 163). In this view, it is the countries’

18 See also the special issue in Perspectives (Redfignternational Affairs), 2012, 20, 2.
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regional role, which is crucial to the format of the (bilateral) strategic partnership (van
Oedenaren/Tiersky 2010: 71; Frohlich 2008: 199, 217; Gratius 2008: 27). There are also
indications that bilateral strategic partnerships have also been established due to limited
regionalism in other world regions and the stumbling interregional relations (Youngs
2010: 31; Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 389; Hess 2009, 2012, 2013; Renard/Biscop
2012 a: 196-197). However, some scholars state that a bilateral strategic partnership
undermines or even contradicts a simultaneous biregional strategic partnership in the
sense of an ‘either-or-decision (Gratius 2009: 43; Maihold 2009: 191, 197; de
Vasconcelos 2010: 66; Renard 2011: 2). As a consequence, it is sometimes presumed
that biregional relations will be or already have been substituted with the bilateral
strategic partnerships (Gratius 2009: 42; Renard 2012b: 4). Renard (2013a: 371) even
argues that biregional frameworks should be supplanted by a bilateral strategic
partnership, if necessary (Renard 2013a: 371). Others implicitly or openly declare of not
getting to grips with the relation between biregional and bilateral strategic partnerships
(Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 461; Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 31; Bendiek/Kramer 2009 a: 217,
Soderbaum/Stalgren 2010b: 3). In this context, the cases of Brazil/Latin America
(Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 462-463; Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 3; Maihold 2009: 196-197,
208) and India/ (South) Asia (Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 463; Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 31)
are mentioned. Surprisingly, the discussion of the relationship between bilateralism and
biregionalism is somewhat missing in the South African/ African case. Others argue
more pragmatically in stating that the bilateral strategic partners have ‘outgrown’ the
biregional frameworks in terms of size, including the cases of Brazil, India and South
Africa (Gratius 2011b: 4). Yet in brief, bilateral strategic partnerships seem to display a
link to the regional level of the respective regional powers. In my own account, | have
argued that ‘the EU has looked for like-minded and presumably powerful countries within
a region that are capable of influencing their respective regional neighbours and pushing
the regional agenda in a direction favourable for the EU’ (Hess 2012: 4)*'.

Thirdly, and what is more, there are also voices stating that the strategic
partnerships are geared towards all three levels — global/international and regional — in
addition to the bilateral relations (Hess 2009; 2010; 2012; 2013; Renard/Rogers 2011: 4;
Maihold 2009; Grevi 2012: 20; Renard 2011: 6).

When leaving levels aside, the nature of the EU’'s strategic partnerships is
contested as well: There is no agreement on their nature; not even in normative terms.

Normatively, some authors believe that a strategic partnership needs to be based on

" For more elaboration on ‘the bilateral-biregioliialk’ see Hess 2012: 4; 4-5.

22



both interests and values mutually shared among the partners in order to qualify as a
strategic partnership (Grevi 2008: 159). Sometimes, the value-dimension of a strategic
partnership is considered to be the ‘strategic’ feature of a strategic partnership with the
EU (Gratius 2009: 38). Others argue that the shared-values-dimension is not necessary
and that strategic partnerships are geared towards joint interests and objectives (Renard
2013b: 303; Lazarou 2011: 4). What is more, there are also scholarly pieces adopting a
more normative view in terms of proposing ways of how to reform the strategic
partnerships in the context of providing policy-advice to practitioners (Renard/Rogers
2011; Renard 2011: 1; Renard 2012b; Grevi 2011: 1). Additionally, | have underlined that
a strategic partnership does not entail ‘automatic convergence in terms of norms or
interests’ (Hess 2009: 6).

Strikingly, there are many authors, who (seem to) indicate that the so called
strategic partnerships are not more than political rhetoric (Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011:
389; Renard/Biscop 2012a: 196), particularly against the background of the EU’s
extensive usage of the word ‘strategy’ (Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 455-456, 462;
Bendiek/Kramer 2009 a: 213; Renard 2011: iv). For example, Islam (2009: 4) views the
EU’s strategic partnerships as ‘[...] one of its important public relations tools’ (Islam
2009: 4): they ‘[...] are more about style and process than content and substance’ (Islam
2009: 4). What is more, Renard/Biscop (2012a: 196) even suggest that strategic
partnerships are not in the least strategic for a variety of reasons (also Renard 2011: 5).
Similarly, some experts argue that the establishment of a strategic partnership does not
seem to have introduced any (or only limited) major changes to previously maintained
relations (Bendiek/Kramer 2010a: 458; Bendiek/Kramer 2010b: 27; Bendiek/Kramer
2009a: 214; Renard 2011: 28). Strategic partnerships would then be nothing more than
old wine in new bottles. Similarly, the fact that very diverse countries have been grouped
together as strategic partners is seen as non-strategic action by the EU (Grevi 2008:
146). Sometimes, however, the strategic partnerships are perceived to be driven merely
by (particular) EU-member states, being interested in prioritised relations with a country
of a region (Bendiek/Kramer 2009c: 10; Maihold 2009: 192; Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011:
391). As a result, the EU’s strategic partnership would not be about the EU at all. Above
all, some authors call for developing the present strategic partnerships into ‘true strategic
partnerships’ (Renard/Biscop 2012a: 197) by being more strategic in foreign policy
(Renard/Biscop 2012a: 197) and by focusing on partners being crucial in terms of global
governance (Renard 2011: 5). Others call for ‘real’ strategic partnerships (Khandekar
2012b: 6). Yet it does always not become clear where the difference lies between a

strategic partnership and a real one (Khandekar 2013: 1).
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There are limited attempts at conceptualising strategic partnerships. When
scholars are trying to get to grips with the characteristics and the rationale of strategic
partnerships, the latter are often linked to notions such as ‘alliance-building’ (Youngs
2010: 31; Gratius 2009: 42; Struye de Swielande 2012: 7). Yet another approach by
Renard/Rogers (2011), for example, draws a distinction between strategic partnerships
and alliances. In contrast to realist IR-theory, they understand alliances as comprising
more than only military dimensions. They argue that alliances [...] rely on shared
interests and common values, and geared against external forces’ (Renard/Rogers 2011:
3). They particularly concern the global level and global interests of the alliance partners
(Renard/Rogers 2011: 3). In contrast to alliances, Renard/Rogers state that strategic
partnerships are not automatically based on joint values but dedicated to ‘common
purpose(s)’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 3). In this reading, strategic partnerships are an
alternative to alliances; comparably more ‘flexible’ and less constraining on the strategic
partners (Renard/Rogers 2011: 3). Ultimately, Renard/Rogers (2011: 4) define a
strategic partnership [...] as the instrumentalisation of a bilateral relationship to achieve
broader ends (regional or global)’. They believe that the partnership is only strategic
when it displays a ‘comprehensive’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4) policy-coverage and —
linkage. Furthermore, it would need to be ‘reciprocal’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4) and to
have a ‘strong pragmatic political dimension’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4) entailing a
common vision among the strategic partners of common goals (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4).
At the same time, a strategic partnership need not be based on shared values but needs
to be ‘oriented towards the long-term’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4). Additionally, it need not
be harmonious at all times but needs to cover and attempt to effectively address not only
bilateral issues but regional and global challenges as well (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4). The
coverage of levels in terms of bilateral, regional and global levels is, thereby, the
essential feature (Renard/Rogers 2011: 4). Crucially, it is important to note that
Renard/Rogers (2011: 4), firstly, are obviously influenced by the EU’'s strategic
partnerships in defining a strategic partnership in general. Secondly, and at the same
time, they define an ideal-type strategic partnership in terms of how a strategic
partnership should ideally look like in order to make a partnership strategic (ibid). It is not
an account of how the EU’s strategic partnerships can generally be characterised.

Other researchers believe that, for example, believes that the EU-strategic
partnership represent forms of ‘balancing’ (Struye de Swielande 2012: 7). For example,
the EU's strategic partnership with China and Brazil, respectively, are seen as examples
of ‘soft balancing’ against the United States (Casarini 2009; Gratius 2012: 13). At the
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same time, strategic partnerships are also compared with ‘bandwagoning’, namely that
the EU bandwagons with rising powers (Gratius 2012: 8, 13).

Sometimes the strategic partnership is cast in terms of a ‘marriage’ between the
partners (Shambaugh 2010: 99; Khandekar 2011).

Nadkarni offers quite a detailed but somewhat formalistic definition of strategic
partnerships (Nadkarni 2010: 48-49; Renard 2013b: 303). Grevi, for example, sees
strategic partnerships as “contractual’ arrangements’ (2012: 8). He further explains that
the strategic partnerships’ ‘[...] purpose is to match deepening economic ties with the
codification of bilateral relations on a much broader set of issues, reflecting the extent
and ambition of the relationships’ (Grevi 2012: 9). Grevi ultimately states that ‘real-life
strategic partnerships are multi-purpose ones, pursuing both [sic] bilateral and
multilateral objectives and shifting focus across these and other dimensions of the
relationship in a fairly pragmatic way’ (Grevi 2012: 12).

Reiterer (2013: 87) views strategic partnerships as instruments geared towards
furthering the European interests by focusing on partners, who are willing to partner in
the first place and who can act as a multiplying force in their respective regions or web of
relations.

Renard (2011: 6), in trying to understand strategic partnerships, focuses
predominantly on its strategic nature or rather on the dimensions, which are necessary
for making it ‘strategic’. Basically, its strategic orientation flows from comprehensiveness,
reciprocity, empathy, long-term time frame and from a horizon beyond bilateralism
involving both regional and global levels (Renard 2011: 6; Gratius 2011b: 2).

However, | think that it does not suffice to understand what makes a strategic
partnership strategic (Renard 2013b: 303). | believe that the focus on its strategic nature
inhibits an understanding of what makes a strategic partnership a strategic partnership in
the first place. Furthermore, | do not think that a strategic partnership is a ‘meaningless
concept’ (sic; Renard 2013b: 304) even though its meaning may not be straightforwardly
obvious. Indeed, | think that understanding the whatsoever concept of the EU’s strategic
partnerships can help with making (better) usage of them as foreign policy instruments
and avoid undue criticism thereof. My own account of strategic partnerships, which is
reflected in my scholarly pieces (Hess 2013, 2012, 2010, 2009), can be summarised as
follows: the EU’s strategic partnerships are, in the first place, a ‘[...] declaration of
interest in cooperating more closely: the starting point of a process that ideally results in
joint political action’ (Hess 2012: 3). Moreover, the EU’s strategic partners are ‘...]
important partners in bilateral, regional, and especially international (global) affairs [...]’
(Hess 2012: 3) due to their ‘[...] significant political power and influence [...]' (Hess 2012:

3) building on their economic power (Hess 2012: 1) These partners may play important
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roles at the regional and international levels in this context and against the background
of a globalised, interdependent, multipolar and “multipower’ world’ (Hess 2012: 7; see
also Hess 2012: 1, 3-4, 7). Thus, [...] the EU’s strategic partners have been chosen
because they are positioned at the nexus of regional and global politics’ (Hess 2012: 4).
Moreover, | have indicated elements of status recognition/acknowledgement of both the
emerging powers’ status and the EU’s status playing a role with respect to the strategic
partnerships and international profile-building (Hess 2012: 1, 5; Hess 2013). Additionally,
| have depicted strategic partnerships as foreign policy tools forming part of the strategy
of cooperating while competing (Hess 2012: 1). They are crucial foreign policy tools for
addressing global challenges and designing global governance and international
cooperation, in general (Hess 2012: 1), and for crafting a ‘[...] network of interest
coalitions with several partners [...] (Hess 2012: 7). This study will build on and refine
these arguments via conceptualising the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India
and South Africa.

Overall, it shows that various arguments concerning the EU’s strategic
partnerships point at the emerging or regional power status of the respective strategic
partner countries. Thus, the present project links up to research strands regarding the
phenomenon roughly circumscribed with ‘new leading powers™® (Husar/Maihold/Mair
2009; Husar/Maihold/Mair 2010) or ‘regional powers’ (Nolte 2011: 56). Within these
research strands these powers are identified as rising (or returning) to (new) influence
within global and international politics (Husar/Maihold 2009: 7) or as being decisive to
political processes in particular world regions (Nolte 2011: 50, 56). There are numerous
terms and concepts for defining or conceptualising these powers such as rising/emerging
powers, regional powers, pivotal states, anchor countries but to name a few
(Husar/Maihold 2009). These powers are identified as (potentially) important cooperation
partners for countries such as Germany or the EU. Related studies have assessed the
cooperation potential between these countries and, for example, Germany
(Husar/Maihold 2009; Mair/Niedermeier 2009) or the EU (Husar/Maihold/Mair 2010) *°.

18 New leading powers are described as ‘secondanemwr ‘intermediate states’ (Husar/Maihold 2009:
9) to the great powers within the internationaltegs and the corresponding international hierarchy
(Husar/Maihold 2009: 9). However, there are différanterpretations of their international roles
(Husar/Maihold 2009: 9-10). Crucially, their powercircumscribed to certain policy areas and isngit
used in a hegemonic manner (Husar/Maihold 2009: HiRyar/Maihold (2009) follow a role-theoretical
approach (2009: 11), which is yet not applied is thsearch project.

' For example, Husar/Maihold (2009) assess thauatcy coming into question for a strategic parthirs
should display a certain foreign policy capacitycomparison to a high (interest) convergence intipial
policy areas (Husar/Maihold 2009: 20). This forepplicy capacity is described with a capable diptim
apparatus; a capacity to include civil society;apability to form coalitions and to design stragsgithe
availability of a foreign policy strategy; and afeeence plane regarding the strategic will to shape
various levels and in multiple areas (Husar/Mail2089: 20). However, the authors do not furtherdarp
as to where their propositions on a country’s silitg for becoming a strategic partner are derifan.
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Therefore, it seems almost natural that the discussion on the EU’s strategic partnerships
is linked to research on rising or regional powers (Husar/Maihold 2009: 20). Apart from
that, | think that it proves indeed worthwhile to first understand strategic partnerships
before we can actually prescribe a country’s strategic partnership-eligibility or capability.
Indeed, characteristics of the EU’s strategic partnerships as such are mostly only
found implicitly in the scholarly pieces®™. Often, authors mention that the establishment of
a strategic partnerships means an ‘upgrade’ to a ‘new level of relations
(Kundani/Parello-Plesner 2012: 1; van Oedenaren 2010: 31; Schmidt 2010: 2; Gratius
2011b: 1; Reiterer 2013: 84). However, it is also indicated that this up-levelling is
‘symbolical’ and ‘rhetorical’ (Renard 2011: 11). Strategic partnerships are also often
described as ‘special relationships’ (Kundnani/Parello-Plesner 2012). A dimension of
‘exclusivity’ (Maihold 2009: 194) of relations can be read from scholarly pieces as well
(Maihold 2009: 194). Or there are hints at an author’s hunch that the establishment of a
strategic partnership may be ‘[...] befitting [...a country’s; NH] status as a major power’
and corresponding to an ‘equality’ in power status (van Oedenaren/Tiersky 2010: 71;
90). Similarly, a strategic partnership is perceived to indicate relations ‘at eye-level
(Gratius 2009: 39). However, it is seldom explained why strategic partnerships constitute
an upgrading or a special relationship, albeit the fact that those strategic partners are
indeed a limited group of countries. Similarly, there is hardly elaboration on why or rather
how a strategic partnership somewhat corresponds to an international or major power-
status (van Oedenaren/Tiersky 2010: 71; 90). Strategic partnerships being considered to
be special due to their limited number probably explains why some scholars speak of
l...] the status of ‘strategic partner’ [...]' (Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 389).
Predominantly, scholars state that this ‘status’ has been ‘granted’ (Keukelaire/Bruyninckx
2011: 389) by the EU to the respective countries (Keukelaire/Bruyninckx 2011: 389).
Interestingly, Maihold (2009: 194) has explained that the term ‘strategic partnership’ is
borrowed from business fields, where there are also known as ‘strategic alliances’
(Maihold 2009: 194). Maihold then briefly explains the concept of a strategic alliance and
establishes a brief definition of a strategic partnership’s characteristics, which is limitedly
informed by a business perspective (Maihold 2009: 194-195). He also applies this brief
definition of a strategic partnership’s characteristics to the EU-LAC-strategic partnership
(Maihold 2009: 195), Unfortunately, it appears that these insights from business were not
further followed or used in the literature for making sense of strategic partnerships.
However, it is an interesting perspective of viewing strategic partnerships in economic

terms. This view will also be used in the present study of understanding strategic

2 However, there is somewhat of a consensus thaegic partnerships are more than only about tfBéde
Vasconcelos 2010: 74; Renard 2012b: 2).
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partnerships by elaborating more on the concept of a strategic partnership/alliance as it
is known in business and management and making it usable for conceptualising strategic

partnerships as foreign policy tools.

In brief, research on strategic partnerships is indeed multi-faceted: there are
researchers, who deal with the relations between the EU and a particular strategic
partner. Predominantly, their research perspectives involve that they of a) deal with
specific policy areas and treat the ‘strategic partnership’ as a framework (e.g., Gratius
2011a); b) deal with the bilateral relations, whereby the strategic partnership is treated as
one aspect in addition to others (e.g., Casarini 2010); c) only mention the strategic
partnership at the side-lines or not at all (e.g., Andreosso-O’Callaghan 2010; Jaffrelot
2006); or d) do not attempt to define or conceptualise a (biregional/bilateral) strategic
partnership but take it as a ‘given’ (e.g., Gratius 2009: 36, 37, 38; Pelinka 2010).
Meanwhile, it appears that scholars have left the question of what a strategic partnership
essentially makes aside and focus, more pragmatically, on the results of summit
meetings (Lazarou 2013; Helly 2012; Khandekar 2012a) or on possible convergences in
various policy areas between the EU and its strategic partners (Grevi/Renard 2012a;
Grevi/Renard 2012b; Grevi 2013; Gratius 2011a; Gratius/Grevi 2013).

Thus, the majority of the strategic partnerships’ accounts have mostly common
that they deal with the respective strategic partnerships in one way or the other.
However, there are hardly any attempts at defining or understanding strategic
partnership as a social phenomenon systematically or in a theory-led way. An indication
of the non-definition of strategic partnerships is often present when the term is put into
inverted commas®.

Nevertheless, as indicated before, there have over time been attempts at
conceptualising or at least adumbrating the EU’s strategic partnerships in a more
detailed and thorough way (Reiterer 2013: 76-79). Thereby, my own account (Hess
2009; 2010; 2012; 2013), which will be further developed in this project, is also an
example for doing so?. Suffice it to say with respect to the present study that | have
argued in the context of the regional level that strategic partnerships serve the (extra-
regional) recognition of the regional powers’ role and standing within their regions and as
a spokesperson for the region (Hess 2009, 2010, 2012, 2013; Maihold 2010a: 153, 154).

2L For example, Casarini (2009); Husar/Maihold (2020); Kundnani/Parello-Plesner (2012) or Hurrell
(20086).

2| will not elaborate on my own accounts in thaitieety because the present study has a slightfigrdnt
focus in comparison to my previously published peedHowever, for an overview of my own account and
various dimensions of the EU’s strategic partn@shéee in particular Hess 2012 in addition to F2889;
Hess 2010 and Hess 2013. Nevertheless, my ownspacgcholarly work can indeed be found at times in
this study, which is indicated accordingly.
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Similarly, strategic partnerships also serve to acknowledge emerging powers’ new role at
the global and international levels in the context of their rising (Hess 2009, 2010, 2012,

2013). These arguments are important building blocks for the present study.

Summing up, the concept of a strategic partnership is contested or ‘ill-defined’
(Renard 2012b: 2). Furthermore, for a quite long period of time, there were no attempts
at investigating the ‘group’ of the EU’s strategic partners. Even though the single case-
studies offer rich empirical analyses of singular strategic partnerships, they suffer from a
lack of comparative perspective as well as theoretical or conceptual underpinning.
Additionally, a comparative perspective of the EU’s strategic partnerships has for long
been neglected. At the same time, the comparative attempts have later looked at a group
of single cases with a (limited) comparative perspective’®. This is probably also
admittedly due to the fact that there was hardly an overview by the EU itself on its
strategic partners. Later, attempts at a comparative perspective did include all cases of
the EU’s strategic partners but lacked case-specifics (e.g., Renard/Rogers 2011). What
is more, it does not always become clear whether the scholarly work draws on a
predominantly Brussels-based view, which would then, unfortunately, be devoid of

further evidence from the strategic partner-countries.

2.2.4 The EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa

Significantly, there is a considerable dominance of a research thread on the EU-China-
strategic partnership within the literature of the EU’s strategic partnerships®. Even
though there are contributions on the strategic partnerships between the EU and Brazil,
India and South Africa (respectively and collectively as IBSA-alliance®), they are still
limited (Gratius/John de Souza 2010). This holds particularly true for the EU-South
Africa-strategic partnership. Thus, there still is a lack of knowledge on the strategic
partnerships with these three countries and even more so from a conceptual point of

view?®,

% The sample of cases did not necessarily reflextetitire ‘universe’ of cases, meaning all of the<sEU
strategic partnerships at a given point in time\{dsconcelos 2010; Grevi/de Vasconcelos 2008).

%4 See, for example, Shambaugh 2010; Casarini 2006;2Berkofsky 2006; Kundnani/Parello-Plesner
2012.

% It is important to note that there are ‘only’ bileal strategic partnerships with the individualioies in
place. There is no EU-IBSA-strategic partnershiprasent. It is yet the IBSA-alliance, which hasrspd
studies comparing the three countries and theatesiic partnerships with the EU (Gratius/John dez8o
2010; Gratius 2008). For more information on IBSAsach, see, e.g., John de Souza 2008 or Costa Vaz
2008.

% Note that | will not review the entire literatuand, thus, knowledge on (potential) synergies of
cooperation between strategic partnerships withe@sto particular policy areas as this is notgtaect’s
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Over time, the number of publications on the EU-Brazil-strategic partnership and
cooperation areas has risen (Gratius/Gonzalez 2012; Otero-lglesias 2012; Lazarou
2013; Gratius/Grevi 2013; Hess 2009). There are different accounts of this strategic
partnership. With regard to Brazil, Maihold argues that it has been the Brazilian side
suggesting a strategic partnership to the EU (Maihold 2009: 196). Moreover, Gratius
thinks that Brazil and EU are ‘bandwagoning’ by establishing their strategic partnership
(Gratius 2012: 8). Clearly, there is a strong focus on Brazil’s regional and global
Importance, when scholars explain the EU-Brazil-strategic partnership (Gratius 2009: 39;
de Vasconcelos 2010: 75). Brazil is described as ‘regional power with global ambitions’
(zZilla 2009) or as a ‘middle power’ (Soares de Lima 2008: 11). Brazil's ‘leading regional
power’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 8) is also sometimes reflected in the context of strategic
partnership with the EU: for example, Renard/Rogers (2011: 8) believe that the EU-
Brazil-strategic partnership ‘[...] would be less globally-focused and more concerned with
regional or functional aspects of policy’. In this context, Brazil is somewhat chosen ...]
as the ‘representative’ of Latin America [...]' (de Vasconcelos 2010: 75) being a helpful
partner in and for Latin America (de Vasconcelos 2010: 75). However, there are also
authors stating that the strategic partnership is due to the consideration that Brazil has
become a ‘global strategic player’ (Youngs 2010: 33; de Vasconcelos 2010: 75). Gratius
stipulates that the EU has reacted to Brazil's ‘global engagement’ (Gratius 2009: 36) in
the context of Brazil being a representative of the Global South within the WTO; its role
in the United Nations and strive for a permanent seat in the UN-Security Council (Gratius
2009: 36). Thus, from this reading, it is the cooperation at the global level, which makes
cooperation with Brazil as a crucial partner from/in South America interesting for the EU
(Maihold 2009: 197). Moreover, Brazil was perceived to be turning away from the EU
towards new partners at the time of the strategic partnership’s establishment (Maihold
2009: 197). Therefore, the EU is deemed to have wanted to set a ‘signal’ (Maihold 2009:
198) in favour of Brazil against the background of ‘competing’ vis-a-vis Venezuela for
regional leadership (Maihold 2009: 198, 205). The bilateral strategic partnership was
also a European attempt to accelerate integration efforts with Mercosur?” (Maihold 2009:
198). Furthermore, the EU-Brazil-strategic framework is believed to ‘regulate
interdependence’ (Valladdo 2008b: 35) in the world (Valladdo 2008b: 35).

focus. These (possible) cooperation areas can, JVewbe found in the cited literature on the resipec
strategic partnerships. In this subchapter | viihit myself to outline those contributions, whichake
mentioning of the ‘conceptual nature’ of a partisustrategic partnership. | will, thereby, revidve tmain
reasons for the establishment of the respectiategfic partnerships stated by the respective aathor

2" Mercosur stands for Mercado Comun del Sur (spar\VJercado Comum do Sul (port.).
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When it comes to Brazilian interests, Maihold thinks that a bilateral strategic
partnerships also helps Brazil to pursue relations with the EU more independently from
the LAC-region (Maihold 2009: 200). Moreover, the strategic partnership with the EU
underlines Brazilian ambitions for the international level in terms of being internationally
‘present’ (Maihold 2009: 201).

Similarly to strategic partnerships in general, secondary literature often compares

the EU-Brazil-strategic partnership to an ‘alliance’ (Garcia 2008: 49).

Literature on the EU-India-strategic partnership and its covered policy areas has
also gained in numbers (Wagner 2012; Boillot 2012; Pelinka 2010; Islam 2009: 7; Hess
2013; Jaffrelot 2006; Khandekar 2013; Bava 2008a). Often, authors compare the EU-
India-relationship to a(n) (unhappy) marriage (Khandekar 2011). | myself have
denounced the idea of a marriage in this regard (Hess 2013: 198).

India is defined as ‘leading power (Wagner 2009b); a ‘great power’
(Renard/Rogers 2011: 8) but also as an ‘emerging power’ (Sahni 2008: 8) and ‘regional
power’ (Sahni 2008: 9). In the context of the EU-India-strategic partnership, ‘[...] the
focus would frequently concern the highest level of politics and economics on a
consistent global or extended-regional level [...]' (Renard/Rogers 2011: 8). The strategic
partnership with India is also seen as a reaction to the Indian ‘rise’ (Youngs 20010: 32).
Indeed, the establishment of the EU-India-strategic partnership is indeed closely
associated with ‘India’s growing aspirations’ (Bava 2008b: 107). It is considered to be a
move away from development cooperation to political partnership (Youngs 2010: 32),
providing a ‘broad basis’ (Wagner 2009a: 115) for EU-India-relations (Wagner 2009a:
115). Moreover, it is supposed to be a “major power dialogue’ (Allen 2013: 571).
Furthermore, it can be related to the fact that the European side has realised the role,
which India plays in Asia (Youngs 2010: 33). At the same time, Jain (2008: 21) argues
that the trade and business dimensions are the most important drivers of the EU-India-
strategic partnership. Additionally, de Vasconcelos notes that the EU-India-strategic
partnership proves helpful at the ‘symbolic level’ (de Vasconcelos 2010: 72) in terms of
the ‘[...] mutual acknowledgement of the parties’ status as fully-fledged global actors’.
The EU-India-strategic partnership is associated with certain ‘specialness’ (Wagner
2008: 87) and an ‘upgrade’ (Bava 2008b: 105). Furthermore, it is also put into context
with ‘[...] a new, more political dimension’ (Bava 2008b: 105). Pelinka states that ‘there is
no alliance in the formal sense between India and the EU [...yet; NH] enough common
interests to permit increasing co-operation and a relationship designed as friendship’
(Pelinka 2010: 209). Lisbonne-de Vergeron describes the EU-India-strategic partnership

as ‘[...] shallow by any standards’ (2006: xi-xii). My own account of the EU-India-
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strategic partnership locates its importance for both partners in the context of the
bilateral, regional and international (global) levels, particularly due to India’s importance
in this respect (Hess 2013: 196-198).

There is considerable lack of knowledge on the EU-South Africa strategic
partnership, which has often been somewhat left out of the research picture when
considering some of the comparative studies (Grevi/Vasconselos 2008; De Vasconcelos
2010). Nonetheless, the number of literature on the EU-South Africa strategic
partnership and associated areas of/for cooperation is steadily rising (Oberthir/Groen
2012; Hess 2010; Helly 2012).

In the literature, South Africa is identified as a ‘civilian power’ (Erdmann 2009), a
‘regional power’ (Grevi 2012: 7; Helly 2012: 1); a ‘hegemon’ (Chevallier 2008: 25) and
also an ‘emerging power internationally’ (Oberthir/Groen 2012: 45). It is also described
as being part of the [...] regionally-based emerging powers [...]' (Kornegay 2008: 14).

Some scholars argue that the EU-South Africa strategic partnership is only
focused on development matters (Gratius 2011b: 3). Yet, Helly notes that their relations
have moved [...] from a development-focused relationship to a more diverse and equal
cooperation’ (Helly 2012: 1). In a similar account, Chevallier notes that the EU-South
Africa strategic partnership has led to a relationship ‘[...] of mutual accountability, which
extends well beyond development assistance’ (Chevallier 2008: 24). Other experts view
the importance of the EU-South Africa strategic partnership against the background of
South Africa’s relative predominance on the African continent. Similarly to Brazil, the
South African ‘leading regional power’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 8) is also mentioned in the
context of the strategic partnership with the EU. In this reading, the EU-South Africa-
strategic partnership ‘[...] would be less globally-focused and more concerned with
regional or functional aspects of policy’ (Renard/Rogers (2011: 8). This corresponds with
Grimm’s hunch (2009), who notes that South Africa has probably been chosen as a
strategic partner by the EU because it has a special standing within African institutions
such as the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), to a limited extent the
African Union (AU) and in the context of peacekeeping (Grimm 2009: 63). However,
Grimm also indicates that South Africa is economically superior, yet its political leading
power is not accepted as it fights with regional rivalries (Grimm 2006: 63). South Africa’s
importance as a strategic partner is indeed often seen as being limited to the regional
level (Renard 2011: 23) and based on its economic predominance on the African
continent (Oberthir/Groen 2012: 45), which is different to predominant assessments of
the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil and India. As Helly has put it, South Africa’s

[...] regional dimensions make it particularly relevant for the European Union and South
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African policies in Africa’ (Helly 2012: 1)®. South Africa is indeed treated by the
Europeans (and the US) as the strategically most important partner in Africa. In this
context, Erdmann posits that South Africa is hustled into the role of a (key) pivotal state,
an anchor country and a North-South-bridge-builder. This hustle and role-subscription for
South Africa also applies to the strategic partnership with the EU (2009: 108).

The EU, on the other hand, is interesting to South Africa ‘[...] as an ally in
supporting South Africa’s regional, pan-African and global ambitions’ (Helly 2012: 2).
This assessment is closer to my own account of EU-South Africa relations. It posits that
the EU-South Africa strategic partnership is, similarly to the strategic partnerships with
Brazil and India, geared at the bilateral, regional (interregional) and international levels
from the perspective of both partners (Hess 2012: 4; Hess 2010: 190-194, 195-196).

But is there a common rationale to these three strategic partnerships, in
particular? As mentioned before, analyses, which are centred on the EU’s strategic
partnerships, are linked to research on rising and/or regional powers. This also widely
applies to the Brazilian, Indian and South African cases of strategic partnerships with the
EU. For example, Gratius/John de Souza (2010: 130) state in the context of the strategic
partnerships that the three countries’ ‘[...] increasing regional and global weight [that] the
EU is paying more attention to India, Brazil and South Africa’. However, apart from this
statement, their analysis on the respective strategic partnerships centres on similarities
and differences in policy areas or foreign policy values and/or interests (Gratius/John de
Souza 2010). Interestingly, Young notes that ‘as the EU’s offers of strategic partnerships
proliferate, all these principal emerging powers complain that their value is debased’
(Young 2010: 33). Thereby, he also refers to Brazil, India and South Africa (amongst
others) (Youngs 2010: 32-34). Brazil, India and South Africa as a group are also seen as
‘new leading powers’ (Mildner/Husar 2009), particularly with respect to particular policy
areas such as world trade (Mildner/Husar 2009). Yet again, as it holds true for the
strategic partnerships in general, there is no systematic or theory-led investigation of a
possibly common rationale of the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South

Africa despite the identification of the rising/regional powers’ emergence.

%8 Erdmann (2009: 108) mentions with regard to the-F8uth Africa-strategic partnership that South
African diplomats try to avoid an impression amdritsneighbours that it is privileged by the Eusaps

in contrast to other African countries. South Adiricdiplomats find it hard to counter the accusatiat it
follows a national ‘Sonderweg’ (Erdmann 2009: 10f)ecial path). As a result, South Africa is turired

an ‘agent’ of non-African interests, which Southriéé again tries to prevent at all costs (Erdmaf02
108). Chevallier (2008: 26) explains that ‘Southriéd thus finds itself in the uncomfortable positiof
having to deal with the tension between ‘us andnthe North vs. South — whilst prioritising the Agan
agenda above all'.
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To conclude, to the author’'s knowledge, there is no systematic or theory-led
approach as to understand these three strategic partnerships between the EU and
Brazil, India and South Africa. Thus, there is no systematic or theory-led understanding
to these three specific strategic partnerships, even though Brazil, India and South Africa
and their foreign policies are often compared due to their presumed commonalities in
domestic, foreign policies and international standing®. This may constitute yet another
crucial dimension of the research gap, which the present investigation could “fill-up’ in
terms of the Brazilian, Indian and South African dis-/similarities in foreign policy relations
with the EU.

Last but not least, as the study is interested in understanding the EU’s strategic
partnerships as foreign policy tools in international politics, it seems wise to take a
glimpse at IR-accounts of strategic partnerships as foreign policy instruments used in

international politics.

2.2.5 Strategic partnerships in IR-theory and in ge  neral

Firstly, none of the ‘grand’ theories of International Relations has addressed strategic
partnerships as foreign policy tools or a form of relations between states. Thus, there is
no account from the perspective of the classical bodies of theory — be it Realism,
Liberalism or Social Constructivism and the like — which would either explain or
understand strategic partnerships as social or political phenomena. Thus, there are no
arguments on strategic partnerships from a ‘grand’ theory-view, which could be of value
at this stage of the study. Even though there is no explicit mentioning of strategic
partnerships by ‘grand’ theories of International Relations, | will yet check whether there
are (implicit) contributions by their approaches to world politics. Therefore, | will assess
the possible indirect contributions from classical (meta-) theories in detail in Ch. 3.2.2 as
a prelude to the development of the study’s own conceptual approach to the theorising of

strategic partnerships. Thereby, | will delimitate strategic partnerships.

Nevertheless, there have been observers stating in a more general assessment
that strategic partnerships are on the rise since the end of the Cold War (Nadkarni 2010:
45; Renard 2011: 7; Renard 2013b: 302). Furthermore, Renard/Rogers (2011: 3)
mention that whereas the establishment of alliances has halted, strategic partnerships

have been ‘blossoming’ (Renard/Rogers 2011: 3) in the same time period. According to

2 However, there are also voices stating that thies=e countries are actually rather different reipay
(some of) the above mentioned dimensions (Grabhs/dle Souza 2010: 130).
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the authors, this is due to the fact that strategic partnerships provide ‘[...] a less

confrontational and more constructive vision for a new global order [...]"*.

In the last subchapter on the state of the art, | will now put together the research

puzzle and the pieces of the research gap(s).

2.3 Conclusion: Puzzle and Research Gap(s)

To sum up, the literature review reflects that it is widely assumed that the rising of new
powers is leading to power shifts in the international system and will eventually affect the
EU-Member States and the EU as a whole. Analyses on the EU’s bilateral strategic
partnerships are strongly influenced by and linked to the topic of rising and declining
powers against the background of systemic change and presumed multipolarity.

Specific research on the strategic partnerships between the EU and ‘rising’ and/or
‘regional powers’ has only developed rather recently but has gained pace and relevance
in the last years (Grevi/de Vasconcelos 2008; Grevi/Khandekar 2011; Scott 2007;
Bendiek/Kramer 2009b; Gratius 2011b; Renard 2011/2013; Sautenet 2012). Yet, the
strategic partnerships have predominantly been analysed empirically and/or as single
country-studies lacking a theoretically informed research (apart from the before
mentioned research projects on how the EU is perceived among key non-EU countries)
and/or a comparative perspective.

Thus, research on the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships after 2003 started as a
predominantly policy-centred view on singular strategic partnerships which the EU has
introduced over the years. A comparative perspective to several of the EU’s bilateral
strategic partnerships only evolved slowly over time as more and more of them were
established over the years. These various studies have started to open up an important
field of research on strategic partnerships in foreign policy, especially with regard to the
EU. Single-country-study-research has uncovered vast empirical details about the
respective strategic partnerships. These perspectives are indeed important and relevant,
particularly with regard to a policy-related view. Possible cooperation areas for the
strategic partners as well as ways how to enhance their very cooperation have been
proposed. The studies with a comparative perspective are, additionally, an important

step to uncover the commonalities among the various strategic partnerships established

% However, Renard/Rogers (2011: 3-4) also arguesthategic partnerships’ [...] inherent flexibilignd
ambiguity limit at the same time their potentialp@ct’. However, they do not further elaborate orywh
their potential impact is limited.
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by the EU. Especially the latter studies are an important building block for my work here.
Yet, research on strategic partnerships still lack knowledge, especially on the cases of

EU-Brazil-, EU-India- and EU-South Africa-strategic partnerships.

Crucially, there is no all-encompassing definition or conceptualisation of the EU’s
strategic partnerships up to now — neither in the policy documents nor in academic
research. As Renard (2013b: 302) has put it quite figuratively, ‘[...] most of the literature
on strategic partnerships is a mere recycling of the existing literature, and there is
therefore a profound lack of understanding of strategic partnerships as a foreign policy
instrument or as a strategy’. This is the most crucial research gap, where my research
will contribute to: by theorising and understanding the EU’s strategic partnerships with
Brazil, India and South Africa, knowledge will be enhanced by the study’s results with
regard to various questions: first, what makes a strategic partnership a strategic
partnership (rationale)? Secondly, how do they work and how do strategic partners

interact?

Thereby, the door to further research, especially enabling comparative
perspectives, on strategic partnerships — both in general and with regards to either the
EU or the strategic partners — will be further opened. | agree with Whitman in assessing
with respect to the strategic partnerships that ‘all bilateral relations are marked by
variations in duration, nature and depth’ (Whitman 2010: 28; Grevi 2012: 9). But the
guestion remains: do the EU’s strategic partnerships have a common rationale? What
makes a strategic partnership a strategic partnership in the EU’s context? The present
study is guided by the premise that even though ‘[...] not all strategic partnerships are
identical [...] and ‘[...] not all strategic partnerships are equal [...]" (sic; both Renard
2013b: 305), there may still be a common rationale to the EU’s bilateral strategic
partnerships (after 2003) ‘underneath the surface’. However, this presumption cannot be
entirely tested in this study but needs to be left for further research. Nevertheless, the
present study is guided by the attempt to conceptualise the EU’s strategic partnership
with a model, which could be potentially applied in further research in order to retrieve
more generalising knowledge on the EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships after 2003 as a

whole.

Overall, the present study will combine various research strands and contribute to
filling gaps accordingly. It will particularly provide an investigation of the EU’s bilateral
strategic partnerships (after 2003) and analyses of three single cases in-depth. The

cross-case comparative perspective is believed to enable a more general account of the
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EU’s bilateral strategic partnerships after 2003. The study’s results may be used in the
future for making sense of strategic partnerships formed by other countries or possibly in

International Relations, in general.
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3. Grounding and Delimiting the Study

The chapter on Grounding and Delimiting the Study has two main parts. The first part
addresses meta-theory, the agency-structure-relationship, (overarching) delineations and
levels. The second part provides first evidence on as well as delimitations and potential
building blocks of strategic partnerships. These two main parts are important pre-steps to

the theorising and understanding of the (EU’s) strategic partnerships.

3.1 Meta-Theory, Agency-Structure-Relationship, Del  ineations and Levels

This chapter addresses the philosophy of science underlying my research, the meta-
theoretical foundations as well as the macro- and meso-levels of the study. This is done
in order to clearly outline the bases of this research project. Firstly, | will be addressing
the philosophical and meta-theoretical foundations of my work, which are scientific
realism (and structuration theory). They signify the study’s positioning within the agency-
structure debate. As Wendt (1992: 425) has put it, ‘philosophies of science are not
theories of international relations’. However, a researcher has to clearly define the
philosophical starting points of his/her work. Building on scientific realism, this
dissertation will refrain from analysing the EU’s strategic partnerships as an ‘event'.
Instead, this project seeks to investigate the underlying structures and powers at the
strategic partnerships’ underlying level in order to understand what makes a strategic
partnership a strategic partnership and how strategic partners interact. To this end, | will
particularly focus on the strategic partners and their interaction.

The positioning of my research within the structure-agency-debate will make clear
which premises | make and ‘where’ my research starts from. This is not an end in itself:
This step is a crucial precondition before a researcher can begin with his/her (theoretical
and empirical) work. It not only constitutes the meta-theoretical ‘underpinning’ of this
project but tells the reader about the ontological®® bases of this research and the
epistemological implications for the study. Thus, a positioning within the structure-
agency-debate builds the fundament as well as effects implications for the study’'s
ontology, epistemology, its (meta-)theoretical starting point, the levels of analysis, its
research design and its methodology. Secondly, | will refer to the meta-theoretical
foundations of my study. | will state why and how | choose an analytic eclectic approach
in combining ‘modules’ from specific paradigms. | will intertwine approaches to a ‘fusion’

of neoliberalism, neo-/realism and constructivism. Moreover, | will introduce insights from

31 Ontology means the most basic premises about ¢l and how it works (Blatter/Janning/Wagemann
2007: 129).
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business and management literature as well as sociology. Thirdly, | will outline the
boundaries of my study with respect to several broad research strands within
International Relations as well as within Political and Social Sciences. Thereby, the
(envisaged) contributions and delimitations of my study to these various research
strands will become evident. Fourthly, after having demonstrated that International
Relations as a subdiscipline forms the basis of my study, | will specify the structure(s)

and agency in my work by addressing the ‘macro’- and ‘meso’-levels in my analysis.

3.1.1 The Agency-Structure-Debate and Meta-Theoreti  cal Foundations

Every research project needs to position itself within the agency-structure-debate in
order to clarify the premises and foundational bases of the research. This is due to the
fact that every formulated explanation to a (social or political) phenomenon points to an
implicit understanding of structure and agency (Hay 1995: 192). As a social scientist, one
needs to ask oneself several questions. For example, are actors autonomous agents
who completely control the surrounding in which their action is being taken? Or are
agents completely dependent on the context of their setting which they cannot influence
by any means? These questions are important because they inform the formulation of
the hypotheses of a study. As a result, it is crucial to denominate the underlying set of
assumptions or beliefs of how structure and agency are related in our own research on a
social phenomenon (Hay 1995: 189, 205; Wendt 1987: 337).

Hay (1995) identifies four positions (see Figure 1) in the so called structure-
agency debate, which differ on firstly, whether they follow an ‘insider’ (agency centred) or
an ‘outsider’ (structure-centred) account; and secondly, whether their hold a simple or a

dialectical view of the structure-agency relationship (Hay 1995: 192-3)%.

%2 There are various ways to denominate the diffeapproaches within the agency-structure-debatetwhic
also leads to confusion over terms. For examplend/€1987) criticises the ‘simple view' of structuand
agency (Hay's 1995 terminology) within neorealism \well as world system theory in International
Relations. Whereas neorealism as an individiuafigiroach keeps agency ,primitive’, world systenotige
as a structuralist approach keeps structure ‘prigli{‘primitive’, thereby, means keeping the uffiked
and unproblematic’) (Wendt 1987: 348). Instead, pgieposes to adopt a so called ‘structurationist'
perspective, which sees both structure and agemeyrélated in order to avoid either the agencyg-loa
structure-bias. However, he does not clearly diffiéiate as he both refers to structuration theeryell as
scientific or critical realism at the same timeh@tauthors again have a different denominatiortfese
metatheoretical approaches. For example, Hix (1@843% the ‘simple views' (Hay 1995) of the agency-
structure-relation ‘agency-primitive* and ‘structdprimitive' approaches. Ultimately, there is camgmce
between Hay (1995) and Hix (1994) and only a dififieie in terms: Hix, similarly to Hay, also outlirfesir
types’ of approaches to the study of politics.sHir, Hix also refers to ‘structure-active' andrtstture-
neutral’ theories within the structure-biased grolipe ‘structure-active‘ theories believe in stures
determining agency (thereby equalling Hay's ‘stmmalism‘) whereas the ‘structure-neutral’ theories
reckon that structure and agency are interdepen@dkateby equalling Hay’s critical realist/strategi
relational approach). Secondly, Hix (1994) refeos ‘agency-primitive group theories' and ‘agency-
primitive rational actor theories': He does notbeleate on the latter; however, | would assume they
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Figure 1: Positions in the structure-agency debate

‘Insider’ account ‘Outsider’ account

(agency-centred) (structure-centred)
Simple view of structure- , s o

Intentionalism Structuralism

agency

_ _ _ Critical realism —
Dialectical view of _ _ ,
Structuration theory strategic-relational
Structure-agency
approach

Source: Hay (1995): 193

Here, | will not dwell in detail on the four individual positions as my study does not deal
with the structure-agency-debate in particular. However, to make it clear, my research
project is based upon a dialectical view of structure and agency. Thus, | will start from
the premise that structure and agency are interrelated and | will follow the middle way
with respect to the questions stated before. Consequently, | take neither agents nor
structure as given or prefixed entities. Instead, both impact on one another: they are
interrelated, co-determining and mutually constitutive. Agents are not believed to be

completely autonomous from the structure, which represents the environment for their

equal Hay's (1995) ‘intentionalism’ and ‘structucat theory’. In brief, it shows that there is a wid
agreement on four approaches to do social or galiticience research, which is based on four celate
different ontologies in social theory. As researshé is important to be aware of these paradifpn®our
own research as well as other studies. These inetadtical foundations inform the premises for aese
as well as the ontologies and epistemologies afiesu In order to avoid confusion, | will be usiHgy's
(1995) terminology.

% As a first ‘insider’ account, intentionalism pasithat structures are being determined by inteation
action. Explanations to a political phenomenondegved from the actors and their intentions, nattons
and self-understanding. Intentionalism is dominmt,example, among rational choice or public ckoic
theorists stressing the selfishness of individuatsking towards maximising utility, being strategic
calculators and intentional actors. However, thislarstanding has been criticized for its non-retsl
conception of rationality as both context and raioaction are believed to be interdependent (H#851
195-6).

3 Intentionalism’ s counterpart following a monocalugerspective of the structure-agency relationship
structuralism. Following this understanding, actsiraply ‘bear’ the working of “unobservable socsid
political structures” (Hay 1995: 193). Structurebmslieved to constrain and, above all, determirenayg.
Strategies, motivations and actions of agents aem ®s consequences of determining structures. As a
result, structures are determinant and relativelprromous systems. Structuralism has been sulgest t
high number of critiques which, e.g., highlight tinederestimation of individual activity (Hay 199893-
5).
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actions. However, agency is not entirely dependent on structure. The same holds true for
structure in a dialectical perspective: structure is neither entirely independent from
agency nor is it determining agency. Instead, it is a middle way: agency and structure are
interlinked and mutually interdependent. In brief, as Hay (1995: 199-200; 205) has put it,
society is not only constituted by the sums of structure and agency but by their
interaction. | strongly agree with this position. Structure and agency are more than the

sum of their parts as they are two sides of the coin.

As | will be using a dialectical view of the structure-agency-relationship, | will
briefly introduce its counterparts, namely structuration theory and the critical
realist/strategic relational approach.

Firstly, structuration theory presents a dialectical view of the structure-agency
relationship. Predominantly, Anthony Giddens’ theory of structuration tries to dissolve the
dualism of structure and agency. Giddens strives for a duality and refers to the image of
two sides of a coin disapproving of artificially demarcating structure and agency as
‘insider’ accounts do. Giddens introduces two perspectives of his approach: firstly,
structuration highlights the relatedness, interdependence and co-determination of social
structure and agency. Secondly, this approach also underlines the duality of structure
meaning that social structure determines human action and vice versa. By overcoming
the division line, which is often perceived as a rigid separation, structuration theory has
been influencing many theoretical approaches (Hay 1995: 198; Wendt 1987: 339). At the
same time, it has also been critiqued for only transferring the dualism by slightly
modifying the definition of notions instead of adhering to analytical precision (Hay 1995:
198). Sitill, the fact that structuration theory has acknowledged the need to transcend the
dualism of structure and agency proves nevertheless to be worthwhile (Hay 1995: 197-
9).

Secondly, the critical realist — strategic-relational approach is the second
(‘outsider’) account (structure-centred) assuming a dialectical view of structure and
agency (Hay 1995: 193). It is widely based upon the work by the critical realist Roy
Bhaskar (1975, 1979, and 1986) and on the related strategic-relational approach by Bob
Jessop (1990). Similarly to Giddens, Bhaskar (1979: 43) acknowledges a duality of
structure and agency by stating that society is both condition and outcome of human
agency. Additionally, Jessop (1990: 129) states in his strategic-relational approach that
the state’s form determines a hierarchy of strategies and that the state is located in a
strategic terrain characterised by dialectical processes of structures and strategies.
Consequently, the structures in a system are strategically selective (Hay 1995: 199). It

becomes clear that the critical realism — strategic relational approach also overcomes the
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dualism of structure and agency: although structure and agency are theoretically
separate, they are completely interwoven in practice. Yet in contrast to structuration
theory, this view accentuates structure: though structure does not directly determine
outcomes but conditions agency and, therefore, defines the range of potential strategies
possibly being deployed by agents. Thus, structure is strategically selective by enabling
and constraining action. But it does not directly determine one particular action. Similarly,
agency is contextualised meaning that agency is being contextualised within the
structural context in which it takes place. To sum up, by following a critical realist —
strategic-relational approach, human agency is related to preconstituted, highly
structured settings (Hay 1995: 199-200; Dessler 1989: 452, 466).

A dialectical view of the agency-structure-relationships overcomes one limitation
of its counterpart (the monolithic view), namely the latter’'s inability to ‘explain’ certain
actions or structures. This is due to the fact that they start their analysis from ‘fixed’
(‘primitive’), ontologically reduced and reified entities (Wendt 1987: 340; 349). Instead,
taking into account a reciprocation of agency and structure allows for showing the
‘properties’ of units and system and their co-constitutive nature. The boundaries between
the insider and outsider-accounts of the dialectical view yet appear rather fluent.
However, at the same time my study leans towards the — in Hay's (1995) terminology —
Jinsider‘-account and, therefore, structuration theory. Before | turn to structuration theory
in particular, | will shortly describe its general philosophical basis — namely, scientific

realism.

3.1.1.1 Scientific realism as a basis

The philosophical roots of structuration theory lie in scientific realism®. It reflects an
attempt to ‘[...] combine a natural science approach with an interpretative one’
(Hollis/Smith 1990: 6). Thus, it actually tries to combine ‘explaining’ and ‘understanding’
(Hollis/Smith 1990: 6-7). In contrast to empiricism, scientific realism allows for including
‘unobservable generative structures’ (Wendt 1987: 350) without compromising ‘scientific’
ontology (Wendt 1987: 350). Scientific realism presumes ‘that the world exists

independently of human beings, that mature scientific theories theories typically refer to

% Scientific realism again refers to philosophiasdlism as one philosophy of science. It is differfeom
both empiricism and post-positivism, for exampleef\it 1999: 47). But crucially, scientific realismriot
equal to (IR-)constructivism (Carlsnaes 1992: 248).Rivas (2010: 210) has put it, realism ,means an
acceptance of the existence of a reality regardiédsuman observation or knowledge of it'. Thus, my
study starts from the ontological presuppositiomezlism that social reality is enduring and natlyore-
/produced by social interaction (the latter beiran&ructionism) (Abbott 2004: 46). For more infotioa

on scientific realism see, for example, Wight (2006
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this world, and that they do so even when the objects of science are unobservable’
(Wendt 1999: 47).

Note that scientific realism does not work at the same level as common theories
of International Relations, such as Realism® or Neorealism, but that it rather constitutes
a ‘philosophical underpinning’ and ‘a philosophy of and for science’ (Wight/Joseph 2010:
2) in general. Thus, scientific realism could be underpinning other scientific disciplines as
well — it is not restricted to the social sciences or, let alone, International Relations
(Wight/Joseph 2010: 3). Furthermore, some theories of International Relations are not
per se compatible with scientific realism. However, scientific realism does not
predetermine the theories for a study (Wight/Joseph 2010: 2, 3). Additionally, scientific
realism is a ‘non-positivist’ approach (Wight/Joseph 2010: 2; Bhaskar 2008: 12).

There is, thus, a difference between empirical realists and scientific realists
(Bhaskar 2008: 15, 26). At this point, | will not review the entire debate between
empiricism and scientific realism because this is not the main focus of the study. Suffice
it to say, that both accounts differ in the basics of ontology, epistemology and the
grounds of research customs. As Wendt explains, there are two major issues of
contention between the ‘camps’. Empiricists prefer to research only events and entities,
which are ‘real’ and ‘observable’ (Wendt 1989: 351-352). Scientific realists, by contrast,
grant scientifically legitimate ontological status also to ‘unobservables’, if they have
observable effects or are evidentally ‘manipulable’ by agents. Theories in this ‘tradition’
offer explanations to social phenomena by demonstrating how they are produced by an
underlying aspect (Dessler 1989: 445). For example, the generation and flow of
electricity is explained by pointing to protons and neutrons. They are (the combination of)

underlying entities which make a set or a process (electricity) but which we cannot see.

As S. Smith (1996: 25) has put it, scientific realism is ‘interested in uncovering the
structures and things of the world that make science possible’. Thus, according to
scientific realism, there is a ‘world outside of experience’ (S. Smith 1996: 25). Scientific
realism works at three levels (Jessop 2010: 187). The real level denotes the
mechanisms underlying an event; the actual level constitutes the event and the empirical

level is what we experience in the world (S. Smith 1996: 26). Thus, instead of analysing

% This is the Realism as known in IR. Realism igoftlepicted as the ‘orthodoxy and the classicdltioa
about international relations’ (Buzan 1996: 47) dadcontrasted with other paradigms such as e.g.
liberalism/pluralism/functionalism/Kantianism, EigfiSchool/Grotianism or Marxism/socialism (Buzan
1996: 47, 55; Hollis/Smith 1990: 10-11). HowevenjzBn mentions that the boundaries between the
paradigms are blurred. However, they differ on wdmtstitutes the ‘centre of [their; NH] attentiqBuzan
1996: 47; 55).
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the strategic partnerships as an ‘event’ (the actual level), | will analyse their underlying
structures and powers of strategic partners (the real level). Put differently, instead of
focusing on the empirical ‘object’ (strategic partnerships), | investigate ‘its’ subjects — the
interacting agents — in order to gain knowledge on strategic partnerships. Thereby, my
analysis focuses particularly on the 'real’ level (powers of strategic partners) in order to
understand the ‘actual’ level (strategic partnerships) (Jessop 2010: 187; S. Smith 1996:
25). From an epistemological point of view, scientific realists allow for abduction due to

their ontological understanding.

At this stage it is vital to understand that | will not seek to answer a ‘why’-question
in terms of a causal account. Generally, a scientific realist approach seeks answering
‘why’-questions, which again necessitates answers to ‘how’- and ‘what’-questions
(Wendt 1987: 354, 363). However, | will outpicture the ‘why’-dimension. The study will
make certain assumptions about structure and agency in the first place and then
concentrate on addressing the ‘what’- and ‘how’-questions, which is perfectly in line with
its research interest. Thus, in order to understand and theorise the EU’s strategic
partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa, | will analyse how they interact and what
actually makes a strategic partnership a strategic partnership. Thereby, | am particularly
investigating the powers of the strategic partners within their interaction. Yet again, |
have to reiterate that even though the study engages in identifying underlying forces, it

will do so in a non-causal way.

Even though scientific realism in the social sciences is often equated with the
work of Roy Bhaskar (e.g., Bhaskar 2008; Kurki 2010: 129; S. Smith 1996: 25), it is
important to note that he is not the only representative of this philosophy within the social
sciences (Wight/Joseph 2010: 3). There are also scientific realists, who tend to ‘favour’
an ‘insider’'s account while still following the duality of structure and agency. These are
called ‘structurationists’, mostly based on the work by Anthony Giddens and his
structuration theory. As my work also leans towards structuration theory, | will now

outline its main characteristics in order to further highlight the starting point of my study.
Before doing so, it is yet crucial to reiterate that the study takes scientific realism

only as a basis and starting point. | will not engage in establishing causal mechanisms

and it will not engage in positivist research.
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3.1.1.2 A starting point: Structuration theory

My research also builds on Structuration theory. Whereas scientific realism (roughly)
denotes here that | also include ‘unobservables’ in my research, structuration theory
amongst others implies that | follow a dialectical view of structure and agency. As
mentioned in Ch 3.1.1, structuration theory is one form of this dialectical view, which
leans towards an ‘insider’-account and thus accentuates agency within my social
ontology. | will first outline Structuration theory’s accentuation of agency within its
dialectical view of the agency-astructure-relationship before turning to the criticism of its

conflation of structure and agency.

3.1.1.2.1 Accentuation of agency within strategic p  artnerships

The accentuation of agency is due to the fact that the social phenomenon in my study —
the EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa — is (intentionally)
established by actors and not by structures. Put differently, strategic partnerships are
intentionally intro-/produced by agents. It is this very ‘intention’, which is not
acknowledged by critical realists in the tradition of Roy Bhaskar. As a result, the present
project leans towards accentuating agency within the dialectical view of the agency-

structure-relationship.

It is important to keep in mind that ‘structuration theory by itself cannot generate
specific theoretical claims about international relations’ (Wendt 1987: 369). It rather
implies the form of explanation for agent's actions. By this, it prescribes certain
epistemological and methodological parameters for going about theorising and doing the
analysis. ‘Structurationists’ cannot offer direct understanding to social phenomena in
international relations (Wendt 1987: 369). Structuration theory should rather be seen as
my study’s philosophical fundament, which reflects the starting point of how a researcher
sees and analyses the world (ontology, epistemology), and for the means (theory,
research design, methodology) to an end (research results; understanding). In brief,
Structuration theory is the broad philosophical ‘strand’ underlying my research as a

starting point.
Structuration theory is more about the analysis than about the material of the

social world itself. It reflects how we think about the social world (Wendt 1987: 355).

Structuration theory is predominantly Anthony Giddens’ structuration theory (Giddens
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1984)*". However, there are several structuration theorists. Structuration theorists or
‘structurationists’ (Wendt 1987: 356) have in common that they believe in the ‘equal’
ontological standing of both agency and structure. (Potentially unobservable) social
structures generate agency. Agency again is characterised by (human) intentions and
motivation. Thereby, social structures are intrinsically tied to time and space®, which
consequently needs to be kept in mind in both theoretical and social studies (Wendt
1987: 356).

The mentioning of the international system-structure as background for actor’s
choices reflects that | view strategic partnerships and its strategic partners as structurally
grounded. In this context, it is important to note that structures do not prescribe one
particular strategy but rather a range of strategies serving the interests of a structurally
embedded actor. Therefore, in my study | will not start from the supposition that
structures are strictly strategically selective. Thus, structure is indeed enabling and
constraining action. But agents are somewhat autonomous and have more leeway in
choosing their strategies (which are nevertheless not irrespective of the system-
structure). System-structures, in this sense, can rather offer ‘incentive structures’ for

particular action which actors choose in a deliberative way.

To sum up, the subchapter has demonstrated that the study adopts a dialectical
view of the agency-structure-relationship in understanding strategic partnership.
Thereby, by analysing strategic partnerships, | accentuate agency within the dialectic
view of structure and agency. At the same time, strategic partnerships are introduced by
agents against the background of the nature of the international system-structure. In

brief, strategic partnerships are socially and structurally grounded.

3" The term ‘structuration* refers to ‘the structuiof social relations across time and space, tueiof the
duality of structure’ (Giddens 1984: 376).

% Time* and ‘space’ point to the fact that a resdmr must take into account the historical and
geographical context of the social structures (Wé&887: 356). In my study, | admittedly analysetgic
partnerships against a certain background. Thetalytake into account certain features of thecstire in
which strategic partnerships occur. However, ire liwith Giddens’ theory of structuration from the
1970s38, my study escapes the ‘one-sided detemmiafsstructuralist explanations’ (Yalva¢ 2010: 175)
Thus, | think that the establishment of a stratqmactnership is potentially possible in severaltesys
structures. Indeed, there are certain system-stegtwvhich might favour the coming into existencéhe
likelihood of strategic partnerships in comparisonother system-structures. Yet this shows that the
deliberate choice of agents38 seems more impoftanivhether strategic partnerships are introduced o
not. Therefore, the key to ‘understanding’ stratqgartnerships as social phenomena is to ‘undet’stha
interaction of agents. Similarly to Dessler (19862), who speaks of alliances, | see strategicpeships

as ‘products of intential action’. But as agencydd determined by structure in my account, soheeiaire
strategic partnerships as products by agents.e8icapartnerships are, thus, no automatic consegueh
the system-structure. Actors, in this sense, aeeittftiators of strategic partnerships. They ‘detiee’
strategic partnerships against the backgroundeofdbpective system-structure as they intentioriaitiyate
them.
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3.1.1.2.2 Conflating agency and structure?

A dialectical view of the agency-structure-relationship is confronted with criticism of
conflating the two dimensions®. As the title of this subchapter suggests the present
project takes Structuration theory only as a starting point in order to highlight the
accentuation of agency within the dialectical perspective of the agency-structure-
relationship®. But the question now rises as to how to combine an interlinked view of

agency and structure without conflating the two dimensions?

The study will assume a ‘true’ dialectical (dual) view of structure and agency by
according causal properties to both agency and structure. Thus, structures do provide
crucial structural and social context for actor's behaviour and choices. Structures are the
‘deeper social context’ (Wight/Joseph 2010: 21). Structural context, which is independent
from agency but nevertheless co-constitutive: the components of the international
system-structure represent the social and structural context, in which actors are situated
and embedded and which is highly relevant for their choices, behaviour and their
capacity for (intentional) social transformation. By only looking at the properties of agents
and individual interaction detached from social context, we will not be able to understand
strategic partnerships. In this sense, a certain understanding of the structural and social

context can help to understand agents’ actions.

% This is a criticism, which has been levelled agaiBiddens and Wendt in IR. First, according toaRjv
Giddens conflates agency and structure by arguimg tstructures are entirely dependent on the
understandings and practices of the agents wharitiate them (...)’ (Rivas 2010: 204). Secondly, W&nd
accounts (e.g., 1987, 1992, 1999) are not beyosputé (Copeland 2006). For example, Wendt has been
criticised for not actually adhering to a duality agency and structure but to conflate the two or
unjustifiably favouring one side of the (agencyusture-) medal (Wight/Joseph 2010: 19-20; Diezaét.
2010: 214). Furthermore, Wight (2006: 17) critisis&/endt (1999) for presenting scientific realismaas
‘via media’ (Wendt 1999: 40) and for his declaratio be following positivism (Wendt 1999: 39-40)etY
scientific realism is not a ‘compromise’ or ‘midetieound’ position between positivism and interpiistin
(Rivas 2010: 203). Instead, both positivism anesttfic realism are philosophies of science, whidffer
regarding their ontology (Wight 2006: 17, 19). hststudy | will often make reference to Giddens an
Wendt. This is due to the fact that they are highfluential to the scientific realist and ‘strucationist’
perspectives. However, the study will transcend dl¥erimiddle-ground’-approach and Anthony Giddens’
Structuration Theory and his approach of ‘instditid. Thus, their accounts will only be starting o
reference points for the study’s conceptual modditae investigation of strategic partnerships.

0 Giddens (1984) follows a ,particular' agency-cedtrapproach as he especially stresses psycholalogic
and biological factors (individual human behaviodrd my mind, sociological aspects receive somewhat
too little attention: even though he refers to slugy, sociologists and social structures, therauton of

an agent in a ‘society’ does not widely featurehia theory. This is where, | think, the study’suét
dialectical view of agency and structure, which ewmkeference to structurally and socially grounded
agents, will be of major benefit. | will come batckmy transcending of Giddens’ approach in Ch 511.2
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The study’s developed conceptual model will allow for including the structural and social
context of agency. Thus, my analysis includes the duality of agency and structure without
conflating it via the study’'s careful combination of analytic eclectic modules in the
concept-building. Over all, | will be able to understand, which underlying factors
generated the behaviour by agents. By looking underneath the phenomenon, my
analysis is based on a ‘social ontology based on underlying social relations’

(Wight/Joseph 2010: 24), which allows for (intentional) social transformation by agents.

After having outlined the starting point of my study — namely, Structuration Theory
a la Giddens — | will now explain how | intend to transcend Giddens’ approach. Following
Realist Social Theory will enable me to transcend Giddens’ view of structure while still
being able to accentuate agency. The study’s realist social theoretical approach will also
have implications on how | proceed with the building of my conceptual model of strategic

partnerships (see Chapter 4.1.3).

3.1.1.3 Transcending Structuration theory: Realist Social theory

Realist Social Theory is based on scientific realism (Pawson/Tilley 1997: 56). In my view,
there is a potential for realist social theory to be used fruitfully in empirical research. |
think that realist social theory can also benefit research in International Relations by its
alternative (dual) view of the agency-structure-relationship*. It is where a more
sociological view — accounting for the relationship between agents and their social
relations — can be brought into the picture when dealing with the agency-structure-
debate (Carter/New 2004: 3). Giddens structurationist perspective, which only sees
social structure as being ‘virtual’ and somewhat dependent on agents (‘instantiated’ by
agents), can be transcended by a realist social view (Carter/New 2004: 4-5). This realist
social view of agency and structure has been highly influenced by scholars such as
Margaret Archer and others. A realist social view of the structure-agency-relationship is
dialectical but rather called ‘dual’ and, thereby, grants both agency and structure causal

properties.

The difference between Realist social theory and Giddens’ Structuration theory

lies in the varying conception of social structures (Carter/New 2004: 5)*2. Following

*L For example, Carlsnaes has also proposed to foHoigntific realism and particularly Archer’s
morphogenetic approach in overcoming the agenaytsire-problem with regard to Foreign Policy
Analysis (Carlsnaes 1992).

“2 Even though Carter/New (2004) elaborate on thistesocial approach with respect to human agehcy,
will in the following adapt their arguments on indiuals by applying them to agents, in general.
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Realist Social theory, a crucial property of a social structure is its ‘anteriority’ (sic;
Carter/New 2004: 5) vis-a-vis agency. Furthermore, social structures, which involve
enabling and constraining as well as de- and motivating action amongst their causal
properties, are ‘relatively enduring’ (Carter/New 2004: 5, 12; Archer 1995: 50). Agents,
according to the realist social account, have various causal properties, such as [...] self-
consciousness, reflexivity, intentionality, cognition and emotionality [...]' (Carter/New
2004: 5) amongst others. They also pursue interests (Carter/New 2004: 5). Moreover,
Carter/New (2004: 5) mention the key power of agents is ‘[...] the power to maintain or
modify the world [...]" (Carter/New 2004: 5). Agents have the power of choice and, thus,
to decide. As Carter/New put it, [...] the effects of structures are mediated by agency: in
social life, nothing happens without the activation of the causal powers of people’
(Carter/New 2004: 14). This is in line with the accentuation of agency in my study.
Additionally, by depicting agency and structure as both irreducible to one another, the
realist social theoretical approach transcends both the structurationist as well as more
structural views of the agency-structure-relationship (Carter/New 2004: 5-6). In brief, the
realist social view works with a ‘[...] dynamic conception of the interplay over time
between interpretative, purposive agents and a structural domain defined in terms of

both constraining and enabling properties’ (Carlsnaes 1992: 245).

As the study is dedicated to understanding instead of explaining®®, it will build a
realist social theoretically-inspired conceptual model of understanding: | will make
assumptions about pre-existing structures, which are the structural and social context for
agents, their choices and their interactions. Hence, the international system-structure in
my case is to be seen as the context for enabling/constraining/de-/motivating actions.
Furthermore, | will look at the structural and social powers of the agents, which underly
their interation and interrelationship.

I will be following Margaret S. Archer’ s morphogenetic approach to realist social
theory (1995), which | will outline in Ch. 4.1.3.2 in the context of building my conceptual
model. Suffice it to say here, that morphogenesis is ‘[...] an approach to social theory,
which is realist in its ontology and which supplements realism by making ‘analytical
dualism’ explicit and demonstrating its methodological utility in practical social analysis’
(Archer 1995: 76). Thus, the morphogenetic model allows for an analytical dualism of

structure and agency*, follows a realist ontology and its of practical use when it comes

“3 1t is yet crucial in this context that even thougk study will follow a realist social theoretigabdel, it

will refrain from positivism. Thus, the study wilingage in investigating the social sphere but o
positivist mode.

4 Archer (1995: 87) does not dismiss the co-coratiness of structure and agency altogether but she
rejects ,the representation of their bonding astacnadhesion such that structure and agency are
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to methodology and the analysis itself. This dual analytical perspective will help with the
understanding of strategic partnerships and taking both agency and structure into

account.

3.1.1.4 Concluding Remarks

In this chapter | have first outlined the philosophical base of my study, namely scientific
realism. Secondly, | have particularly introduced Giddens’ structurationist approach as
the starting point for my agency-highlighting study. However, in a third step | have made
clear that | will transcend Structuration theory. This will be of significance especially
when it comes to the conceptualisation of structure(s) (see Chapter 5.1.2.1). As
mentioned before, | will follow Realist Social theory, which is based on scientific realism,
in my study. It perfectly matches the accentuation of agency in my study, while
simultaneously adhering to a dual view of the agency-structure-relationship. Both
aspects will help with building an analytical model understanding and investigating the

EU'’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa.

In the following chapter, | will first address the analytic eclectic combination of
‘modules’ from different meta-theories in an intermediary step. This combination is the
building block of how | understand agency and structure in this study. Furthermore, | will
elaborate on the study’s introduction of an interdisciplinary perspective. Moreover, the
study will delimitate its research focus from the perspective of certain research areas.
Afterwards, | will outline my view of agency and structure in a more concrete manner
with respect to the agents | and Il in my study, namely the EU as well as Brazil, India and
South Africa.

3.1.2 Analytic Eclecticism: IR-paradigms and social science disciplines

Besides the meta-theoretical basis of my work, scientific realism, | will now turn to the
theoretical starting point of my research. Note that | will not review the entire (vast) body
of neither the liberal, the realist nor the social constructivist school in International

Relations® because this is not the primary focus of my study. Yet, | will outline the

effectivley defined in terms of one another'. Tieswhere she favours her analytical dualism instefad
Giddens dualism of structure and agency (Arche51233).

%5 It may be a commonplace but for the sake of beingcise and of avoiding confusion: whereas
International Relations (written in capital letfedenotes the theories and schools of thought mpalith
international politics and relations among/betwstates, international relations (small letters)mynmefers

to world politics and related phenomena as such.
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fundamental guidelines of each of the schools in order to make clear that neither of the
‘grand’ theories in International Relations* is sufficient on their own in terms of
understanding of strategic partnerships. Thus, this ‘testing’ is not an end in itself. But this
‘check’ is quite important as it proves that | have closely ‘tested’ existing theories,
whether they can explain or understand strategic partnerships. Importantly, none of the
three grand theories genuinely addresses strategic partnerships between states or state-
like entities. Yet all three will offer modules informing the analytic eclectic approach to
building a conceptual model of strategic partnerships. By referring to the ‘grand’ theories
of International Relations, | will make particular reference to the approaches’ convictions
of international cooperation because ‘strategic partnerships’ are presumably a form of
cooperation. Furthermore, | will build on insights referring to alliance-building®” and
competition*®. Moreover, | will draw on concepts of social interaction.

First, 1 will highlight the liberal school as it is known for addressing international
cooperation and interdependence among states in the anarchical system. The liberal
approaches on interdependence will be of significance to my sketching of the structural
context of the agents, who establish strategic partnerships.

Secondly, | will turn to the realist ‘camp’ of scholars on International Relations.
The neorealist school of thought is the second predominant body | will draw on in my
work and it constitutes the study’s point of departure. Thereby, the realist school of
thought has approaches, on which | will build on, even though it is limited in explanatory
power when it comes to strategic partnerships.

Thirdly, this is the point, where | will introduce Social Constructivism. It will be the
third body of thought, which | will add to the neoliberal and neo-/realist point of
departures. Social constructivist approaches will be of specific relevance in
understanding of strategic partnerships in terms of how strategic partners (may) interact.
Moreover, it is particularly well-equipped in corresponding to the meta-theoretical

positioning of my study, which conceives of agency and structure as co-constitutive.

6 Of course, there are more than these three ‘cllssir ‘grand' theories in International Relatiomeghich

are paradigmatically dominant (Sil/Katzenstein 2028). Additionally, one could mention the theory
bodies of a) Feminism and Gender; b) Marxism andicar Theory; and c) Postmodernism and
Poststructuralism (Diez et al. 2011). However, ¢hare considered to be of limited relevance, when i
comes to the strategic partnerships as a socipblitical phenomenon. Strategic partnerships aith@e
about ,gender’, neither about the role of natiomablobal capitalism nor class relations; neitheow the
role of language nor political discourse in thatfiplace (Diez et al. 2011: 51-57; 135-144; 166}1TARis

is why | will not further elaborate on these theooncepts.

" This is due to the fact that strategic partneshig often compared to alliances as the chaptstats of
the art(Ch. 2) has demonstrated. Alliances can, of cowalse, be framed as a form of cooperation against
the background of the balance of power (Keohan& 188

“8 My work is (amongst others) based on realism, tirather stresses the aspect of ‘competition‘ and
‘conflict’ in international relations via its focusn power politics. Thereby, | combine the factofs
competition located in human nature (a la Morgemthaealism in IR) and in structures (a la neossa)i
(Buzan 1996: 51).
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In brief, | will combine and analytically ‘eclect’ all three ‘grand theories’ by ‘fusioning’
approaches to a perspective of ‘(Limited Neoliberal —Neo-/Realist — Social
Constructivism’. It shows that only the fusion of approaches will help to fully grasp the

social phenomenon of strategic partnerships.

3.1.2.1 Classical Liberalism and Neoliberalism

Let us first turn to the Liberal and Neoliberal school of thought in International Relations
because it is known for highlighting international cooperation among states in the
international system®. Liberalism, in general, is a school of thought in International
Relations, which should not be confused with liberal economic understandings and it
also should not be equated with Andrew Moravscik's work often termed as ‘new

liberalism’°

or the liberal (democratic) peace thesis (Diez et al. 2011: 130°"). Liberalism,
which represents a rational account, can be subdivided in two subgroups: Classical
Liberalism (or ‘Idealism’) and Neoliberalism (or ‘Liberal Institutionalism’) (Diez et al. 2011:
130-133).

First, Classical Liberalism, which emerged in the first half of the twentieth century,
postulated that in order to prevent war, nation-states should refrain from aggressively
pursuing power and influence. Instead, they should be ‘controlled’ by the introduction of
international law and international institutions (Diez et al. 2011: 130-131). This already
hints at the ‘cooperative nature’ of the liberal approach to international relations. As Diez
et al. (2011: 131) put it, the formation of international institutions would increase the
‘interdependence’ (Diez et al. 2011: 131) between states. Thereby, war seems less likely
as international institutions open up the prospect for negotiating and mediating (Diez et
al. 2011: 131). Being ‘idealist’, Classical Liberalism is led by normative belief: its scholars
believe that all nations share a common interest in peace. The realist school of thought,
which is pictured as the theoretical counter piece of Liberalism, criticises Liberalism on

that account. Liberals, such as David Mitrany, have transcended the normative approach

9 See, for example, Keohane 1984; For more infoonatin (international) cooperation see, e.g., Axklro
1997 or Stein 1990.

% In his Jliberal approach Moravscik investigatesopesses of negotiating between interest grouplken
domestic context in the process of formulation aiefgn policy preferences (Diez et al. 2011: 13€e s
Moravscik 1993)

*1 In the following | will be often referring to Diezt al., who provide a very sound overview of IRdHes,
and their work, which is very suitable for thisroductory chapter in terms of the study’s theoedtiasis.
However, the following chapters will demonstratattthe study builds on a multiplicity of sourcedigh
allows for a stronger diversification.
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by instead focusing on the how international institutions come into place (Diez et al.
2011: 131).

Secondly, Neoliberalism gained in relevance in importance in the 1970s due to an
observable rise in number and significance of international institutions puzzling ‘the
neorealist hypothesis of cooperation among states as being very unlikely under the
conditions of anarchy®” (Diez et al. 2011: 131). For example, Robert O. Keohane
believed that the growing quantity of international institutions®, international
organisations and international regimes> proved that the neorealist assumptions about
the implications of international anarchy were wrong (Diez et al. 2011: 131-132). Even
though neoliberal theory sides with neorealism in being rationalist and, thus, accepts that
actors are egoistic and rational, neoliberal scholars derived different results from this
presumption (Diez et al. 2011: 132; 133). Neoliberals believe that the prospects for
(possible) international cooperation are far greater than neorealists assume. Whereas
neorealists only expect international cooperation if there is a hegemon, who protects,
supports and ensures the application of norms and rules, neoliberals point to the mutual
interdependence among states (Diez et al. 2011: 132). For example, Keohane and Nye
(1977) already pointed to the social and economic connections among states in the
1970s (Keohane/Nye 2012; Diez et al. 2011: 132). In their book on ‘Power and
Interdependence’ (Keohane/Nye 2012), the authors dealt with the effects of complex
interdependence in international politics (ibid., 20-24). They defined international
interdependence as ‘[...] situations characterized by reciprocal effects among countries
or among actors in different countries’ (Keohane/Nye 2012: 7; Diez et al. 2011: 132;
Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 29). Interdependence includes more than ‘interconnectiveness’ as
it implicates that there may be mutual costs of transnational interactions (Keohane/Nye
2012: 8). Due to this mutual interdependence, international actors lose their autonomy
and they may be more ‘sensitive’ and more ‘vulnerable’ (Keohane/Nye 2012: 10-16).
Military capabilities become less significant and the enticements for international
cooperation grow (Diez et al. 2011: 132). In contrast to neorealists, neoliberals believe in

absolute gains: as states share common interests, international cooperation becomes

2 Anarchy can be defined as a situation where ti®mo superior power within a system that would be
able to enforce rules‘(Diez et al. 2011: 1). It slo®t signify ,chaos‘but simply points to the faleat there

is no fomal overarching authority (Hollis/Smith 1897; Wight 1995: 100-104). Due to lack of an
overarching authority, the anarchy of the intewnadl system is the point of departure for descgbin
international politics as ‘power politics’ (Wigh825: 102).

*% International institutions are defined by Keohase‘persistent and connected sets of rules (foendl
informal) that prescribe behavioural roles, constetivity and shape expectations’ (quoted fromzDét

al. 2011: 131).

> | will define international regimes, when | spégilly address the liberal approach on internationa
regimes in a few moments.
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likely®™® even without a hegemon (Diez et al. 2011: 132; Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 29).
International institutions can act as facilitators for international cooperation, which help to
enforce rules and make cooperation more durable (Diez et al. 2011: 132-133). However,
neoliberalism has been criticised for not well-explaining the preferences of states (Diez
et al. 2011: 133).

In its empirical application neoliberalism is often applied to particular international
institutions and regimes (Diez et al. 2011: 133). However, referring to this dissertation’s
topic, strategic partnerships can neither be understood as international institutions nor
international regimes. | would add that they do not equal an international organisation
because they have neither a permanent organ nor institutions. Strategic partnerships
cannot be regarded as a set of rules prescribing behaviour, constraining activity or
shaping expectations and thus, are no international institution (Keohane 1989: 3). Nor
are they international regimes defined as ‘sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms,
rules and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a
given area of international relations’® (Krasner 1983: 2; Keohane 1984: 8, 57-63).
Furthermore, international regimes, which are built on principles and norms, mostly deal
with one particular international challenge ‘in a given issue-area’ (Krasner 1983: 1;
Young 1989). International regimes are said to facilitate cooperation (Diez et al. 2011
117). However, strategic partnerships deal with more than one specific international
problem and are not necessarily built on principles and norms. Thus, the strategic
partnerships are a form of international cooperation between states but they cannot be
considered as this particular form of international cooperation among states, namely
international regimes. In fact, strategic partnerships share with international regimes the
function of (possibly) facilitating cooperation between the partners. Yet it seems to me
that strategic partnerships constitute less a social institution®’, e.g. international regimes
(Diez et al. 2011: 118; Haas 1983: 26; Keohane 1984: 57), but rather a social
relationship between two entities. | will revisit the latter point when | address the social
constructivist perspective.

However, the neoliberal approach on mutual interdependence seems fruitful to
understanding the context-structure of strategic partnerships. Even though neoliberals
believe in an anarchical international system, they also think that it is characterised by

interdependence (Diez et al. 2011: 2). The study sides with these assumptions. Due to

5 However, Keohane makes clear that this is no aatism as due to the missing international authdnity
the anarchical system, there is no guaranteed mepiéation of rules (Diez et al. 2011: 132).

* This is a ,consensus definition* (Diez et al. 20115) of international regimes offered by Stephen
Krasner (1983: 2).

" Young defines social institutions as ‘identifialjpeactices consisting of recognized roles linked by
clusters of rules or conventions governing relaiamong the occupants of these roles’ (Young 1589:
They are [...] governing the activites of the mensef international society’ (Young 1989: 6).
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processes of globalisation, digitalisation paired with the blurring of policy areas and the
common confrontation with global challenges requiring joint solutions, the mutual
interdependence of states is assumed to play an important (structural) role for the
establishment of strategic partnerships. As a result, some dimensions of neoliberal
perspective seem to be helpful. Hence, a (limited) neoliberal (not classical liberal) view of
interdependence will be one of the analytic eclectic modules for this study. Additionally, |
do agree with the neorealist critique that Neoliberalism does downplay the significance of
power, relative gains and ‘ranking’ of powers (Diez et al. 2011: 134). The neoliberal
approach on ‘interdependence’ and the study’s ‘limited neoliberal’ view will inform certain
assumptions about the international system-structure, which are believed to be relevant
to understanding of actor’'s choices and behaviour with respect to the strategic

partnerships (see Ch. 4.2.1).

3.1.2.2 Realism and Neorealism

| will now turn to the realist school of International Relations, which is also based on a
rational account, and | will discuss in how far this approach is capable of explaining
strategic partnerships in world politics.

Realism, in general, emerged as a response to the (until then) dominant school of
liberal (‘idealist’) tradition of viewing world politics. Realists criticised Liberalists to
overemphasize human and state capacities and overlooking the most fundamental
feature in international relations, namely power. Instead, Realist thinkers stress that
states are mostly interested in securing their national security and survival situated in an
anarchical self-help system (Diez et al. 2011: 179). In order to serve this single most
important interest, states continuously seek to maximise power (Diez et al. 2011: 179).

The classical realists, such as Hans J. Morgenthau (see, e.g.,
Morgenthau/Thompson 1985; Rohde 2004), build on an anthropological view of world
politics, in which humans (and consequently states) are depicted as rational, egoistic and
constant power-maximisers (Diez et al. 2011: 180). States, just as humans in society,
work to fulfil their interests against the interests of other states. Interests are
conceptualised in terms of power (Diez et al. 2011: 180). In this view, international
politics is the constant struggle for power, whereby political power is a ‘means’ to the
state’s ‘ends’ (goals) (Morgenthau/Thompson 1985: 31): ‘power is always the immediate
aim’ (Morgenthau/Thompson 1985: 31).

%8 Anarchy should be understood as a ‘general camditf the international system instead of a system
structure (Waltz 2008: 79). It does not equal chaos
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The neorealists (or structural realists) (Diez et al. 2011: 180) also stress ‘power’
as an essential concept for understanding international relations. However, they follow a
more structural view of world politics in contrast to the agency-centred and
anthropologically-based perspective of Classical Realists. Neorealists underline the
importance of the lack of a central authority in the international system and of the relative
dissemination of power among states for the rivalry between states. They point,
therefore, to ‘structural causes’ for explaining world politics (Diez et al. 2011: 180). For
example, Kenneth Waltz (1979), who is one major proponent of Neorealism, states that
world politics are not predominantly shaped by actor's motivations but rather by ‘political
structure’, in which actors are ‘embedded’ (Diez et al. 2011: 180). ‘Ordering principles’
regarding the ‘state of hierarchy’, which are either ‘authority’ or ‘subordination’, underlie
these political structures (Diez et al. 2011: 180). Waltz further sees the international
system as anarchical and as a ‘self-help-system’ (Waltz 2008: 42). Differences between
the system-units (states) can only be grasped by comparing their respective capabilities.
This again demonstrates the neorealists’ structural view: neorealist researchers analyse
how the (international) system-structure affects its interacting agents — in terms of its
(here anarchic) ordering principle and the dissemination of capabilities among (especially
major) agent-units (Diez et al. 2011: 180-181; Waltz 2008: 74). The structural view feeds
into the neorealists’ desire to ‘rank’ states in terms of their capabilities (Waltz 1979: 131)
and thereby, to identify the ‘great powers’ in the international system. By counting the
number of great powers, they determine the polarity — meaning the quantity of great
powers — in the international system (Diez et al. 2011: 181). In this reading, the (national)
security-sensitive states particularly care about the international power distribution
among states and the ‘relative gains’ (Diez et al. 2011: 181) of their competitors (Diez et
al. 2011: 181). In a ‘Waltzian’ understanding, states, who mistrust their competitors, try to
increase their capabilities and (military) power in order to secure their survival (Diez et al.
2011: 181). When a competitor becomes more powerful, it is perceived as a threat.

9 neorealists believe that states can

Against the background of the ‘balance of power
choose two options of ‘balancing’ against the great power: internal or external balancing

(Diez et al. 2011: 181). By balancing internally, states increase their own military

¥ The balance of power-concept was introduced teri@itional Relations by classical realist Hans J.
Morgenthau (Diez et al. 2011: 6). It widely depitit® distribution of power within a system-struetur
where it refers to an actual state of affairs ihieh power is distributed among several nationgh wit
approximate equality’ (Morgenthau/Thomspon 19837)1& may also denote ,a policy aimed at a certain
state of affairs’; as 'an actual state of affaiess; ‘an approximately equal distribution of powar*“as any
distribution of power' (Morgenthau/Thomspon 198871 Furthermore, the concept of balance of power
postulates that states' fundamental motivationuiwisal in the anarchical self-help-system; otharious
goals of states are additional or come on top ofigal (Waltz 2008: 137). For more information dmet
balance of power see, for example, Wight 1995: 188- Fossum 2005 and Little 2007.
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capabilities or by growing economically in order to gain a relative advantage (Diez et al.
2011: 181, 183). By balancing externally, states form ‘strategic alliances’ in order to
‘jointly balance against the great power [...]' (Diez et al. 2011: 181). As ‘balancing’ is
structurally determined in neorealism, neorealists believe in an automatism in this
respect. States will always try to correct the perceived imbalance of power by balancing
against the great power and because of the systemic anarchical forces (Diez et al. 2011:
181). Consequently, structural accounts of the international system at a specific point in
time are highly relevant or rather necessary for neorealist explanations of world politics
(Diez et al. 2011: 181). In addition to balancing, (neorealist) Stephen M. Walt did not
believe in the automatism of balancing based on structural causes. He introduced
‘bandwagoning’ (Diez et al. 2011: 185), the antonym to balancing. Weaker states would
thus rather refrain from direct balancing but instead side with the hegemon due to their
profiting in terms of protection or other benefits. However, a majority of neorealists share
doubts regarding bandwagoning. They believe that it is implausible as states risk losing
in relative power by bandwagoning (Diez et al. 2011: 183). Neorealism can be also
further subdivided into the defensive neorealism a la Waltz and offensive neorealism
figured by John J. Mearsheimer (Mearsheimer 2001; Diez et al. 2011: 181). The main
difference between the two consists in the amount of power states aim for. Waltz
believes that states would not want to strive to become the world’s superpower or
hegemon as this position makes them also more vulnerable to external balancing efforts.
States do not have ‘an innate lust for power (Waltz 2008: 59; Waltz 1979: 127).
Mearsheimer, on the contrary, believes that states do try to acquire as much power as
possible because it is the best solution to permanently ensure national survival.
Offensive realists discount the automatism of counterbalancing efforts because they
think that these attempts are seldomly successful and that the world’s hegemon is in any
case in a more powerful position (Diez et al. 2011: 182; Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 28).

This leads us now to the third ‘strand’ of the realist camp: Neoclassical Realism.
As Diez et al. (2011: 182) claim, neoclassical realism is somewhat of an ‘intermediate
approach’ (Diez et al. 2011: 182) within the realist body of thought on international
relations. Diez et al. (2011:182) here refer to Gideon Rose or Randall L. Schweller. They
do not dismiss the significance of structures on world politics but they propose to pay
attention to the ‘individual’ or ‘domestic’ levels as well (Diez et al. 2011: 182;
Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 28). They stress factors, which can also be found in Classical
Realism, such as the perceptions of heads of states or the motivations underlying
agent’s behaviour, including emotions or identities (Diez et al. 2011: 182; Sil/Katzenstein
2010: 28). These factors represent ‘intervening variables’ (Diez et al. 2011: 182)

between the international power distribution as the independent variable and the national
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foreign policies as the dependent variables (Diez et al. 2011: 182). Thereby, neoclassical
realism builds bridges to constructivism and liberalism (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 28).

Every theoretical framework is criticised and this is also true for Realism. In
addition to ‘general’ criticism about realist approaches to international relations®, | would
like to draw attention to Alexander Wendt's fundamental criticism of realism (Wendt
1999): he disbelieves that the anarchical state system inevitably results in the power
‘play’ within the international system described by realists. In his account, by contrast,
structure is socially constructed by actors and their (inter-)actions. Structure is not
independent according to this view but can be changed and modified by actors (Wendt
1992; Diez et al. 2011: 186).

Yet with respect to Realism and what is particularly significant to ‘strategic
partnerships’, it is the incapacity of realism to adequately explain (forms of) international
cooperation (Diez et al. 2011: 186). As a result, | have introduced the (limited) neoliberal
module helping to understand why strategic partners presumably cooperate against the
background of interdependence.

My approach will favour neither classical realist nor neorealist theory but rather
follows a middle-way between an anthropological view a la Classical Realism and a
structural account a la Neorealism. This is not due to indecision on my side but due to
the fact that both realist and neorealist offer important insights to strategic partnerships.
They will inform elements of both structure and agency in the concept-building of the
EU’s strategic partnerships with Brazil, India and South Africa. Furthermore, this
combination is consistent with my goal of structurally grounding actors and of viewing

strategic partnerships as both power as a means and serving power as an end.

In a next step, | will now turn to the social constructivist body of thought on
international relations, which fruitfully allows for the co-constitutive nature of agency and

structure.

3.1.2.3 (Social) Constructivism

Let us now turn to social constructivism in looking for an understanding of strategic
partnerships. In contrast to neoliberalism and neorealism, which are rationalist
approaches following the logic of consequentiality, social constructivism is a reflectivist

approach adhering to the logic of appropriateness (Diez et al. 2011: 183, 133, 209; 211,

 These are, for example, the deficient definitibpawer and its delimitation to interests in Mortfeau’s
account; neorealism’s failure to explain certaijanavents and its predictive limits (Diez et €14: 185-
186)
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Wendt 1999: 33-35). These different logics are often seen as incommensurable. In this
subchapter | will limit myself to elaborating on Social Constructivism. The following

subchapter will yet demonstrate how these logics can indeed be combined.

Strongly influenced by Anthony Giddens’ theory of structuration, social
constructivism’s roots can be found in the social theories by Max Weber and Emile
Durkheim. It is important to note that it is not congruent with scientific realism but rather
closely linked to (philosophic tradition of) idealism® (Bowring 2010: 103; Yalva¢ 2010:
167). Significant to the social constructivist perspective is their belief that the
international system is not fixed or given but instead socially constructed.
(Intersubjective) Structures offer the context for agents’ action but they are only
preserved by that very action (Diez et al. 2011: 210; Yalvag¢ 2010: 173). Basically, social
constructivists think that agency and structure are mutually constitutive. This belief is
rooted in Anthony Giddens’ Theory of Structuration. As a consequence, structures can
indeed be changed by the action behaviour of agents. Even though the anarchical nature
of the international system proclaimed by the ‘neo’-‘neo’-camps of neoliberalism and
neorealism, the system structure can thus be shaped by agents according to Social
Constructivism (Diez et al. 2011: 210).

Moreover, whereas neoliberals and neorealists debate on whether international
institutions are dependent on absolute or relative gains of involved actors in order to
materialise, social constructivists instead think that the effects of norms and institutions
do not depend on the serving of actor's self-interests. In this reading, actors do not
simply follow rules in a functionalist logic but they rather adhere to them because of
expectations and established international norms. This is the logic of appropriateness
underlying social constructivism (Diez et al. 2011: 211). According to Diez et al. (2011:
211), international institutions are understood as ‘stable patterns of behaviour’ in social

constructivism. There are actions, which are reiterated over time. In this context, social

®. There is idealism in IR and idealism in socialattye(idealist social theory) (Wendt 1999: 24). lita in
social theory is not normative and it tries to Just as realistic as materialism' (Wendt 1999: 43ocial
theory (Wendt 1999: 24-25). Idealism again is aldeean interpretative approach (Hollis/Smith 1920),
which is why the study can conveniently combine shientific approach with an interpretative apptoac
Furthermore, according to idealism, social strugguare no less real than material structures' (\W&8€9:
24). Moreover, idealism does not neglect factorshsas actor’'s power or interests, ‘[...] but ratheatt
their meaning and effects depend on actors' id@&€ndt 1999: 24-25). However, as my study will duil
on realist social theory instead of idealist sotory, there is indeed a difference in the urtdeding of
the international society-structure: whereas idéaocial theory stresses ideational factors irntreshto
material forces (Wendt 1999: 25), the realist dogiew adopted in this study incorporates both mate
and social (ideational) factors. Thereby, in costtt® Wendt, the study will not look at culturatcfars
(Wendt 1999: 42). As a preview to Ch. 5.2, let mention here that | will look at social structure in
considering both material and immaterial (in terafsgenuinely social and intersubjective rather than
ideational) factors and constitutive (non-causatiher than causal relationships (Wendt 1999: 25).
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constructivists have been criticised for conflating institutions and norms (Diez et al. 2011
211). Nevertheless, social constructivists have significantly made researchers aware for
socialising effects of institutions on their members. Institutions and their members are,
therefore, mutually shaped (Diez et al. 2011: 210-211; Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 30). Social
constructivists also deal with categories such as ‘culture’ or ‘identity’ in understanding
world politics (Diez et al. 2011: 212). However, these categories are of less relevance for
this study, which is why | will not dwell on this field®. However, what matters in this
respect is the fact that Social Constructivism opened the door to previously ignored
factors for the formation of interests, such as e.g. culture, identity, norms and institutions.
In this way, the concept of interests was scrutinised in a sense that interests were no
longer given but rather needed to be ‘understood’ as dependent variables. Researchers
thus looked for factors effecting or affecting interests (Diez et al. 2011: 212). Social
Constructivism is particularly relevant for research aiming at ‘understanding’ social
phenomena (Diez et al. 2011: 213) and is, therefore, highly relevant for the research
goals of the present study. In any case, Social Constructivism may demonstrate
openness to the neorealist stress of international anarchy as well as the liberal ideas
about potential cooperation (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 28).

Social Constructivism has been criticised for its somewhat vagueness and
inconsistency, which is surely rooted in its dialectical view of structure and agency. |
believe that this dialectical perspective is, however, one of the major advantages of the
constructivist approach. At the same time social constructivists have been accused of
favouring one side of the agency-structure-medal against the background of their own
claims on their dialectical perspective (Diez et al. 2011: 214). | would agree with Diez et
al. (2011: 214) in being more moderate in this respect as a dialectical view of structure
and agency is difficult to handle as a multitude of factors come into play. Being a ‘middle
ground’ (Fierke 2007) theoretical way between rationalist and poststructuralist IR-
accounts (Fierke 2007) inevitably implies that there compromises to be made. Yet, | do
believe in the added value of this view for especially understanding phenomena. Thus,
this not a sufficient ground for dismissing social constructivist approaches. Following a
social constructivist approach, strategic partnerships would then be socially constructed.

Along the lines of the dialectical view of structure and agency within constructivism

%2 Whereas constructivists deal with ideational stmes in terms of identities, shared ideas andurailt
(Wendt 1999:1, 42; Copeland), | will rather strélss importance of social structures in terms ofisdoc
interaction, social relations and social groups. evéhs ideational structures are immaterial, social
structures can also account for a material viewnagerialism and scientific realism are connecteda(t
certain extent) (Guzzini/Leander 2006: 78-79). Thhe study adopts a view that social structurekide
both material and immaterial (social rather thagattbnal) factors. Thus, in contrast to Wendt (1999
social structure here is more than ‘only’ shareshgl See on the relevance of categories such ragtydsr
culture within constructivism, e.g., Checkel 199&ele 2008; Wendt 1999.
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(Wight/Joseph 2010: 19), answers to nature of strategic partnerships would probably
need to be found at the structural as well as the individual level. | will come back to this
point in the next subchapter. Nevertheless, the questions of how these strategic

partnerships are socially constructed remains for the time being.

Critics might argue that I, on the one hand, combine neoliberalism and
neorealism, which as rationalist approaches widely use rational-choice theory, and, on
the other hand, social constructivism being relativist (Clunan 2000: 87). It is true that
both neoliberalism and neorealism depict an agent as egoistic as well as self-benefit-
and power-maximisers. This stands in stark contrast with social constructivism, which
believes in actors who are rooted in a particular social structure. As a result, actors
ensue ‘norms’ and ‘rules’ which they find ‘legitimate’ and ‘rightful’ (Diez et al. 2011: 182,
183). In rationalism (neorealism and neoliberalism), actors undertake rational
calculations based on priorities, which precede their action. Their actions are ‘caused’ by
the (anarchical) system-structure. (Diez et al. 2011: 183). In contrast, in social
constructivism, social phenomena are produced by factors such as perceptions, ideas
and norms as well as social interaction. Meaning is created by actors and their actions
(Clunan 2000: 88-93).

After having outlined the characteristics of Social Constructivism, the following
subchapter on analytic eclecticism will outline that it is indeed possible to combine

different paradigms.

3.1.2.4 Mounting Limited Neoliberalism, Neo-/Realis m and Constructivism

As Sil/Katzenstein (2010: 8) put it, ‘different paradigms adopt different strategies for
limiting the domain of analysis, identifying research puzzles, interpreting empirical
observations, and specifying relevant causal mechanisms’. Somewhat legitimately, by
adopting one research paradigm particular factors or dimensions of reality are left out of
the research picture for reasons of conceptual simplification. The adoption of certain
assumptions, models or methods seem to be given privilege over how to best
understand empirical facts (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 8; 1-2). The investigation of a
multifaceted social phenomenon, thereby, appears simplified or rather restrictive. As |
am particularly interested in understanding strategic partnerships holistically, this mode
of research proceeding — following (only) one research paradigm — appears to me
specifically limiting for the project’ s research endeavour. How can | as a researcher in

this situation ensure that | have not blackboxed factors or variables, which are
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nevertheless crucial to the understanding of strategic partnerships? In this respect,

analytic eclecticism seems particularly valuable for my research project.

Analytic Eclecticism allows for moving beyond the paradigms of ‘grand theories’.
By transcending the separatist tendencies from ‘paradigm wars’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010:
9), analytic eclecticism chooses to combine elements from different research paradigms
in a fruitful way. The result is a combined argument to empirical and theoretical
challenges. Thereby, researchers also aim to overcome the somewhat artificial but
however real distinction line, which has grown between academia and scholars on the
one hand and more public debates and practitioners on the other (Sil/Katzenstein 2010:
9). This is also significant to my work as my research topic is presumed to be of high
interest to both the scholarly and public policy/practitioners’ world. Thus, | aim to produce
results, which are not only of high value to academia but also to practitioners. | will revisit
this motivation of my study to be scholarly as well as policy-relevant, when | address the

study’s case selection (see Ch. 6).

So what then is (alternative) analytic eclecticism? An eclectic approach has been
coined and defined by Sil/Katzenstein (2010: 10; italics by the authors) as ‘any approach
that seeks to extricate, translate, and selectively integrate analytical elements —
concepts, logics, mechanisms, and interpretations — of theories or narratives that have
been developed within separate paradigms but that address related aspects of
substantive problems that have both scholarly and practical significance’. It is an
approach, which investigates the variety and interconnections of mechanisms situated in
usually separate theoretical bodies. What is more, analytic eclecticism discovers in which
way and under what conditions these mechanisms are connected in order to affect
outcomes (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 10). As Sil/Katzenstein (2010: 2) have stressed, this
approach is ‘[...] about making intellectually and practically useful connections among
clusters of analyses that are substantively related but normally formulated in separate
paradigms’. Furthermore, due to its more inclusive- and extensiveness in comparison to
singular research paradigms, analytic eclecticism may increase the likeability of
uncovering ‘[...] more useful theoretical and empirical insights’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 11;
2; 3). This is particularly relevant to my study, which aims at theory-building blocks by
‘uncovering’ the underlying factors in theorising strategic partnerships.

It is important to note that the two authors do not propose to replace the research
paradigms by instead analytic eclecticism. It is rather motivated to stress the ‘practical
relevance’ and the ‘connections among’ paradigms and thereby illuminating more

fruitfully social phenomena (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 3). It should be used in a ‘necessary’
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complementary (however, not synthesizing) fashion building on paradigm-bound
research (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 11; 17; 23). This precludes the researcher from studying
a social phenomena in a predisposed paradigm-dictated way — implicating a particular
research tradition with corresponding concepts and methods — which is due to the meta-
theoretical positioning of the respective paradigm (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 4; 8; 12). Yet
social phenomena cannot be artificially segmented according to research paradigms or
traditions. In my view, this equally applies to the analysis of social phenomena,
particularly when the researcher is interested in understanding, which | am®. It needs,
however, to be kept in mind that by using analytic eclecticism, theories and concepts are
not simply ‘lumped together in order to make research easy for the arguably
undetermined scholar. It is not an ‘anything-goes’-approach (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 16).
Instead, scholars have to be bold in being open-minded to various ‘perceptions’, which
can be quite challenging for a researcher. They are somewhat ‘forced’ to accommodate
different paradigms as they cannot ‘hide’ behind their meta-theoretical masks in studying
a social phenomenon (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 16). Additionally, analytic eclecticism does
not prescribe neither a particular method nor a mixed-methods design (Sil/Katzenstein
2010: 18). As Sil/Katzenstein (2010:17) put it, analytic eclecticism does not deal with the
‘multiplicity of methods’ but enables a research perspective on the ‘[...] multiplicity of
connections between different mechanisms and logics normally analysed in isolation in
separate research traditions’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010:17).

Still, how does one recognise an analytic eclectic approach? As Sil/Katzenstein
(2010) point out, three characteristics to this approach can be identified. These three
‘markers’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 19) reflect a) the mode of how problems are
acknowledged; b) how the compound multidimensionality of these problems are causally
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explained for; and c) the scope of the researcher’s ‘pragmatic™ dedication to real-life

% A challenge to analytic eclecticism is the ,incosmmurability thesis* (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 14),igth
stipulates that you cannot combine theories hadiffgrent meta-theoretical foundations (Barkin 210
However, | will follow Sil/Katzenstein (2010: 14-1,6:ho devitalise this argument by pointing to thet

that a) the danger of incommensurability does labra researcher tries to assess theories by using
‘objective’ criteria derived from different resehrtraditions. Yet this challenge is minor when dah®
engage in combining terms of different theoriesh@®ries are not mutually exclusive but capablbeing
integrated. Furthermore, the incommensurabilitgithés of a smaller hazard when b) ,empirical refés’,
which are the ,[...] means for adjusting and integi@gffeatures of theories originally embedded irfiedént
paradigms’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 15). The researdhus focuses on indicators on a higher level of
abstraction and their operationalisation by differeesearch paradigms in the specific empirical
surroundings. This ,translation’ of terms allowsr fblending the possibly different meta-theoretical
foundations of the analytical elements (Sil/Katzeims2010: 15).

® As the name suggests, pragmatism in InternatiBeddtions refers to a view that different perspesti
can be combined for the sake of generating new ladiye (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 45). Thus, instead of
adhering to meta-theoretical differences, a pragnperspective prefers to focus on open-minded @agr

to (innovatively) explain and understand social m@hena (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 47). For an extended
elaboration on ,pragmatism’, in general, see Sii#iéastein 2010: 43-48 and the commonalities between
pragmatism and analytic eclecticism see Sil/Katen010: 47.
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phenomena. My study fulfils the ‘requirements’ of these three markers: First, my
research is exploratory and allows for dealing with the complexity of a social
phenomenon by transcending paradigm-bound research. Secondly, | will establish a
middle-range theory, which shows the multifaceted interaction among various
dimensions going beyond paradigmatic delimitations (however, in a non-causal manner).
And thirdly, my study’s results are of ‘pragmatic’ interest, relevance and usefulness to
both scholars and practitioners (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 19-23).

Additionally, an analytic eclectic approach perfectly corresponds to the meta-
theoretical positioning of my study in scientific realism and structuration theory because it
also cuts across the agency-structure delimitations (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 21; 37). In fact,
analytic eclecticism does not prioritise either agency or structure. Moreover, analytic
eclecticism also transcends the dividing line between material and ideational divides®
(Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 21, 37). The latter will be of relevance to both the meta-theoretical
aspects ‘fusioned’ in my analytic eclectic approach as well as the power ‘bases’ in my
conceptual model (see Ch. 5).

In brief, by employing analytic eclecticism, | need to filter and at the same time
‘fusion’ to a certain extent particular analytical parts of different theories, thereby
transcending the boundaries of various paradigms. In this way, | ‘create’ knowledge on
complex social phenomena which is both relevant to scholarly research and public policy

interest by establishing a pragmatic middle-range theoretical and causal model.

This is not the point as to review the entire bodies of paradigmatic schools in IR.
Here, | will focus on core concepts from the paradigms, which appear to be or effectively
will be important to understanding and theorising strategic partnerships. This will again
demonstrate why it indeed makes sense to transcend paradigms.

So let me then recall from the previous chapters which ‘modules’ from the three
grand theories | intend to ‘fuse’ in the meta-theoretical fundament (based on Scientific
realism and, particularly, Realist social theory) building the basis for my study and the
study’s middle-range theory of strategic partnerships.

First, from the neoliberal IR-School, the concepts of mutual interdependence and
cooperation are crucial. For example, Neoliberalism and its Mutual Interdependence
Theory are known for their endeavours to explain for the institutionalisation of

international cooperation and to analyse the implications of interdependence

% This is where the difference in focus between mstroctivist approach and the project’s own — more
sociological approach becomes clear: construcsivigtal with ideational structures in terms of idtess
and shared ideas (Copeland). The study here vagliSmn the importance of social structures in teofs
social interaction, social relations, social statusl social groups, which are social factors sona¢wh
located between the material (body) and ideatiémaid).
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(Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 8). Crucially, interdependence scholars, such as Keohane/Nye
(1977), never claimed power politics were refuted: ‘politics was conceived on a
continuum between power politics and complex interdependence’ (Guzzini/Leander
2006: 87; Keohane/Nye 2012).This is the limited neoliberal module of the study’s analytic
eclectic approach.

Secondly, the neo-/realist IR-paradigm offers crucial concepts, such as (relative)
power, power-maximising actors, (ranks of) international hierarchy, patterns of alliance-
building and, particularly, strategic alliances. For example, as alluded to before, Neo-
/Realism are known for one of its focuses on strategic alliance-building (Sil/Katzenstein
2010: 8).

Thirdly, Constructivism is the IR-School reflecting the study’s meta-theoretical
positioning most when it comes to the dual view on the agent-structure-relationship (co-
constitution of structure and agency). Crucially, the constructivist module reflects the
study’s rationale that agents can shape the anarchical system-structure (Wendt 1992:
395; Diez et al. 2011: 3). Moreover, ‘constructivism is grounded in a logic of the social’
(Barkin 2010: 64) and offers concepts such as social structure (Barkin 2010: 64), which
will be particularly important to the project here. Yet, whereas constructivism primarily
deals with ideational structures and factors in terms of ideas or norms, the study will
rather focus on a sociologically-inspired view in terms of social interaction, social
relations, social status and social groups. These social factors comprise somewhat both
material and immaterial dimensions. This is where the study transcends the
constructivist module of its analytic eclectic approach.

Both neoliberal and the neo-/realist IR-paradigms are crucial when
conceptualising strategic partnerships as strategic alliances forming part of the strategy
of cooperating while competing in an anarchical and interdependent world confronted
with common challenges. By this, they link up to the knowledge of business and
management insights on strategic partnerships, which will be part of the interdisciplinary
perspective introduced within this project. Constructivism is close to sociology (Checkel
1998: 325; Lawson/Shilliam 2010: 70). Thereby, it also offers a connecting passage,
namely to the sociological perspective, included in this study. It depicts strategic

partnerships as social relationships, where (bases of) social powers are at work

To sum up, analytic eclecticism accounts for both the dialectical (dual)
relationships of agency and structure as well as the ideational and material dimensions
of structural contexts (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 37). Thereby, analytic eclecticism stresses

two packages of factors:
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[...] first, the manner in which external environments shape actors’ understandings
of their interests, the constraints and opportunities they face, and their capabilities;
and second, the manner in which environments are reproduced or transformed as
a result of those actors’ varying preferences and capacities’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010:
37).

By adapting the latter to my research, it shows how | ‘mould’ the modules from
Limited Neoliberalism, Neo-/Realism and Constructivism into one analytic eclectic
research picture: Complex, mutual interdependence as well as the anarchical system
including the struggle for power-maximization in terms of the international power
hierarchy constitute the external environment and underpin the actors’ perceptions of
their interests, constraints and opportunities. Strategic partnerships, thereby, are
examples of how actors, who, first, follow the strategy of cooperating while competing.
Secondly, strategic partners also interact in a specific form of social relationship (trying
to) re-shape their environment. In this way, by using the analytic eclectic approach | can
again account for the dual view of relation between agents and structures. Furthermore, |
can integrate the material as well as social bases of actor’s behaviour® and interaction,

which will be enabled by my analytical model developed in Ch. 5.

3.1.2.5 Adding an Interdisciplinary View: Internati  onal Business and Sociology

Analytic eclecticism may not only overcome the gaps between the meta-theories of
International Relations. In fact, it may also serve to cut across the boundaries of social
science disciplines® (Sil 2000b: 1, 20). | believe that the division of disciplines may
sometimes hinder the innovation of knowledge and gaining an understanding of the
whole picture. A ‘division of labor [sic] between disciplines’ (Sil 2000b: 2) is generally
helpful in focusing research and in adding to the efficiency in generating new and/or
specialised knowledge (Sil 2000b: 2-3, 13). Yet | agree with Sil's elaboration in this
regard (Sil 2000b: 2) that too strict boundaries between disciplines may at times
outpicture relevant factors and, thereby, impede the production of new knowledge. Thus,
the present study will follow Sil's rationale (2000b: 2) in integrating and complementing

modules from varying disciplines if this adds to (new) knowledge. As a result, the

 As mentioned before, instead of dealing with idewl factors in terms of ideas or culture, thespre
study stresses the relevance of (im-/material)addactors deduced from social structures in tesfrsocial
interaction, social relations, social status arda@roups.

67 Actually, the social sciences comprise the digogsl of political sciences, business, economics and
sociology amongst others (Gerring 2012: 2). Hetloe,interdisciplinary perspective builds on a commo
‘roof’ of the social sciences ‘house’.
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boundaries among disciplines should rather be fluid: disciplines should not compete but
rather relate to and learn from each other where applicable. | strongly believe that the
understanding of empirically-based social phenomena may not always adhere to the

‘boundaries’ of neither meta-theory nor disciplines.

Hence, at a later stage in this study | will transcend the boundaries of
International Relations and Political Science by also including an economic perspective
in terms of International Business as well as insights from sociological theory® and
sociological concepts. This widening of my study to the inclusion of a limited
interdisciplinary perspective is perfectly in line with an analytic eclectic approach as well
(Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 36-37). As Sil/Katzenstein (2010: 37) have put it, analytic
eclecticism is more of a ‘general strategy for developing complex problem-focused
arguments that cut across and draw creatively from, artificially segmented bodies of
scholarship’. The eventual outlook of this analytic eclectic strategy is reliant on the
‘relevant intellectual context’ (Sil/Katzenstein 2010: 37). The interdisciplinary perspective
will be introduced in the conceptual model-building when | approach strategic

partnerships as a policy concept in Ch. 4 and 5.

3.1.2.6. Concluding Remarks

This subchapter demonstrates that the present study does not only combine more than
one theory from IR: it is even informed by concepts and knowledge from economics or
rather international business as well as sociology. Hence, even though the main unit in
this study is still the state and state-line entities like the EU, | will borrow from
international business’ knowledge on enterprises’ business as well as sociological insight

on interaction (social relationships) and social group behaviour. This will be specifically

%8 Constructivism is often viewed as the ‘sociologitan in International Relations (IR) theory’ (Gaiai
2004: 209; Clunan 2000: 88). Actually, sociologys hafluenced and increasingly influences the IR-
subdiscipline as a whole (Lawson/Shilliam 2010:74)- Nevertheless, constructivism ‘[...] is heavily
indebted to Sociology’ (Lawson/Shilliam 2010: 74}pecially in the context of agency-structure-debat
(Lawson/Shilliam 2010: 73-74). Yet | do not equatamstructivism and sociology. In fact, it meanst tha
will introduce sociological theory or sociologicabncepts, which are not necessarily constructivisin
IR-sense. Adding a sociological perspective is m ia itself. As sociology as a science generailtysato
understand social action (Kurse/Barrelmeyer 2002) 1it will offer a helpful view to my study asiepict
strategic partnerships as social relationships a@stoathers. However, constructivism and sociology d
share similarities: both believe in social conginrc of reality and that international politics amet only
characterised by rational actors and material systieuctures but by ‘social forces’ (Clunan 2000) &s
well (Clunan 2000: 87). Therefore, the construstivind sociological modules in my analytic eclectic
model are probably closer to each other in compari® the neo-/realist and neoliberal modules. As
Clunan (2000: 87) has explained, many construt¢siviis IR borrow from sociology. However, she also
mentions that constructivism has not ‘systematjcatiported sociological approaches (...)" (Clunan @00
87).
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relevant when it comes to, firstly, understanding the strategic partnerships as strategic
alliances forming part of the strategy of cooperating while competing. Secondly, it will be
significant when strategic partnerships are also understood as social relationships
among social actors and social groups. As a result, the analytic eclectic approach of this
study is not only IR-centred but inspired by international business and sociology as well.
Again, this approach is no end in itself but rather a fruitful combination serving the

understanding of strategic partnerships.

After having understood the study’'s various dimensions of using analytical

eclecticism, | will now turn to the delimitations and contributions of my work.

3.1.3 Contributions and Delineations

It is important to denote clearly the contribution as well as delimitations of my study from
a (meta-)theoretical perspective. In the chapter on the state of the art (see Ch. 2), | have
already hinted at various research approaches the study could possibly contribute to.
However, | have there rather focused on dimensions of research contents and topics,
which are linked to the political phenomenon of strategic partnerships. In this chapter |
will instead particularly concentrate on the level of meta-theory and theoretical
approaches. Thereby, | can outline clearly to which meta-theoretical and theoretical
research ‘strands’ and ‘schools’ | aim to contribute to. It is my goal to thereby avoid
undue expectations to this study and, thus, unnecessary confusion. This is of crucial
significance as my study intertwines various research topics. Thus, even though my
study may ultimately contribute to various research ‘strands’, | nevertheless work from
one specific research perspective, which is International Relations. This is important to
note in order to understand the fundament of my theoretical and conceptual model and

the overall research perspective of the project.

3.1.3.1 From the perspective of ‘European Studies’

Almost traditionally, when researchers deal with the EU or EU-topics, they analyse the
EU against the background of EU-integration theories or approaches on EU-governance.
This is due to the fact that researchers have been and still are fascinated by the special
case of EU-integration and how or rather why it actually could take place. Why would
nation-states agree to lose in autonomy by giving up sovereignty and ceding it to the
EC/EU? (Realist) Approaches in the discipline of International Relations seemed to be

increasingly unable to cope with this phenomenon as EU-integration was deepened. In
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order to thoroughly understand and explain the ‘EU’-phenomenon, analyses at first
concentrated on ‘European’ integration®®, thereby drawing on ‘pre-theories’ of
integration. As Hix (1994) has explained, the EU (previously the European
Communities or EC)"* has originally been analysed along the lines of international
integration theories which were or are still applied to the example of the EU. In this
context, they were dubbed ‘European’ integration theories even though there are
‘general’ integration theories. This is probably also due to the fact that the EU is a
welcome and fruitful example of analysing European integration (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni
2006: 2). The ‘discipline’ of ‘European studies’, which almost naturally emerged over
time since the inception of the EC/EU, slowly ‘peeled away' from the discipline of
International Relations and were also influenced by other disciplines and new
approaches (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: xiv). Theories and analyses largely focused on
viewing the EU as a singular phenomenon instead of one example of an international
organisation or regime (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 10-11). Furthermore, researchers
tried to come to terms whether the EU is either an example of a supranational
organisation or of intergovernmental cooperation between sovereign and autonomous
nation-states. In this context, integration theories aimed to predict which forces —
intergovernmental or supranational — drove the integration process’. New institutionalist
approaches were added to the research analyses (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 4-5).
Later, models or ‘theories’ were developed, which were specifically dedicated to the EU-
phenomenon. The EU was less seen as an example of international (or regional)
integration but rather as a ‘sui generis’-phenomenon (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 12). In
this context, theories of (EU-)integration and EU-governance or Comparative

Approaches, which rather focused on how the EU as a political system or as a multi-level

%9 ‘European’ integration is basically a form of intational integration. There is no consensus déimiof
(international or regional) integration (Eilstrups®jiovanni 2006: 7; Siedschlag et al. 2007: 149) as
definitions are influenced by the theoretical mset-on integration of the researcher. Donald Pachab
outlined the challenge of defining integration @Hilp-Sangiovanni 2006: 9). | will follow Puchala’s
definition of international integration as ‘a sdtprocesses of that produce and sustain a Conccedan
System at the international level’ (Puchala 19717)2Puchala, thereby, defines a ‘Concordance Byste

an ‘[...] international system wherein actors findpossible consistently to harmonize their interests
compromise their differences and reap mutual resvéimim their interactions' (ibid). Thereby, | bele
that integration can be both process and condition.

0 Eilstrup-Sangiovanni (2006: 1) mentions in thigax (normatively-based) federalism, functionalsmd
transactionalism.

" The European Communities, which were founded asrage organisations in the 1950s, were later
summarised with the Treaty of Rome. The Treaty afBbtricht (1993) then consolidated the EC under the
umbrella of the European Union (EU). As the histofyhe EU is not the focus of the present studyilll

not elaborate in detail on the evolution of the Bhd its structure. For a historical overview on the
development of the EU please check, for exampldlag&Wallace/Pollack 2005; Archer 2008.

2 |n this regard, Ernst B. Haas' neofunctionalisrtariey Hoffman’s intergovernmentalism or Andrew
Moravcsik’s Liberal Intergovernmentalism shouldrentioned (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 89-104; 105-
116; 134-159; 264-303; Wallace/Wallace/Pollack 20 19; Moravcsik 1993).
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actor works, were developed or adapted (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 4-5). As Hix (1994)
has explained, theories of international politics hardly help with explaining the EU’s
international working mechanisms. Thus, studies rather ‘took the EU for granted’ and
concentrated on analysing the day-to-day functioning of the EU (-institutions) and its
interplay with the EU-member states and/or non-state actors, e.g. interest groups’®. ‘EC-
‘politics” (Hix: 1994) largely dealt and still deals with the actors and mechanisms of the
EU-policy-making. This constitutes a rather internally- or EU-focused view. Additionally,
constructivist and critical approaches investigated how identities or interests were
‘affected’ or ‘constructed’ by the EU in terms of learning or socialisation processes
(Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 4-5). Furthermore, ‘Europeanisation’ approaches also
focused now on how the EU or the process of EU-integration ‘affected’ its member states
or accession countries and national policies’. Thus, these are research perspectives
analysing how EU-integration feeds back into its (potential/ future) member states.
Additionally, as the EU has over time tried to export its own model of regional integration
to other regions, the EU has also been studied from the perspective of ‘regionalism’
assessing in how far other world regions were influenced by the EU-‘model’”®. Linked to
this, comparison has been made between various regions under the framework of
comparative regionalism’®. Here, it is assessed amongst others in how far the EU-model
has been transferred to or adapted in other world regions (Farrell 2009). Over time,
criticism has been levelled against those approaches which portrayed the EU as the
ultimate goal of regional integration and against which every other world region should
be measured. Against this background, the approach of ‘New Regionalism’ emerged
which starts off with a criticism of Eurocentric views of the ‘Old Regionalism’ and tries to
develop ‘alternative’ views or theories/approaches of regionalism or regionalisation
(Rosamond 2006: 457-458)"". Thus, when dealing with regional integration, one could
frame studies either from an IR-perspective, from an Area Studies view or the (New)
Regionalism agenda in addition to more EU-centred approaches.

In brief, a multitude of theories and approaches to the EU per se, EU-integration and EU-

policy-making were developed over time. Yet this multitude of theories and concepts

3 In this context, one could mention the ,new goeece‘-agenda and multi-level governance approaches
(Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006: 327-377; Pollack 208%:41).

" Studies investigating ‘Europeanisation’ are, feamaple, Sedelmeier 2011; Wong/Hill 2011; Wong 2011.
> For example, approaches of Europeanisation anéfugdon‘ or even so called ,emulation, were
combined to assess the influence of the EU’s ,maxfelegional cooperation and integration in othenrld
regions (e.g., Borzel/Risse 2012a, 2012b; Lenz 012

® On Comparative Regional Integration see, for exam@hoi/Caporaso 2006. On Regionalism and
Comparative Regionalism see, e.g., Borzel 2013.

" However, there are also attempts to bridge thavelge or at least communication between scholars on
regional integration working from either the perspe of New Regionalism or EU-studies (e.g., Wigte
Lack/Rosamond 2010).
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does not need to be outlined here in their entirety because they are of limited relevance
to this study’®.

In my study | am not trying to explain EU-integration as such. | will take the
strategic partnerships as ‘given’, meaning that | will not try to explain their coming into
being from an EU-perspective — be it European institutions or EU-member states.
Instead, the EU-institutions and EU-member states from part of one of the ‘agents’ in my
study — the EU (as a whole). | will elaborate on this somewhat ‘conglomerated’ actor in
Ch. 3.1.4.1. Thus, theories of international or ‘European’ integration or EU-governance
are of limited help or relevance for this study”®.

Above all, strategic partnerships cannot (yet) be declared formal political
integration. Strategic partnerships are from a legal point of view not a form of integration
in terms of a ‘communitarised’ (supranationalised) field of policy, such as, e.g., the EU’s
trade policy. Strategic partnerships are, hence, not (entirely) supranationalised®. They
are predominantly a part of a (foreign policy) coordination as they form part of the EU’s

Common Foreign and Security Policy.

Overall, there are various and different ways to analyse the EU such as from
disciplines of International Relations, integration theories, Comparative Politics or
‘European Studies’ (see, e.g., Hix 1994; Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006). | will not further
elaborate on these different perspectives of the EU. They are all of importance and
relevance when analysing the EU as a multi-level and multi-actor phenomenon.
However, let me recall that | am not trying to explain the coming into place of EU-
strategic partnerships in terms of integration. Thus, it is important to note that | will
approach the EU from an IR- perspective. This view is seen as the most fruitful when it
comes to the research focus of the present study. The next step will consider the study’s
conncections in terms of an IR-perspective and a Cross-Regional Comparative

Perspective.

8 For a further overview and explanation of ,EU‘dgtation theories as well as various concepts and
explanatory models on the EU’s, integration, fumgithg, policy-making or (multi-level) governanceese
for example, Algieri 2010: 15; Bieling/Lerch 2006iolzinger et al. 2005; Wiener/Diez 2009;
Wallace/Wallace/Pollack 2005.

" For a comprehensive overview of various integratiteories and EU-governance approaches please see
Eilstrup-Sangiovanni 2006.

8 Supranationalisation, as understood by Haas (19%8refers to [...] activities, organisations and
loyalties transcending the existing nations'. Irs work he equates ‘supranational’ with ‘central'dan
‘federal’ and uses these terms synonymously thcdwgladmits that the word ‘supranational’ is the most
appropriate for describing the phenomenon (Ha&8:19). In EU-studies, supranationalisation is ¢edia
with the EU-'level’ and the EU-institutions. If aficy-field is ‘supranationalised’, it means thahas been
‘communitarised' meaning that the EU-institutiopsgomdinantly the EU-Commission, are responsihbie fo
policy-initiation and decision-making.
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3.1.3.2 IR involving a (modified) Cross-Regional Co  mparative Perspective

As the previous subchapter has demonstrated, this study approaches the EU from an IR-
perspective. But further delimitations are necessary. Even though the present study cuts
across various different research perspectives, it does pursue a very distinct research
view. Indeed, the study’s results may be of interest to different research communities
ranging from IR, European Studies®" as well as Country or Area Specialists of the four
world regions concerned (namely, Europe, Latin America, South Asia and Africa)®. Yet it
is crucial to be clear on the study’s research perspective in order to avoid confusion
regarding the project’s primary aims and contributions. Importantly, the study’s focus

also has implications for the research design, which will be shown in Ch. 6.

When a project’s results are interesting for different research communities or,
what is more, even attempts to possibly appeal to different research communities, the
danger of unfufilling possibly diverse expectations may loom. As a consequence,
(unjustified) criticism may be levelled due to misunderstandings in the first place. Thus,
this subchapter engages in important delimitations of the study as a whole in order to
pre-empt certain expectations and to preferrably prevent potential (ultimately baseless)

criticism.

Let me start by reiterating that this study starts out from an IR-perspective. The
view of IR is, thus, the predominant subdiscipline followed here. Moreover, the project
works via deductive and inductive research approaches, which are combined in an
abductive manner. This is no end in itself but an attempt to retrieve better results when
theorising and understanding strategic partnerships in foreign policy. In other words, | will
work from existing, more general IR-theory while at the same time analysing three
individual cases. Thus, | am not only interested in the three singular cases but in their
commonalities aswell. As | am interested in theory-building blocks, | will opt for cases
involving three countries from different world regions. Thus, to a certain extent | do take
the cases’ regional context into account in additiona to a more general IR-perspective.
Intuitively, my hunch is that results from different world regions may be more

generalisable, particularly in the context of IR inherently crossing world regions, in

81 For more information on the linkages between IR Bt studies or Comparative Politics and EU studies
see, for example, Warleigh 2006.

8 To be precise, European Studies or EU studies faisn an (often interdisiciplinary) area studies
approach, namely on the area of Europe (Warlei@lt284).
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contrast to results from only one area. | will further elaborate on this matter in Ch. 6 in

the context of the research design.

Yet the latter word — ‘area’ — may raise attention by scholars engaged in
Comparative Area Studies (CAS) or Transnational Area Studies (TAS). Yet the present
study does not analyse (world) regions or areas in that sense. It deals with countries,
which are, indeed, located in different world regions. Thereby, the study does recognise
the distinctiveness of the regional (analytical) level (on which | will elaborate on in the
following subchapter), yet the region or area is not the prime research target. It
nevertheless represents important context for the study. Thus, | do have (limited) area
expertise and contextual knowledge with regard to the three cases, which is of benefit
when analysing the case studies. Moreover, the study’s results may actually be
interesting to various area specialists. Nevertheless and for the reasons stated above,
the study does not primarily engage in the analysis of geographical areas, such as in
‘area studies’™® (Berg-Schlosser 2012; Acharya 2006; Basedau/Kéllner 2007); or
comparative politics within, between or across regions/areas, namely ‘comparative area
studies®* (Berg-Schlosser 2012; Ahram 2011; Basedau/Kéllner 2007) or ‘(cross-regional)
contextualised comparison’ (Sil no date; Sil 2013); or in comparing regions or
regionalism from an IR-perspective, which refers to transnational area studies (Acharya
2012; Acharya 2006%)%.

8 Area Studies roughly denotes a research approach geographically more or less demarcated world
region, often with an interdisciplinary view (seeh@rya 2006: 2; Basedau/Kdliner 2007: 5-6).

8 Comparative Area Studies (CAS) are the ‘cousinAcéa Studies (Basedau/Kéllner 2007). As Ahram
(2011: 69) has put it, CAS is a ‘rubric that maingathe importance of regional knowledge while
contributing to general theory building using intlue intra-regional, cross-regional, inter-regional
comparison’.

8 Acharya differentiates between disciplinary astadies' and transnational area studies* (Ach&§86:

1), when elaborating on the trends in the synthefsSIR and Area Studies. The word ,discipline’, tély,
denotes the (sub-)discipline of IR and theoretjeghounded social sciences approaches to it (Aehary
2006: 1). Disciplinary area studies includes ,regidy-oriented disciplinarists' and ,discipline-erited
regionalists’ (Acharya 2006: 1): the former groupndtes so called disciplinarists studying regional
phenomena (often) in a comparative way. The lagt@up includes area scholars who use theoretical
concepts and the like in their analyses (Achary@62Q, 16). Transnational area studies, by contfastis

on analysing phenomena by starting out from thectsfof globalisation on policy issues and gloladilis-
affected communities across world regions (Ach&§@6: 1-2, 14-15, 16).

8 This study is, in fact, closer to transnationataastudies than comparative area studies as #arms
starting point is IR and not Comparative Politi¢sowever, transnational area studies need not be
theoretically guided (Acharya 2006: 16). Thus, amight conclude that the study is closest to digtgply
area studies (Acharya 2006) as the study’s apprs@ets with an IR-perspective. Moreover, even giou
the study’s author makes use of a limited area kedge, the project may only possibly contributeaio
area studies view in an implicit way. Yet interagty, Acharya (2012) has advised to follow an albislec
research approach when combining IR and Area Stugibich makes transnational area studies). Applied
to the present study, it offers a confirmationhaf benefits in combining deductive and inductivieriences

in this study being close to transnational areaistu and disciplinary area studies in terms oéaesh
approach and, thus, methodology.
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Even though | generally do acknowledge the benefit of combining these research
perspectives, namely disciplinary perspectives such as IR and (Comparative) Area
Studies, | only implicitly combine an IR-perspective with a CAS-view. In CAS, a cross-
regional comparison means to compare ‘entities from different geographic areas’ (Ahram
2011: 81). Yet even though | do follow an IR-view with a cross-regional perspective, | am
not primarily investigating the countries located within different world regions. Thus, | am
not analysing factors (variables) or social phenomena in one or more areas. Instead, |
am analysing relations of countries from different world regions with the EU. As a result, |
am looking at a phenomenon ‘linking’ countries from different world regions. However, |
do thereby take different regional contexts into account within case analysis and
interpretation building my (limited) area knowledge. Thus, doing research on emerging
regional powers does not ‘only’ acknowledge the distinctiveness of the regional level
(see next chapter) but integrates into the selection and analysis of cases (see Ch. 6).
Critics may say that IR automatically exhibits a supra-regional research
perspective because of the level of analysis. Yet this is not necessarily the case as
research in IR may only involve, e.g., the foreign policy of countries located within one
world region or it concerns international politics working at the global level but still not

affecting more than one world region.

Overall, this leaves me with an IR-approach with a (modified) cross-regional
perspective, means that the researcher ensures that the analysis includes cases from
different world regions. The modification of CAS’ cross-regional perspective can be
explained by the fact that | indeed work with area knowledge from several regions but
comparative method is not the prime focus in this study (Basedau/Kollner 2007: 6-7).
However, the cross-regional perspective informs the study’s research design (see Ch. 6)
and, thereby, adds to the scope and relevance of the study’s results. In any case, | will
make use of my (limited) ‘area-based knowledge’ (Basedau/Kdliner 2007: 6) on Europe
and the EU, Africa, Asia and Latin America. Area-based knowledge denotes knowledge
about an area, which is at the same time used to study phenomena exceeding one
particular area (Basedau/Kollner 2007: 6). This area-based knowledge as well as CAS
can be helpful to inform more general theoretical ideas, particularly when these are
originally from Europe and North America (Basedau/Kollner 2007: 9); thus, being only

from one area.

3.1.3.3 The significance of the regional level
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As briefly mentioned in the previous subchapter, | will neither start from nor dedicate my
work to a research perspective of regionalism. Even though | highlight globalisation and
interdependence processes, | nevertheless see the relevance, fruitfulness and analytic
leverage in (analytically) separating the regional and international levels. Thus, the
present study does believe in the distinctiveness of the regional level even though it does
not primarily do research at the regional level. Moreover, this project is to a certain extent
regionally contextualised as its author does possess a certain degree of area study
knowledge with respect to all four regions concerned (Africa, Europe, South/Asia and
Latin/South America).

I will elaborate on the significance of (world) regions and regionalisation in Ch.
4.2.1.2 in the context of my presuppositions about the international system-structure.
Moreover, the importance of the regional level is also reflected in the fact that the agents
[I'in my study, namely Brazil, India and South Africa are understood as emerging
regional powers in my work. Overall, it shows that | attach importance to the regional

level in my research.

In brief, in terms of delimiting my work, | will not engage in research discussions,
which can be grouped under the heading of a regional perspective. Hence, even though |
do acknowledge the distinctiveness of the regional level®’, | will not attempt to define or
conceptualise neither regional (leading) powers; regional order nor regions. It is rather an
important background to my study and part of my analytical lens in this study. | will take
certain definitions of regions or regional powers as given; i.e. | will not try to explain
them. Regions are in this study both geographically-determined entities as well as
analytical levels. The views of the concerned actors in this study largely determine the
regions as ‘analytical categories’ in this study. Thus, regions are somewhat geographical
in this study (e.g. reflected in my case selection from different geographical world
regions) but also ‘theoretically-grounded analytical categories’ (Ahram 2011: 69). These
analytic categories are ‘grounded in historical processes that cluster spatial, temporal,
and institutional contexts between and above the country-level unit’” (Ahram 2011: 70).
These various clusters contribute to a view by certain countries to share commonalities,
which again making countries in a region somewhat move together. Interaction among

these regionally-clustered countries is then more likely (Ahram 2011: 72). Against the

8 For studies on the significance of regions assuaftanalysis; the regional level and regional msde
particularly also in terms of regional and intefoa&l security or peace, please see Buzan/Wae@s 26d
Katzenstein 2005; Acharya 2007; Acharya 2006: & af 2011: 70-72; Miller 2005; Lake/Morgan 1997;
Godehardt/Nabers 2011b; Lemke 2002; Cartori/Spigg&0; Thompson 1973; Hurrell 2007; or the special
issue in the Review of International Studies (2008, 35, S1) on ‘regions’ and the like.
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background of this view of a region, countries may form part of several regions as

regions may indeed be overlapping (Ahram 2011: 72).

After having acknowledged the distinctiveness of the regional level, | will now turn

to the levels of the present project in terms of structure and agency.

3.1.4 The Macro- and Meso-Levels: The international ~ system and its actors

In this subchapter | will address the macro- and meso-levels as well as agents of my
research. Thereby, | will clarify the ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ in work against the
background of the study’s realist social theoretical approach and of an International
Relations perspective. The discussion of structure and ageny mirrors how my research
enables and allows for a dual view of structure and agency in my analysis. However, in
this subchapter | will limit myself to ‘only’ clearly defining the structure and agency of my
study. The more detailed characteristics of structure and agency will follow in Ch. 4.2.2,

when | start to build my analytic and conceptual model.

The study will follow both a systemic as well as a social (sociological)
understanding of agency and structure(s). | will come back to this point later in Ch. 5.
From this view of structures follows (amongst others) that | will deal with both a macro-
as well as meso-level in my study. For the time being, | will in the subsequent chapter
only elaborate on the macro-level of this study, which is the international system-

structure.

3.1.4.1 The international system-structure as the m  acro-level

The definition of structure is relational meaning that it is dependent on the particular
perspective in a research project (Hay 1995: 200). In my research, the macro-level-
structure equals the international system. The predominant actors in the international
system are states characterising the structure of the international system. In order to
contextualise agency, we need to understand the features of the international system. As
mentioned before, | do not believe that agency is strictly conditioned or enabled by
structure. Structure may favour certain actions over others. But action is more dependent
on the choice of agents on which actions or strategies they choose against the

background of a certain system-structure.
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By describing the ‘macro’-level | will outline the premises from neo-/realist and
neo-/liberal meta-theory, on which my work builds on, in Ch 4.2.1. There, along the lines
of this rationale, | will delineate the (analytic eclectically derived) characteristics of the
international system-structure — the macro-level of my study — in order to contextualise

and socially ground agency.

3.1.4.2 The Agents

Before I turn to the theorising of the strategic partnerships as strategic alliances and as a
form of social relationship between actors, | first will clearly define the ‘agents’ in my
study. The ‘agency’ in my study involves the EU as a (state-resembling) meso-level-actor
and the (state) actors Brazil, India and South Africa. The power of these actor-agents will
be the topic later in Ch. 4.2.2.

I will first address the EU as the Agent | in my study. | will explain the term ‘meso-
level-actor’ by revisiting the agency-structure debate and the level-of-analysis-‘problem’
with respect to the EU. In this context, | will position my work and clarify that | will
‘approach’ the EU predominantly from an International Relations perspective in this
study. In a second step | will briefly refer to the Agents Il of my study — Brazil, India and
South Africa.

3.1.4.2.1 Agent I: Structure or Agency? The EU asa Meso-Level-Actor

In this subchapter | will elaborate on three interrelated debates: 1) the international
actorness of the EU; 2) the EU as an agency or structure and 3) the ‘level-of analysis’-
problem® of the EU. All three debates ultimately deal with the same question but from
different angles or framings: they centre on the question if the EU, lacking a Joint
Foreign and Security Policy, can be regarded and ultimately analysed as an international
and foreign policy actor. Hence, it needs to be asked whether the EU is a (foreign policy)
agent or rather a structure, which serves the EU-member states? Put differently, when

analysing EU-foreign policy, do we as researchers look at the EU-member states or at

% The level-of-analysis-problem concerns the diffigigtion between systems and units and the question
whether units are to be explained by looking atshstem or vice versa (Hollis/Smith 1990: 7). Daes
researcher need to look at the internal constiatgs of a unit in order to explain a social phesrmn
(Hollis/Smith 1990: 7)? Crucially, there may notlybe ‘layers’ of units (Hollis/Smith 1990: 8). Bthere
is also the question arising as whether to expi@m the top or the bottom of the layers (Hollisi8m
1990: 8-9). For example, looking at the EU in intional politics is a case in point regarding lheel-of
analysis-problem: is EU foreign policy behaviouh® explained by looking at the international systat
the EU or the EU-Member States? Thus, which idehel to look at as a researcher?
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the EU-institutions at EU-level (unit(s) of analysis)? In due course, is there a thing such
as European foreign policy?

In the following | will answer these interrelated debates in a combined way: first, |
will mention the overlaps between EU foreign policy and EU external relations. Secondly,
this overlap between the EU’s foreign policy and its external relations at large leads over
to the debate around the EU's international actor-ness. | will explain why | (can) perceive
the EU as an international actor. Thirdly, | will outline with respect to the level-of-
analysis-problem with respect to the EU’s foreign policy that | will depict the EU as a
meso-level-actor comprising several sub-actors. Along the way, | will link all debates to

the strategic partnerships.

Firstly, before | will elaborate on the challenge of the agency-structure-debate
and the EU’s (contested) actorness and the linked level-of-analysis-problem with respect
to the EU, let me first state a clear positioning of how | perceive strategic partnerships
regarding foreign policy and external relations. Essentially, strategic partnerships are
both®®. Strictly speaking, the EU’s strategic partnerships form part of the EU’s Common
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)%. Yet in terms of the multiple policies and issues
covered by them, they effectively cut across a multitude of policy and issue areas.
Actually, the picture is yet even more complicated as there is a multitude of actors and
institutions located at national member-state as well as EU-level involved. Hence, the
strategic partnerships also involve the EU’s external relations in a wider sense. In brief,

strategic partnerships are both foreign policy and external relations.

Hence, the question remains if the EU is an agent and a foreign policy actor in its

own right. Only referring to the EU’s external relations ultimately bypasses the essence

8 A strategic partnership has, crucially, no genlémal status: as Sautenet explains, it has a firejlegal
function [sic] — i.e. it sets the stage for a neanfework’ (Sautenet 2012: 127). Strategic partripssare
thus rather a common roof for existing and newqiedi and tools. However, | will also call them ‘I©aas
they are used as tools in foreign policy; thuseifgm policy tools.

% The EU, which was predominantly the European EnoacCommunity (EC) before, was founded with
the Treaty of Maastricht (1993). Since the TredtWMaastricht the EU’s structure is often conceived
terms of the so called three pillars. In additioriite economic sector (the EC) (pillar 1), two meoecalled
pillars were added: pillar I, which represents @@mmon Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) andpill
[, which referred to the cooperation areas irtipgssand home affairs (Peters/Wagner 2005: 244). 286
pillars thus involve different policy areas and ideam-making structures. Pillar | of the EU widebfers to
the European Community and the (supranational) roanity method‘. As a consequence, pillar | is often
called as the supranationalised or communitariséat.pPillar 11 and the EU's CFSP, however, haweeh
predominantly been characterized by intergovernaiemécision-making and unanimity (Peters/Wagner
2005: 246). For a further overview of the EU’s @etsors see, e.g., Wallace/Wallace/Pollack 20(%: 4-
The Treaty of Lisbon, which conferred legal perdity¢o the EU, has fusioned the three pillars [Siinith
2011b: 6). However, Hill/Smith (2011b: 6) point dbat [...] there are still important differencestiveen
the supranational aspects of the Union’s functigrand the intergovernmental dimensions, whichiik st
dominant in foreign and security policy’.
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of the agency-structure-debate. It does not satisfactorily end the discussion on whether
the EU constitutes an agent or a structure (for underlying actors such as its member
states), when researchers try to draw the line at the putative confines of policy-areas. Let
us first understand the actor-nature of the EU before we more specifically address the

level-of-analysis question.

Secondly, whether the EU can be considered an ‘actor’ (or agent as understood
with respect to the agent-structure-debate) is highly debated. As Holden has put it,
‘although there is a growing acceptance that the EU is an actor worthy of study, it is
necessary to clarify in precisely what sense this is the case’ (2009: 7). And even more
strikingly, ‘the question of actorness is of importance because it alludes to the EU’s
aspiration to become what in international relations jargon is called a power’ (sic; Toje
2008: 9). This essential question brings us back to the agency-structure-debate but with
a specific focus on the EU.

Intuitively, | would say that the EU is both agent and structure when it comes to
the foreign policy/external relations of Europe. This is due to the fact that agency and
structure with respect to the EU is ontologically and conceptually interdependent. Yet,
even though structure and agency share equal ontological status (following my scientific
realist social theoretical approach), they are ‘ontologically distinct entities’ (Wendt 1987:
360).

Clearly, the EU has both features of a state as well as of an international
organisation. In addition, and in contrast to a majority of international or regional
organisations (as well as international regimes), the EU has supranational characteristics
and decision-making organs. It shows that the EU is somewhere ‘in between’, especially
compared to other regional organisations in the international system. As the EU is
neither a fully-fledged state nor an international organisation, scholars of International
Relations have been quite quick in dismissing the EU’s actor-nature. Instead,
researchers have preferred to speak of the EU as an international or foreign policy actor
‘sui generis’ (see, e.g., Fraser 2007: xiv). This is particularly true when it comes to the
EU's foreign policy and its external relations. Overall, the analysis of the EU’s external
relations and its foreign policy is complicated by the fact that the EU generally is no
single homogeneous international actor (Schukraft 2007: 128; Maull 2005: 791-792). As
Smith (2007: 439) puts it, the EU as such already is to be regarded as ‘...] first a
(sub)system of international relations in itself, second a major element in the general
processes of international relations, and finally an embryonic power in the international
arena’ (Smith 2007: 439; Hill/Smith 2005: 398).
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However, when leaving ontology aside, there are many approaches to and
definitions of what constitutes an actor or actorness in International Relations (Holden
2009: 7-8; Bretherton/Vogler 2008: 12-36). | will not further elaborate on these definitions
here as this is not the study’s prime focus.®* However, there is somewhat a growing
common understanding that the EU is slowly emerging as an international actor
employing increasingly cohesive and effective policies (Leonard 2007: 35; Miuller-
Brandeck-Bocquet 2006: 25).

Crucially, in this study the EU will be approached from an International Relations
perspective. Thus, | will treat the EU as an international agent and actor in its own right®2.
To this end, | will follow Christopher Hill's conception of foreign policy (2003a), which
also enables to treat the EU as an independent actor in its own right. He defines foreign
policy as the ‘[...] sum of official external relations conducted by an independent actor
(usually a state) in international relations’ (Hill 2003a: 3). This definition of foreign policy
as comprising external relations, is also somewhat adopted by other authors (Fraser
2007: xiv). Hill particularly mentions that the term ‘independent actor’ involves the EU.
The notion ‘sum’ hints at the fact that there may several ‘elements’ of that foreign policy
(Hill 2003a: 3). This definition of foreign policy can be enlarged by Hill's conception of
‘collective coping’ to a view of foreign policy involving external relations. ‘Collective
coping’ signifies an actor's engagement with the international environment, which does
not only involve the actions by diplomats and foreign ministries but rather [...] the broad
sweep of official activity’ (Hill 2003b: 239). Thus, diplomats and foreign ministries ‘have
no exclusive competence in the area, but neither are they becoming redundant’ (Hill
2003b: 254)*. These two definitions of foreign policy offered by Hill (2003a, 2003b),
hence, may be fruitfully combined in order to denote the composited nature of the EU('s
foreign policy) in terms of actors and external relations (Algieri 2010: 27-28). Moreover,
Hill's definitions also correspond well to the strategic partnerships, which comprise both

genuine foreign policy and the broad range of foreign policy. Crucially, strategic

1 As the study does not work with role theory, Ilwiisregard the literature on the internationabtmbal
roles of the EU. Please see in this regard, fomg@, Bretherton/Vogler 2008: 37-61; Elgstrom/Smith
2006; or Orbie 2008.

2 For more elaboration with respect to the EU’sganess' and various aspects thereof see, for exampl
Krotz 2009 or Wunderlich 2012.

% Even though Hill (2003b: 254) mentions this wi#ispect to the ,two-way flow between domestic sgciet
and international relations, | believe that this)@wic also takes place due to the blurring of mnesly
internal and external policies. This blurring atfiminishes the exclusive competence of diplomatthé
policy areas of foreign policy/external relationsl.KR003b) hints at this circumstance later in &iticle by
highlighting that ,foreign policy is no longer sees a discrete area, sealed off from ,normal‘ mdi{...)
(Hill 2003b: 254). Furthermore, he states that ,hewlicy issues ,(...) all have an inside/outside,
domestic/foreign dimension (...)" (Hill 2003b: 254%)5
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partnerships are not only a foreign policy tool but also a roof for the scope of external

relations pertaining to strategic partnerships.

Let me add at this point that critics might object by pointing to (perception) studies
that the countries do not perceive the EU as a partner or international actor but instead
prefer dealing with individual EU-member states. However, | believe that this does not
inhibit the chosen research perspective of this study, namely dealing with the EU as an
‘international actor entity’. Brazil, India and South Africa actually ‘treat’ the EU as an
international actor and partner by the very establishment of the respective strategic
partnerships with the EU. The strategic partnerships as political agreements demonstrate
that foreign countries do have ‘inter-state’ relations with the EU, which go beyond trade
relations and include a political dimension. Thus, the EU is perceived and treated as an
international partner (almost) in the same way as other international actors are
approached for bilateral trade and political relations. The main difference lies, in my view,
in the multi-level and multi-arena nature of dealing with the EU: partners of the EU are
obliged to accommodate for policy areas with single, shared or ‘supranational’
competences. This makes dealing with the EU and its sui-generis-decision- and
policymaking features complicated. But it does not imply that the EU can be disregarded
as an international actor or possible international partner for third countries or
organisations. Thus, the fact that these countries still foster bilateral relations with
individual EU-member states or the supposition that they actually prefer dealing with
nation-states in comparison to the sui-generis-actor EU is perfectly in line with this study.
Not only the EU but a multitude of international actors have relations with nation-states
as well as with international or regional organisations on top of that. To sum up, | can
treat the EU as an entity and as one side to the strategic partnerships next to Brazil,

India and South Africa in this study

Overall, I will be analysing ‘European Foreign Policy’ despite the fact that there is
no ‘Joint Foreign and Security Policy’ by the EU in place®. The International Relations-
view of the EU enables this perspective. At the same time, the EU’'s strategic
partnerships stems from the EU’s foreign policy-pillar but involves the vast range of the
EU’s external relations. Hence, it is both EU-institutions and EU-member states involved

in the decision- and foreign policy-making of EU Foreign Policy (including its external

% |t is important to note that in my analysis | wilbt dwell on normative positions on if a joint Bpean
foreign policy should be put in place or whetheslibuld be preferred in contrast to national fareig
policies or not. This may only be sketched in thdamk of this research project and will be indezhthere.
In this sense, | will actually take the Europeareign policy during the time period analysed ‘agiven’
and will not judge upon it on normative terms.
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relations). But which levels or which actors do | as a researcher need to look at then
when striving to understand the EU’s strategic partnerships? In trying to answer this
guestion | can now turn to the third topic of this subchapter: the level-of-analysis-problem

when analysing the EU’s foreign policy and external relations.

After having demonstrated that the EU can indeed and will be treated as an
international actor and a partner for other international actors, we are still left with the
guestion of who actually constitutes the EU as an actor. Hence, | will now, thirdly,
address the level-of-analysis-problem with respect to the EU’s foreign policy. Generally,
the EU is indeed a multi-level system involving several levels according to policy areas,
such as the subnational, national, European (supranational and intergovernmental) as
well as international levels. This also widely applies to the EU’s foreign policy (Algieri
2010: 30, 33). So where then is the level of EU foreign policy/external relations? This
guestion is connected to the question of identifying the relevant actors in terms of the
EU’s Foreign Policy. Put differently, the question of the level-of-analysis-problem is
inextricably linked to the developments in the field of the EU’s foreign policy and external
relations (Mi. Smith 1996). Hence, even if it is assumed that the EU is an international
actor, the identification of the relevant actors reveals that we still need to clarify whether
the EU is an actor or rather a structure for its EU-Member states?

By doing research on EU foreign policy or on the EU as an international actor,
one essentially poses the ‘level-of-analysis’-question. It is true that Europe’s foreign
policy is characterised by multiple levels and multiple arenas involving different actors
such as nation-states (EU member states) or organs of the European Union such as the
European Commission®. Indeed, the EU is a ‘multi-level actor with overlapping and
integrated tools and strategies’ (Giessmann 2010: 260), particularly in the context of EU-

foreign policy. When doing research on EU foreign policy, it is at first unclear on which

% Historically, the EU has only had a foreign pol&ipce 1993. Even though there has been foreignypol
‘coordination’ on EU-level since the 1970s, it wady with the Treaty of Maastricht and the estdbtignt

of the EU and its Common Foreign and Security RqieFSP) that an EU-foreign and defence policy was
really perceived. Before, the EU’s external engagy@nias been largely limited to its so called exer
relations. Originally, the EU’s external relatiowsre only characterized by economic matters. Owveeg,t
developmental and environmental matters were atlwéte spectrum of the EU’s external relationsekat
the range of the EU’s external relations was exadrly including foreign and defence policy issugshe
establishment of the EU’'s CFSP. Yet the politicapects of the EU’s external relations were hardly
communitarised in the beginning of the EU’'s CFSReiCtime, the EU’s external relations (including it
foreign policy) grew in complexity due to the invet different institutional decision-making and ipgt
making patterns as well as shifting involvemenadtors (Peters/Wagner 2005: 266-267). To datee tiser
no (entirely supranationalised) Joint Foreign aedusity Policy of the EU. However, it shows thae th
separation between the EU’s so called externatioel and foreign policy is not clear-cut but rathe
overlapping (K. Smith 2008: 3). Thus, as Algiershexplained, the EU’'s CFSP is closely connectetido
EU’s foreign policy. Yet the EU’s foreign policy iaot be exclusively limited to the EU’s CFSP (Algie
2010: 26). This equally applies to the strategidnmaships.
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‘level’ to focus on. Is it the level of (national) EU-member states or is it the
(supranational) EU-level or is it both levels? The researcher does not only deal with
‘levels’ but also needs to clarify on which actors to focus on. Can we actually speak and
eventually analyse EU foreign policy? Hence, can we perceive the EU as an international
actor pursuing its foreign policy vis-a-vis the international environment?

The study builds on theories of interdependence (Hix 1994) in order to account
for the multiple levels and arena of EU-foreign policy/external relations regarding the
EU’s multi-level actorness and strategic partnerness. This will be done by referring to
Puchala (1971), who views ‘international integration’ as a ‘Concordance System’
(Puchala 1971: 277). Thus, Puchala views ‘[...] integration [...] as a set of processes that
produce and sustain a Concordance System at the international level [sic]’ (Puchala
1971: 277). As mentioned before, Puchala, thereby, defines a ,Concordance System' as
an ‘[...] international system wherein actors find it possible consistently to harmonize
their interests, compromise their differences and reap mutual rewards from their
interactions' (Puchala 1971: 277). Thereby, | believe that integration can be both process
and condition. In a ‘Concordance System’, Puchala convincingly argues, there are ‘four
organisational arenas’ (Puchala 1971: 278), namely the ‘subnational’, the ‘national’, the
‘transnational’ and the ‘supranational’ (Puchala 1971: 278). The actors located on these
levels are more or less autonomous, which varies according to the issue. All actors are
interdependent and interactive within and between arenas. Furthermore, there is ‘no
prevailing or established hierarchy or superordination-subordination relationship among
the different kinds of actors [...]' (Puchala: 1971: 278)%. Yet crucial features of a
Concordance System are also ‘a highly institutionalized system’ and rather ‘bureaucratic’
structures (Puchala 1971: 279) and actors’ interaction is characterised by ‘political
conflict’ (Puchala 1971: 279) but within cooperative patterns and ‘bargaining [...] toward
the achievement of convergent or collective ends [...]' [sic] (Puchala 1971: 280; 279-
280). | believe that Puchala’s concept of a Concordance System is very much suitable of
capturing the EU as a system being an international system while at the same time being
different from it (Puchala 1971: 283).

By defining the EU as a Concordance System (signifying ‘European’ international

integration), this perspective allows for analysing different actors being ‘part of the

% At first, Puchala’s elaboration on the non-hiehgrof actors appears inconsistent with the EU’stimul
level actorness: Puchala (1971: 277) points out shates still are the ‘major component units of th
[Concordance; NH] system’ and their governmentyg stacial actors in this system (Puchala 1971: 277)
However, even this remark corresponds to focuisfdtudy as the strategic partnerships, beingqgiatte

EU foreign policy, are largely dominated by intevgmnmental processes and, therefore, states/EU-sremb
states.
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whole’. Consequently, in my study the EU is constituted by all ‘sub-actors’ of the
European Union, namely all state actors as well as institutions of the EUY". Particularly,
when it comes to the EU’s foreign policy, | believe it makes sense to view the EU as a
Concordance System with overlapping arenas of the (here) national and supranational
arenas (in contrast to clearly demarcated levels®®). As a result, | view the EU as a meso-
level (-concordance) actor. It is meso-level because it is not an international organisation

such as the United Nations®.

To sum up, by drawing on Hill and Puchala’s ‘Concordance’ System (1971), this
study can deal with the EU as an international actor as well as an international entity
being constitutive of several parts of the whole, namely its ‘sub-actors’. The sub-actors
(and their sub-structures) make the composite meso-level-actor EU. In this context, |
agree with Algieri (2010: 33) stating that levels are rather to be see as an ‘ordering
criterion’ (Algieri 2010: 33), which serves to locate the actors within a social interaction.
Yet this locating of actors on a level does not suffice for analysing the behaviour of
agents in the context of the EU’s foreign policy (Algieri 2010: 33). Hence, it is the
interaction of agents located on different levels — thus, the sub-actors of the meso-level
actor EU — that can offer a full (research) picture. As a result, identifiying levels of actor
may be a first step to an analysis. But the levels should not be used as strict dividing
lines as this may inhibit the understanding of strategic partnerships in my view. This is
again an advantage of my conception of the EU as a meso-level actor.

At this stage it is important to note that strategic partnerships as foreign
policy/external roofs and foreign policy tools between interacting agents are primarily an
elite-driven process. Hence, | will exclude the societal and subnational level from my
analysis as it is less important to my investigation. This will also inform the choice of my

‘experts’ for the interviewing (see Ch. 6). This leaves me with the supranational level of

%7 Civil society and non-state actors are, howevkless relevance to the study as the strategin@estips
are a predominantly elite-driven process on ‘stateEU-institutional level. Where applicable andifful
with respect to the desired research insights,lll refer or sometimes even elaborate on the ‘subrac
within the EU-actor’, which thus widely applies ElJ-member states and EU-institutions. A possible
elaboration on the EU’s ‘sub-actors’ could proveeful for example, in order to better understand
particular stages of the EU policy-making procedsctv are agenda setting, policy formulation, policy
decision and policy implementation. However, as @malysis of the EU’s ‘sub-actors’ of the strategic
partnership is not the major focus of this studference to them will only be done at times antdenat
cursory. Especially, | will only refer to these bsactors’ or ‘sub-structures’ as ‘(separate) paiftghe
whole’ but not as independent actors of the stiategrtnership.

% Nevertheless, in this study | will still often skeof levels* in order to differentaite betweerethational
and supranational (EU-)levels for the sake of awngjdnisunderstandings.

% This view is similar to Smith’s perspective of the) as a ‘(sub)system of international relationisalf:
(Smith 2007: 439; 440). Indeed, Puchala remarks thaConcordance System is [...] basically an
international system' (Puchala 1971: 278), evenughoit is very complex due to its various interkak
arenas and actors (Puchala 1971: 278).
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the EU as an ‘international subsystem’ (Algieri 2010: 33) (involving the European
Council, Council of the European Union, European Parliament and European
Commission) as well as the national level (including the governments of EU-member
states and national parliaments to a certain extent) (Algieri 2010: 33). | will further
elaborate on the most significant actors in the context of the EU’'s CFSP and its external
relations in Ch. 6.2, when | outline the main ‘sub-actor’ and ‘sub-structures’ of the

composite meso-level-actor EU in greater detail.

After having outlined the agency of the EU (as a meso-level actor), | will now turn

to the Agents Il of my study.

3.1.4.2.2 Agents lI: Brazil, India and South Africa

Here, let me briefly say that in denoting Brazil, India and South Africa as the Agents Il of
my study, | will be dealing with the level of the state. This is due to the fact that | am
approaching the agents of my study from an International Relations and Foreign Policy
perspective, which primarily deals with states and the official level. As mentioned before,
strategic partnerships in foreign policy are mainly driven by the executive and official
levels. Thus, | will factor out the societal level of these countries as this is of less
relevance to my study on strategic partnerships as foreign policy tools. Again, this view
has also informed the choice of interview partners. It is important to note that their
trilateral initiative, the IBSA Dialogue Forum'® is not at the centre of this research project

and is, thus, no agent of this study.

3.1.4.2.3 The characteristics of agents

The present study’s view of agents is similar to the perspective of structures being both
materal and social. Due to the study’s analytic ecclectic fundament agents are both
rational (realism and liberalism) and reflective (constructivism) (Andreatta 2011: 27; 36).
Furthermore, the following view is dominant in this study: ‘(...) social and material
environments both socialise and constrain individuals and enable them to take actions
intelligible to others, including actions that intentionally change social norms and material

circumstances’ (George/Bennett 2005: 129). Thus, agents are socially and structurally

190 IBSA stands for India, Brazil and South Africa. eTPialogue Forum was established in 2003. It is
geared towards deepening relations amongst eaar atid to strengthen the international negotiation
position of the Global South (Zilla 2009: 55). Farore information on IBSA see, for example,

Vieira/Alden 2011 or Taylor 2009.
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grounded. Thereby, the study can ‘contextualise™® (Abbott 2004: 47) the actors of this
study and consequently, the strategic partnerships. Strategic partnerships are, thus,
products of intentional action being structurally and socially grounded. | will come back to
this matter in Ch. 5.

3.1.4.3. Concluding remarks

This subchapter has outlined the structure, agencies and levels of this study: the
international system-structure is the overarching structure. Agent | of this study is
constituted by the EU as a meso-level actor representing a Concordance system. Agents

Il are Brazil, India and South Africa.

In the next chapter the study turns to first evidence, important delimitations and
building blocks of strategic partnerships. In addition to the chapter on the state of the art
(Ch. 2), this will demonstrate that there is generally a lack of understanding regarding

strategic partnerships in international politics and as foreign policy tools.

3.2 First Evidence, Delimitations and Building bloc ks

In this chapter the strategic partnerships will be approached from different angles. Firstly,
it will be looked for evidence on the central characteristics of strategic partnerships from
the (empirical) policy documents. Secondly, | will assess IR-literature by looking for
guiding knowledge on strategic partnerships in foreign policy. Thirdly, the terms ‘strategy’
and ‘partnership’ will be briefly assessed in their meaning for the foreign policy tool of
strategic partnerships. This chapter serves to find helpful evidence on strategic
partnerships in foreign policy; delimitate them from other notions known in international

politics and identify helpful building blocks for understanding.

3.2.1 Empirical evidence from the European Security Strategy (ESS)

In this subchapter | will consider vital policy documents from the EU-side regarding their
mentioning and conceptualisation of strategic partnerships. These are the European
Security Strategy and the Report on its implementation. The reason that | particularly
draw on European documents lies in the fact that the strategic partnerships are usually

proposed by the EU-side and are, thus, a primarily European initiative. Thereofre, it

101 By contextualising, social phenomena acquire nmeamiy putting them into the context where they
came into being (Abbott 2004: 47).
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seems wise to seek evidence from the EU-documents in approaching the strategic
partnerships. Furthermore, the chapter on the state of the art has indicated that the EU’s

strategic partnerships are often put into context with the ESS.

3.2.1.1 The European Security Strategy (ESS) (2003)

The EU’s European Security Strategy'® (ESS) (December 2003) (Council/EU 2003)
offered the EU a strategic guidance framework for the first time. It was designed by the
then High Representative Javier Solana on the basis of a mandate by the EU Heads of
State. The ESS has a clear security policy focus but is nevertheless relevant for EU
foreign policy as a whole due to its strategic Outlook (Algieri 2010: 114, 115). In 2007
the European Council gave the High Representative Javier Solana the task to revisit the
ESS’ implementation together with the EU-Commission and the EU-member states
within a year. Where necessary, the ESS should be revised or modified (Algieri 2010:
118-119). The resulting report'®® on the ESS was adopted in December 2008 by the EU
Heads of State. Even though the ESS’ implementation was seen as ‘work in progress’
(Council/EU 2008: 2), the ESS was nonetheless found to remain widely valid (Algieri
2010: 119; Council/EU 2008: 3).

What matters for the present study is the fact that the ESS also mentions the
strategic partnerships in a more or less overview. Moreover, | will be mentioning this
policy document quite often in the course of this study, not only due to its outlining of the

concept of effective multilateralism (see below).

The European Security Strategy (Council/EU: 2003) identified the EU’s security
interests, predominantly describes a Post-Cold War world characterized by globalisation,
interdependence and global challenges. Against of the background of the following
observation that ‘no single country is able to tackle today’s complex problems on its own’

1104

(Council/EU 2003: 1) the objective of “effective multilateralism”™ is developed:

192 0n the origins of the ESS please see Algieri (2Q1B-114). A more detailed elaboration on the
contents of the ESS please see Algieri (2010: 1113-and Biscop 2013.

193 For more details on the report of the ESS’ impletagon please see Algieri (2010: 118-121) and
Biscop (2013: 40).

1% The EU has committed itself to strive for the gofleffective multilateralism'. It represents a jma
guideline for the EU regarding its foreign-, setwri and defence-policy (Algieri 2010:
131).Multilateralism, thereby, denotes to act adowy to beforehand negotiated rules for internation
interaction and politics. For more information ceff¢ctive) multilateralism, see, for example, Algie
(2010: 131-133).
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“In a world of global threats, global markets and global media, our security and
prosperity increasingly depend on an effective multilateral system. The
development of a stronger international society, well functioning international
institutions and a rule-based international order is our objective”. (Council/EU
2003: 9).

This statement is further elaborated by referring to examples of multilateral
cooperation and priorities such as the United Nations (UN), the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) and the North Atlantic Treaty Association (NATO). Continuing with
the ‘policy implications for Europe’ (Chapter Ill. in the ESS), four main goals have been
identified: the EU has to be ‘more active’, ‘more coherent’ and ‘more capable’ as well as
it needs to ‘work with others’ (Council/EU 2003: 11). These four dimensions are crucial in
order for the EU ‘...] to make a contribution that matches our [the EU’s; NH] potential
[...] (ibid). This brings us back to the EU’s own perception of its global player potential,
which can be read from between the lines of the ESS. Therefore, one can conclude that
as the EU strives for a global player potential, it has to achieve its four self-declared
ends.

The fourth goal “working with others” is the most significant goal with respect to
the EU’s strategic partnerships. As explained by the EU in the text, there [...] are few if
any problems we can deal with on our own. [...] We need to pursue our objectives both
through multilateral cooperation in international organisations and through partnerships
with key actors ’ (Council/EU 2003: 13; emphasis added). Consequently, the EU
regards multi- and bilateralism as complementary. The transatlantic relationship with the
US is particularly highlighted in the text. The (other) strategic partnerships are mentioned
at the end of the ESS’ policy document. Explicity mentioned in the ESS are Japan,
Canada, China and India (Council/EU 2003: 14). In this respect, the ESS refers to the
specific aim of particularly building ‘[...] strategic partnerships, with Japan, China,
Canada and India as well as those who share our goals and values, and are prepared to
act in their support’ (Council/EU 2003: 14).

Overall, it appears that one can read from the ESS’ policy document that the
strategic partnerships are conceptualised as building blocks to the ESS’ described
rationale of the EU’s goal of effective multilateralism. Yet the ESS also shows that there
is no precise definition of what a strategic partnerships actually is or entails. They are
instead mentioned in a rather rudimentary (non-definitory and vague) manner. Moreover,

it is an open listing of the strategic partners signifiying that there could be more strategic
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partnerships be established after the ESS had been published. In fact, it seems as if this
is what happened in practice.

Furthermore, there is a mixed mentioning of bilateral strategic partnerships: on
the one hand, there are the strategic partnerships with partners such as the US (enjoying
a special mentioning within the text), Japan and Canada, which were established before
the year 2003. On the other hand, there are the rather ‘new’ strategic partners such as
China and India (the latter not even having formally established the strategic partnership

at the time).

Overall, the ESS’ reader is left alone with several questions, namely 1) what
exactly is a strategic partnership?; 2) how do strategic partnerships work exacly?; 3)
what qualifies a country to become the EU'’s strategic partner?; 4) how many strategic
partners are existent?; and 5) what is the strategic partners’ interest in having strategic
partnerships?. These are the various dimensions of the non-definition of a strategic

partnership.

Nevertheless, the fact that strategic partnerships are mentioned in this major
policy document points to the importance of this ‘instrument’ as well as to their relevance

for the strategic positioning of the EU in the world.

3.2.2.2 The Report on the ESS’ Implementation (2008 )

The High Representative Javier Solana was late