Jagannath Panda
EU's Global Gateway Strategy and Building
a Global Consensus vis-a-vis BRI
Diskurs 2022 - 10

EU's Global Gateway Strategy and
Building a Global Consensus vis-a-vis
BRI
Jagannath Panda

Abstract
The Belt and Road Initiative paved the way for China to establish far-reaching trade relations
and greater political influence across continents. Dominating the Indo-Pacific region by
building up the dependence of the countries there on China is only part of the strategy. China's
actions in this regard are observed with unease by researchers and practitioners. Various
multilateral projects are trying to present an alternative in the Indo-Pacific region, including the
EU's Global Gateway Strategy Project. What this strategy entails and how it can play a role in
shaping global consensus on the BRI will be outlined below.
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1. Introduction
The year 2022 has been pivotal to China in more ways than one. It marked the year of the 20th
National Party Congress (NPC) of the Chinese Communist Party (CPC) which set the stage
for an unprecedented third term for President Xi Jinping. It also marked the roundabout year
before the ten-year anniversary in 2023 of the launch of Xi’s behemoth infrastructure
development project, the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). Originally called “One Belt and One
Road” (一带一路), the BRI is divided into the Silk Road Economic Belt (丝绸之路经济带) and
the 21st Century Maritime Silk Road (世纪 海上丝绸之路). It has successfully paved the way
for China’s commercial ties and political clout across continents, reflecting China's strategic
drive to dominate the Indo-Pacific by increasing its influence over neighbouring nations,
resolving its Malacca Dilemma, and acquiring access to or constructing new ports with the
ability to serve both military and commercial needs (Schneider 2021). BRI as Xi’s crowning
global strategy has changed local economies and regional networks, making it a contentious
topic for both academics and practitioners witnessing China’s economic rise.
Nonetheless, even as the BRI continues to grow in age and expanse post international
backlash as well as delays brought on by a global pandemic, democratic economies around
the world are more dedicatedly looking to prepare counters and alternatives to the venture.
The goal to build such a global consensus vis-à-vis BRI has seen the active entry of many
new players over the years. Notwithstanding their inability to match the investment capital —
figures estimate USD 1 trillion to USD 8 trillion (Hellman 2018) — Xi Jinping has set aside for
his ambitious venture, rather than counters to the BRI, states in the Indo-Pacific region have
launched alternative multilateral projects like the United States’ Blue Dot Network (BDN) (US
Department of State) with partner states to contain China with an eye on infrastructure.
Examples of other recent initiatives in this area include the Group of Seven (G7)-led "Build
Back Better World" (B3W) (The White House 2021) and the United Kingdom-led "Clean Green
Initiative" (GOV UK 2021) both of which are expressions of their desire to establish their own
infrastructure aid brands. Alternatives have been attempted to be built by Asian economies
like Japan through the Expanded Partnership for Quality Infrastructure (EPQI) (Ministry of

Foreign Affairs 2015) and India through ideas like Security and Growth for All (SAGAR)
(Sharam 2022).
Along this line, the European Union (EU) also emerged as one of the biggest additions with
the ability to lead this global consensus by launching its Global Gateway strategy in 2021 after
identifying BRI as an opaque venture that threatens the “traditional model of multilateral
infrastructure financing” and calling for a “a joint Western alternative” (European Pariament
2021). While explicitly stating that Global Gateway is a different way to deliver infrastructure
globally, (European Commission 2021) EU Commission President von der Leyen stated that
the EU wants to be regarded as a trustworthy and admired partner in the world. The most
fundamental goal of the EU is to democratically imitate the Chinese model by expanding into
new markets through improved dialogue and infrastructure contributions. However, the EU
must exert considerable effort to persuade its partners of its own project. Additionally, it should
be noted that the BRI already has a negative reputation in some nations. That might make the
Global Gateway project more powerful. However, how the EU calculates them and adjusts its
subsequent steps is undoubtedly the most important variable.
How should we interpret the BRI-facilitated complex interactions, especially as it continues
running strong nine years post its launch? (Cision 2022). The EU, despite being a new actor
only now launching a dedicated Indo-Pacific strategy (European Union External Action 2022),
has recognised the need for joint action for any potential success in limiting the projects power.
A truly global perspective and careful consideration of the role that international actors can
play in shaping BRI’s future is necessary for comprehension of such processes. Albeit, when
Ursula von der Leyen, president of the European Commission, launched the Global Gateway,
which is essentially a broad strategy to coordinate global infrastructure investment programs
between the EU and member states, she did not mention China. However, observers and
officials were quick to frame (Kliem 2021) the initiative as a European challenge to China's
BRI, which was launched in 2013 to fund infrastructure development projects primarily in
developing and middle-income countries in Asia and around the world. This kind of connection
remains avoidable due to the geopolitics associated with infrastructure development.
This chapter looks to assess the role EU and its Global Gateway can play in shaping global
consensus vis-à-vis BRI. The first part of the chapter looks at understanding the Global
Gateway and reviews the initiative in line with the EU’s long-term Asia and Indo-Pacific
strategy. The second part of the chapter connects the Global Gateway to changes in
international and national geopolitics, with a focus on the war in Ukraine.

The final part of the chapter assesses the Global Gateway’s synergy with other countries and
their alternatives (or counters) to BRI as well as synergy with multilateral trade frameworks. It
analyses how the EU via Global Gateway can interconnect these ventures and their objectives
to build cohesive action.

2. EU’s emerging long-term strategy on and beyond China
Global Gateway aims to establish "partnerships" focused on "investments in quality
infrastructure, connecting goods, people, and services" in order to establish "links rather than
dependencies” (Lau, Cokelaere 2021). Between 2021 and 2027, the Global Gateway will raise
300 billion euros to invest "in both hard and soft infrastructure" in climate, energy, health,
digital connectivity, education, research, transportation, and creating an "enabling
environment guaranteeing a level playing field" in a variety of fields (European Commission
2021). The initiative is ultimately a European strategy connecting to its Asia and the IndoPacific outlooks; by utilizing a Team Europe effort to bring together EU member states, banks,
and organizations, as well as engaging with international partner states to demonstrate "how
democratic values offer certainty and fairness," its primary focus is on strengthening
connections within Europe in a cohesive bid to balance China.
The initiative is a refurbished multipolar version of preceding EU connectivity strategies
(European Union External Action 2018) for Eurasia; it is not an entirely new concept. In due
course, the plan aims to outperform the BRI in addition to matching it. Phrases like "democratic
ideals," "good governance," "sustainability," and "transparency" have drawn attention to the
terms used by EU politicians to promote the Global Gateway, subtly suggesting that it is the
exact antithesis of the BRI while simultaneously taking inspiration from it. However, the plan
is not (Kliem 2021) only about China, it is being developed as a vital tool to close the widening
infrastructural gap around the world. The strategy focuses on infrastructure as a means to
bring the EU closer to its Asian and Indo-Pacific partners. Ultimately, it aims to bolster
diminishing linkages central to the EU's own power, much like the US-led B3W, and is a
partnership 'beyond' (Panda 2021) China.
There remains little to question on the debate of whether the Global Gateway initiative has
been specifically designed to counter China’s USD 1 trillion worth BRI (Hillman 2018). The
complementariness in the scope show that it is indeed touted as an alternative to the Chinese
venture, with potential to emerge as a competitor. In the same vein as the BRI’s global
viewpoint which seeks to connect (European Bank for Reconstruction and Development) “Asia
with Africa and Europe via land and maritime networks”, the Global Gateway will initially focus
mainly on its proximate peripheries (Prasad 2021) such as eastern Europe and Africa.

Furthermore, the initiative also has plans of developing projects (Nardelli 2021) spanning the
globe, with the intention of contending China’s BRI in Africa, Asia, Artic, Latin America,
Southern and Eastern Europe as well as Central and West Asia. The "proof of concept"
(Clingendael 2021) for Global Gateway is touted as Africa. At the EU-AU (African Union)
summit on February 17–18, 2022, a Global Gateway investment package for Africa as well as
other promises were made public.
However, the Global Gateway like the B3W (Goodman 2021), will also look into mobilising
bilateral and multilateral as well as private-sector capital for investment in climate and health
security, modernised digital technology, gender equity, and equality. In this regard, it appears
to be more complementary to the BRI, as the BRI is still primarily concerned with hardinfrastructure connectivity. Unlike the B3W, however, the Global Gateway has a "hard and
soft" (European Commission 2021) infrastructure outlook; while it will consider the
aforementioned sectors from a soft-connectivity standpoint, it will also consider physical
infrastructure like “fibre optic cables, transport corridors, clean power transmission lines”
(European Commission 2021) in an effort to establish digital, transportation and energy
connectivity. Thereby, the Global Gateway comes forth as a competitor to the BRI.
Even so, it is crucial to recognise that the Global Gateway initiative should not be confined to
just focusing on China. For example, the initiative is vaunted as “Europe's contribution” to the
infrastructure needs of the world; in this context, the Global Gateway intends to align itself with
the B3W, by emphasizing the fact that both the outlooks will “mutually reinforce each other”
(European Commission 2021). It is here that the Global Gateway initiative comes across as
going beyond China with a two-pronged focus; to mend the dent in trans-Atlantic linkages and
endeavour to build Europe’s ‘strategic autonomy’ (Reuters 2021) past the US. The unveiling
of the Australia-United Kingdom-US (AUKUS) security pact must be seen as another point
shaping the EU's evolving individualistic outlook towards the region. AUKUS greatly dented
the trans-Atlantic framework, and when combined with the disorganised withdrawal of NATOUS troops from Afghanistan, resulting in the return of the Taliban, trust in long-time ally US
was adversely affected. Though ties have since been significantly reinforced, AUKUS served
as a caveat to the EU (Reuters 2021), calling into question Europe's reliance on the US and
encouraging decouple from Washington in favour of maintaining strategic autonomy in foreign
policy (European Parliament 2021).
Furthermore, regional geopolitics plays a pertinent role in the Global Gateway initiative;
with former-EU state United Kingdom (UK) launching its own 'Global Britain' strategy and
attempting to quickly intensify its position as a major European power in Asia and the IndoPacific. The EU's focus on strengthening its own role as a geopolitical and geoeconomic actor

in the region has hence grown significantly; this interest builds beyond the China threat, and
allows Brussels to view Asia as an entity requiring dedicated and consistent outreach beyond
situational engagements. Nonetheless, the BRI’s inroads in Europe itself are a cause of
concern for the EU with 18 of its states —including Poland, Greece, Italy, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, Croatia, Bulgaria, Latvia, Portugal, Greek Cyprus, Austria, Romania,
Slovakia and more –being participating countries in the venture. Even though EU countries
have been part of BRI for a while —the first big EU addition was Italy in 2019 —recent
geopolitical tensions have sensitized Brussels to a greater urgency in reviewing China’s rise.

3. EU’s growing acceptance of the Chinese threat
The acknowledgment that the EU is not a military power, highlighted during reliance on
expanding NATO during the war in Ukraine, has allowed reorienting the powerful blocs focus
on economic leadership. Global Gateway appears to be an astute option for building its very
own 'gateway' into Asia. On the whole, the initiative represents an incredible opportunity for
the EU to reassess its China policy (Lau 2021) in line with its Indo-Pacific strategy (European
Commission 2021). Keeping its long-term strategic objectives in mind, the EU's new
infrastructure strategy is well-positioned to achieve success in multipolarity, driven by its own
viewpoints. By utilising multilateralism, the Global Gateway can connect with existing ventures
like EPQI, B3W, and BDN to broaden its objectives and growth, and construct a broader
umbrella of rules-based, democratic partner states working together to promote value-based
infrastructure in Asia and beyond.
Importantly, as Russian action in Ukraine has allowed the EU to see, the unchecked rise of
an authoritarian power in its own backyard is a precursor of direct security threat. In this regard,
the Global Gateway is a result of EU’s recognition of BRI as an opaque venture, in line with
deterioration (Seavey 2021) of ties between Brussels and Beijing. EU sanctions (Niewenhuis
2021) on Chinese government officials involved over human rights abuses in Xinjiang further
turned ties negatively, showing EU’s changing stance and acceptance of an “authoritarian
shift” in China (Lau 2021). The "agreement in principle" (Global Risk Insights 2021) on the
Comprehensive Agreement on Investment (CAI) in December 2020 was once again put on
hold in 2021 (Emmott) when the European Parliament announced its decision to not vote on
the same.
Geographically, the BRI has expanded to include all of Africa and Latin America, but more
alarmingly for Europe, moved well into the Arctic via a Polar Silk Road (European
Parliament 2021). Moreover, BRI’s broader focus has expanded thematically from physical to
include emerging technologies and digital infrastructure. China has also attempted to

persuade friends of Taiwan to swap their diplomatic loyalties to the PRC in exchange for
vaccine supplies using the Health Silk Road (Beg 2020); this was seen in the case of Paraguay
(Horton, Parks 2021). EU, recognizing the dire economic situation in Sri Lanka due to severe
debt, has renewed its assessment of the implications of the BRI financing model which is often
a government-to-government agreement combining Chinese state-owned banks as creditors
and Chinese state-owned enterprises (SOEs) as contract executors. The approach prioritises
debt payback to Chinese lenders and places restrictions on debt renegotiation while containing
nondisclosure agreements on the financing conditions and even the presence of the contract
itself. Sovereign guarantees are often needed for BRI financing. Ports (as seen with
Hambantota in Sri Lanka) (Wong 2021) and electricity grids (as seen with Laos) (Global Times
2022) are examples of strategic assets of the host nation that may be collateralized.
Approximately half of the PRC's financing to developing nations is unreported to the World
Bank, resulting in "hidden debt" (Horn et. al. 2020). As with one railway project in Laos
(McDonald, McNeil, Kurtenbach 2021), a joint venture with a Chinese majority may also be
the borrower, making the arrangement more of a Chinese domestic loan (The Economist
2021) in a foreign nation.
Such borrowing patterns additionally prevent situations of financial distress from being brought
before the Paris Club (OECD 2005) which makes it more difficult to put its guiding principles
into practise. China has touted such covert debt restructuring as a component of an emerging
new order; however, the lending emerges in conflict with the G20's shared framework on debt
treatment (House Committee on Financial Services 2021). Moreover, Russia and China’s bid
to create a new ‘world order’ has rightfully alarmed the EU with the comradery between
Moscow and Beijing only strengthening post-Ukraine (Saul 2022).
The risks associated with BRI for EU have significantly increased, and the number of
borrowing countries experiencing repayment issues, such as Montenegro (Euractiv 2021) in
Europe, is on the rise. China is currently the largest global lender and the largest single
external creditor to about 30 countries, and frequently serves as a lender under a good
Samaritan act as it approves aid for countries looking at Beijing as a last resort. The EU's
enlargement strategy for the Western Balkans (Mardell), which comprises an infrastructure
framework intended at fostering peace, economic stability, good governance, and the rule of
law in an effort to prepare countries for EU membership, is undermined (von der Brelie 2021)
by incidents like those in Montenegro. Importantly, though not all Chinese investments in
Europe are specifically related to the BRI, Chinese direct investment remains high, albeit
changing trends in EU and China ties have resulted in slowdown 2021 onwards. (Kratz et. al.
2021) In this regard, EU’s plan for more open and respectful investment may be arriving at the
right time for countries that want to avoid falling into the debt trap of China.

4. Global Gateway’s synergy scope beyond EU-27
As Xi Jinping retains power post the 20th NPC, continuity in China’s foreign policy, with
doubling down on its economic and security interests even via unilateral means, can be
expected. In such a scenario, building the Global Gateway as a consensus driver vis-à-vis BRI
is emergent. Despite being launched in 2021, outputs from the Gateway have until now been
minimal. It is necessary to concentrate on the reasons why countries would choose the Global
Gateway in addition to the fact that it is a potential alternative to the BRI. The Global Gateway's
capacity to actually meet the needs of the countries must be evaluated further. Even though
concerns about BRI have spread worldwide due to "debt trap" and rapid global expansion, this
has not been enough to detract small and developing countries. However, the recent
pandemic and the situation of dept-payment difficulties seen in Sri Lanka, Montenegro, Africa
and even Pakistan has projected China's refusal to show leniency without taking on
infrastructure as collateral. This has served as a wake-up call, coupled with focus on supply
chain restructuring and technological self-reliance.
China's progress over the past ten years, particularly as a result of the BRI, demonstrates the
country's growing dominance over the global supply chain. The EU's agenda also includes the
move, which has established a partner that the US, India, Australia, Japan and even UK can
cooperate with. The Global Gateway Project is a way by the EU to build its own version of a
silk road, but one that is drawn using values of transparency, democracy and adherence to a
rules-based order. China will likely continue to hold the upper hand in the years to come if this
move does not counterbalance Chinese advances in all continents, including Europe.
China's BRI and geopolitical expansion are both targets of the EU's Global Gateway project
with the initiative acting as a means of expanding European influence and values worldwide.
Such an export of Western values stands in counter to the Peking Model (Panda 2020)
espoused and exported by China; the focus is hence not just on countering China’s
infrastructure-led clout expansion, but also on ideology promotion. The EU can hence benefit
from the Global Gateway in terms of geopolitical positioning in the global race for connectivity,
ideology and infrastructure. In several partner nations, Africa being the first, rule-based
cooperation with a clear set of priorities is an appealing alternative to the BRI (Erbas 2022).
Here, the Global Gateway’s synergy with India and Japan under their Partnership for Business
Cooperation in Asia-Africa (Japan External Trade Organisation 2019) (formerly the Asia-Africa
Growth Corridor) must be pushed. Economic multilateralism (Kono 2021) has long held a key
position in Japan’s foreign economic policy. Over the past two decades, infrastructure
diplomacy has emerged as an added important tenet of Japan's geoeconomic outlook. Such
focus ties with the Global Gateway and builds on the partnership that Japan and EU already

share. The India-EU Connectivity Partnership (Ministry of External Affairs 2021) too can play
a crucial role in the EU's effort to build a global gateway. This, in turn, builds on the Strategic
Partnership that the EU and India have. In Asia, priority is given to Japan's position as one of
the longest-standing and most stable regional players focused on infrastructure and
connectivity via EPQI while India is recognized as a security provider to the smaller states.
Global Gateway’s reliance and cooperation with both these countries will only stabilize its role
in the region; it will also pave the way for interconnecting with the Supply Chain Resilience
Initiative (SCRI) –headed by Japan, India, and Australia – especially as the Gateway looks to
build “resilient, open, reliable supply chains”.
In the India-EU individual bilateral, the conditions for a new mutually beneficial policy regime
have been created by India's growing conflict with China, its strategic evolution, and its
eagerness to reach out to Europe. The EU also wants to reduce its reliance on Chinese
manufacturing and supply chains while looking to pursue strategic autonomy especially postAUKUS and Ukraine. Climate, energy, health, digital connectivity, education, research,
transportation, and the creation of an "enabling environment guaranteeing a level playing field"
are the primary focuses of Global Gateway. Owing to its emphasis on private sector financing
and its focus on digital, energy, transportation, people-to-people, and "joint support for
sustainable connectivity in third countries and regions," the EU-India Connectivity Framework
finds synergy here. By focusing on areas that have been less affected by the BRI, particularly
Eastern Europe, Europe and India must find ways to organize and combine various public and
supranational projects, as well as provide prescribed procedures and data (Panda 2022).
Global Gateway and Tokyo's "Free and Open Indo-Pacific strategy" are convergent along the
course of the EU and Japan's rapidly evolving strategic partnership, particularly since the
release of the EU's Indo-Pacific strategy. An extended Memorandum of Understanding was
signed in October 2021 by the European Investment Bank (EIB), the EU's financing arm, and
the Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC) to enhance co-financing opportunities for
achieving the Sustainable Development Goals in areas like carbon neutrality, infrastructure,
and innovation. Furthermore, both sides have a Green Alliance (Consillium 2021) to advance
their sustainable infrastructure goals by collaborating on energy transition and innovation.
Under Global Gateway, Japan's focus on investing in infrastructure based on values could be
a valuable asset for the EU especially vis-a-vis sustainable infrastructure building.
Thus, the EU has an opportunity to promote its values and sustainability vision in a tangible
and lasting way by increasing cooperation on economic and social infrastructure projects.
Amidst a global environment of distrust when it comes to China, the EU must build active
action via Global Gateway with other democratic actors. Importantly, the launch of multilateral

frameworks like the Indo-Pacific Economic Framework (IPEF) as well as association with
groups like Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) is equally critical. Brussels'
Global Gateway is primarily an infrastructural development project, but it also emphasises
security. In this regard, Global Gateway will find alignment with the new Japanese "Vientiane
Vision 2.0" (Japan Ministry of Defence 2019) release in 2019, which incorporates FOIP with
the ASEAN Outlook on the Indo-Pacific, as an extension of the EU's Indo-Pacific strategy. The
EU sees ASEAN as an essential and vital component of keeping the peace, development, and
a balance of power in the region rather than seeing its relations with ASEAN as a donorrecipient connection (Okano-Heijmans 2019) The EU's economic interests lie in a developing
commercial relationship with ASEAN, and in light of this, Brussels has attempted to highlight
the connectivity between the two areas more and more.
The EU is increasingly trying to use its standing as a supporter of freedom, human rights, and
a rules-based system to its advantage in the region as geopolitical tensions and the U.S.China great power rivalry continue to progressively intensify. In this case, Brussels sees
ASEAN as a possible major partner (Panda 2022). Initiatives under the Global Gateway could
aid in the positive, democratic growth of the bloc, as social development is one of the major
obstacles to ASEAN's internal cooperation. The EU's regional plans and goals have begun to
place more emphasis on ASEAN, but the Global Gateway can also have a large positive
impact on the region's small and middle-income countries. The program's ability to support
green finance, digital transformation, interconnectedness, sustainable infrastructure
development, trade competitiveness, resilient value chains and improved environmental and
climate cooperation between Europe and Asia are its most notable potential material benefits.
The green emphasis of the Global Gateway also ensures that investments made inside
ASEAN nations are sustainable and support efforts at climate change adaptation and
mitigation. For ASEAN nations like Indonesia and the Philippines, which are particularly
susceptible to its impacts, this is crucial. It will also allow for cooperation along green initiatives
with Nordic states and ASEAN –an avenue that has until now been left largely underbuilt.
Meanwhile, the IPEF’s focus on trade, supply chains, clean energy, decarbonisation and
infrastructure are direct verticals that can find synergy with the Global Gateway. When the US
is unable or unwilling to meet the needs of members in the IPEF, the EU has the ability to do
so. Nearly all 12 parties have been involved in trade negotiations with IPEF have either already
concluded, promised to conclude, or vowed to resume trade negotiations with EU. It was
partially with this in mind that the EU created the Global Gateway as its leading strategy for
Indo-Pacific Cooperation (Grare 2022). The EU would gain a competitive advantage in the
region by putting the Gateway into active operation as soon as possible.

5. Global Gateway in the years to come
It is crucial for EU institutions, EU member states, and other European players, including the
corporate sector and financial institutions, to work together as "Team Europe" when
implementing Global Gateway. Additionally, it will be simpler to cooperate with other parties
and persuade them to act in a way that advances the internal goals of the EU by having a
strong cohesive approach internally. This explains why the Global Gateway's digital and
environmentally friendly components are given so much attention, especially as they allow
deeper connect with the Arctic Council and Nordic states more directly. The strategy will
require at present see the expenditure of 300 billion euros, but it must be remembered that
this budget is for the years 2021–2027.
Whether the various infrastructure development initiatives, such as the Global Gateway, BRI,
BDN, EPQI and B3W are complimentary or competitive is a key question. The answer is
probably at the same time. In low- and middle-income nations, where there is a huge need for
new or renovated public infrastructure, more investment, from any source, is likely to be
welcomed. The difference between them however is much clearer; apart from BRI, the others
are driven by free, open and rules-based engagement norms. In this regard, the emergence
of Global Gateway and the EU in the Asia and Indo-Pacific domain must be viewed as an
opportunity to build global democratic consensus in building a strong alternative (or counter)
to the BRI. For any of the democratic ventures mentioned, competing with BRI’s USD 1 trillion
to USD 8 trillion estimates alone is not possible; this is also one of the reasons why multiple
initiatives exist even as they have over-arching and over-lapping focuses.
The Global Gateway may have substantial positive effects on the EU and its international
partners if it is effective. Individually for EU, by developing tighter economic and political
relations with partners and enabling the Union to successfully compete with China and the US
for the provision of global infrastructure, it might increase the EU's strategic autonomy.
Through securing market access and standard-setting measures for the goods and services
required to deliver infrastructure projects, it could also export EU industrial and competition
policies, which might also help to stimulate economic growth within the EU and expand its
global regulatory influence (The Institute of International and European Affairs 2022)
The Global Gateway will have substantial effects on the EU and its international partners if it
is effective. By developing tighter economic and political relations with partners and enabling
the Union to successfully compete with China and the US for the provision of global
infrastructure, it might increase the EU's strategic autonomy. Through securing market access
and standard-setting measures for the goods and services required to deliver infrastructure
projects, it could also export EU industrial and competition policies, which might also help to

stimulate economic growth within the EU and expand its global regulatory influence. How the
Global Gateway shapes its future for EU-27 and Brussels’ partners remains to be seen.
Nonetheless, the immense potential it holds to build a strong global united front that works in
favour of open, rules-based infrastructure connectivity rather than just against China’s BRI is
clear.

References
Beg, Zahra (2020): “The Health Silk Road”: Implications for the EU under Covid-19",
European Institute for Asian Studies, April 29, 2020, https://eias.org/publications/op-ed/thehealth-silk-road-implications-for-the-eu-under-covid-19/
Cision (2022): "BRI Reaches USD 1.66 Billion Net Profit in the First Half of 2022", August 4,
2022, https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/bri-reaches-usd-1-66-billion-net-profit-inthe-first-half-of-2022--301599799.html
Clingendael (2021): "Global Gateway’s proof of concept", December 2021,
https://www.clingendael.org/sites/default/files/2021-12/PolicyBrief_Global_Gateway.pdf

at

Emmott, Robin (2021): "EU parliament freezes China deal ratification until Beijing lifts
sanctions', Reuters, May 20, 2021, at https://www.reuters.com/world/china/eu-parliamentfreezes-china-deal-ratification-until-beijing-lifts-sanctions-2021-05-20/
Erbas, Yunus (2022): "The EU’s Alternative to China’s BRI: Global Gateway Project", Beyond
Horizon, February 24, 2022, at https://behorizon.org/the-eus-alternative-to-chinas-bri-globalgateway-project/
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development: “Belt and Road Initiative (BRI)”, at
https://www.ebrd.com/what-we-do/belt-androad/overview.html#:~:text=China's%20Belt%20and%20Road,trade%20and%20stimulating
%20economic%20growth
European Commission (2021): "Statement by President von der Leyen on the Global
Gateway",
December
1,
2021,
at
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/statement_21_6522
European Commission (2021): "Global Gateway: up to €300 billion for the European Union's
strategy to boost sustainable links around the world", December 1, 2021,
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6433
European Commission (2021): “Questions and Answers on Global Gateway”, December 1,
2021, at https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_21_6434
European Parliament (2021): "Towards a joint Western alternative to the Belt and Road
Initiative?",
January
1,
2021,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2021)698824
European Parliament (2021): “The EU strategic autonomy debate”, March 30, 2021, at
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2021)690532
European Union External Action (2022): "EU Strategy for Cooperation in the Indo-Pacific",
February
21,
2022,
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/eeas/eu-strategy-cooperation-indopacific_en#:~:text=The%20EU%20is%20stepping%20up,and%20in%20addressing%20glob
al%20challenges.
European Union External Action (2018): “The European way to connectivity – a new
strategy on how to better connect Europe and Asia”, September 19, 2018, at
https://www.eeas.europa.eu/node/50752_en
Grare, Frédéric (2022): "Ambitions and access: The new economic framework for the IndoPacific",
European
Council
on
Foreign
Relations,
June
7,
2022,

https://ecfr.eu/article/ambitions-and-access-the-new-economic-framework-for-the-indopacific/
Goodman, Matthew P. (2021): “The G7’s New Global Infrastructure Initiative”, Centre for
Strategic & International Studies, June 15, 2021, at https://www.csis.org/analysis/g7s-newglobal-infrastructure-initiative
GOV.UK (2021): "PM launches new initiative to take Green Industrial Revolution global“,
November 10, 2021, at https://www.gov.uk/government/news/pm-launches-new-initiative-totake-green-industrial-revolutionglobal#:~:text=To%20support%20the%20Clean%20Green,a%20new%20Climate%20Innova
tion%20Facility
Hellman, Jonathan E. (2018): "How Big Is China’s Belt and Road?", Centre for Strategic and
International Studies, April 3, 2018, at https://www.csis.org/analysis/how-big-chinas-belt-androad
Horn, Sebastian / Reinhart, Carmen / Trebesch, Christoph (2020): "China’s overseas
lending and the looming developing country debt crisis", Centre for Economic Policy
Research, May 4, 2020, at https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/chinas-overseas-lending-andlooming-developing-country-debt-crisis
Horton, Chris / Parks, Ken (2021): "Paraguay Says Chinese Vaccine Offers Tied to Dumping
Taiwan", Bloomberg, March 24, 2021, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-0324/paraguay-says-offers-of-chinese-vaccine-tied-to-dumping-taiwan
Kliem, Frederick (2021): "Europe’s Global Gateway: Complementing or Competing With
BRI?", The Diplomat, December 7, 2021, https://thediplomat.com/2021/12/europes-globalgateway-complementing-or-competing-with-bri/
Kono, Yohei: "Myth and Reality: Why Japan Strives For Multilateralism", Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, https://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/fm/kono/speech0101.html
Kratz, Agatha, et. al. (2021): "Chinese FDI in Europe: 2021 Update", MERICS, April 27, 200,
at https://merics.org/en/report/chinese-fdi-europe-2021-update
Lau, Stuart (2021): “EU mulls review of China policy, again”, POLITICO, July 29, 2021, at
https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-china-policy-review/
Lau, Stuart (2021): "EU slams China’s ‘authoritarian shift’ and broken economic promises",
POLITICO, April 25, 2021, at https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-china-biden-economy-climateeurope/
Lau, Stuart / Cokelaere, Hanne (2021): "EU launches ‘Global Gateway’ to counter China’s
Belt and Road", POLITICO, September 15, 2021, https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-launchesglobal-gateway-to-counter-chinas-belt-and-road/
Mardell, Jacob: "China's Economic Footprint in the Western Balkans", Bertelsmann Stiftung,
at
https://www.bertelsmannstiftung.de/fileadmin/files/BSt/Publikationen/GrauePublikationen/asia-policy-brief-chinaseconomic-footprint-in-the-western-balkans28c4d775834edcc469f4f737664f79f932d6f9a1.pdf

Mcdonald, Joe / Mcneil, Sam / Kurtenbach, Elaine (2021): "Laos-China railway to launch
as
debt
to
Beijing
mounts",
ABC
News,
December
2,
2021,
at
https://abcnews.go.com/Business/wireStory/laos-china-railway-launch-debt-beijing-mounts81512067
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2015): "Announcement of "Partnership for Quality Infrastructure:
Investment
for
Asia's
Future"",
May
21,
2015,
at
https://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/oda/page18_000076.html
Nardelli, Alberto (2021): “EU to Lay Out $46 Billion Technology Plan to Counter China”,
Bloomberg, November 11, 2021, at https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2021-11-11/euto-lay-out-46-billion-infrastructure-plan-to-counter-china
Niewenhuis, Lucas (2021): "EU issues first sanctions on China since 1989 over treatment of
Uyghurs", The China Project, March 22, 2021, at https://thechinaproject.com/2021/03/22/euissues-first-sanctions-on-china-since-1989-over-treatment-of-uyghurs/
Okano-Heijmans, Maaike (2019): "The EU’s Value Proposition for Connectivity: Time to
Choose
and
Focus",
Konrad
Adenauer
Stiftung,
https://www.kas.de/documents/288143/10822438/Panorama_2019_02_4c_v5d_MaaikeOka
noHeijmans.pdf/8c516c52-fb41-fe28-258b-402dae859a99?t=1606102326398
Panda, Jagannath (2022): "What Global Gateway Means for ASEAN-EU Cooperation", The
National Interest, January 22, 2022, at https://nationalinterest.org/feature/what-globalgateway-means-asean-eu-cooperation-199759
Panda, Jagannath (2022): "India Could Make or Break the EU’s Global Gateway", The
National Interest, January 16, 2022, at https://nationalinterest.org/feature/india-could-makeor-break-eu’s-global-gateway-199454
Panda, Jagannath (2021): “Build Back Better World Initiative: A Partnership Against or
Beyond China?”, Manohar Parrikar Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, August 9,
2021, at https://idsa.in/issuebrief/build-back-better-world-initiative-jpanda-090821
Panda, Jagannath (2020): "Five Reasons Why Xi’s ‘Peking Model’ Will Struggle Postcovid19",
Pacific
Forum,
April
7,
2020,
at
https://pacforum.org/wpcontent/uploads/2020/04/20200407_PacNet_19-1.pdf
Prasad, Sunil (2021): “EU’s Global Gateway to counter Chinese BRI”, Media India Group,
December 8, 2021, at https://mediaindia.eu/politics/global-gateway/
Reuters (2021): “EU says unilateral U.S. moves put strategic autonomy on leaders' agenda”,
September 21, 2021, at https://www.reuters.com/world/eu-says-unilateral-us-moves-putstrategic-autonomy-leaders-agenda-2021-09-21/
Reuters (2021): “Afghanistan a wake-up call for Europe on defence, leadership – France”,
September 4, 2021, at https://www.reuters.com/business/aerospace-defense/afghanistanwake-up-call-europe-defence-leadership-france-2021-09-04/
Seavey, Harry (2021): "The growing rift between Europe and China", The China Project,
November 30, 2021, at https://thechinaproject.com/2021/11/30/the-growing-rift-betweeneurope-and-china/
Schneider, Florian (2021): Global Perspectives on China's Belt and Road Initiative: Asserting
Agency through Regional Connectivity, 2021, Amsterdam University Press

Sharma, Raagini (2022): "India’s Maritime Diplomacy (SAGAR Policy as the focal point)",
Research Institute for European and American Studies, February 26, 2022,
https://www.rieas.gr/images/asia/maritimesec2.pdf
The White House (2021): "FACT SHEET: President Biden and G7 Leaders Launch Build
Back
Better
World
(B3W)
Partnership",
June
12,
2021,
at
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/06/12/fact-sheetpresident-biden-and-g7-leaders-launch-build-back-better-world-b3w-partnership/
US Department of State: "Blue Dot Network", at https://www.state.gov/blue-dot-network/
von der Brelie, Hans (2021): "Is China's influence in the Western Balkans positive for the
region?", Euronews, May 7, 2021, https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2021/05/07/ischina-s-influence-in-the-western-balkans-positive-for-the-region
Wong, Catherine (2021): "China can extend Hambantota port lease to 198 years, Sri Lankan
minister
says",
South
China
Morning
Post,
February
25,
2021,
at
https://www.scmp.com/news/china/diplomacy/article/3122975/mistake-china-can-extendhambantota-port-lease-198-years-sri

Ordnungspolitische Diskurse
Discourses in Social Market Economy
2007 – 1

Seliger, Bernhard; Wrobel,
Kommunikationskrise

2007 – 2

Sepp, Jüri - Estland – eine ordnungspolitische Erfolgsgeschichte?

2007 – 3

Eerma, Diana; Sepp, Jüri - Competition Policy’s Role in Network Industries - Regulation
and Deregulation in Estonia

2007 – 4

Clapham, Ronald - Welche Bedeutung haben nationale Wirtschaftsordnungen für die
Zukunft der EU? Der Beitrag der sozialen Marktwirtschaft

2007 – 5

Strunz, Herbert – Staat, Wirtschaften und Governance

2007 – 6

Jang Tae-Seok - South Korea’s Aid to North Korea’s Transformation Process - Social
Market Perspective

2007 – 7

Libman, Alexander - Big Business and Quality of Institutions in the Post-Soviet Space:
Spatial Aspects

2007 – 8

Mulaj, Isa - Forgotten Status of Many: Kosovo’s Economy under the UN and the EU
Administration

2007 – 9

Dathe, Uwe - Wettbewerb ohne Wettbewerb? Über die Bedeutung von Reformen im
Bildungswesen für die Akzeptanz der Wettbewerbsidee

2007 – 10

Noltze, Karl - Die ordnungspolitische Strategie des Landes Sachsen

2008 – 1

Seliger, Bernhard - Die zweite Welle – ordnungspolitische Herausforderungen der
ostasiatischen Wirtschaftsentwicklung

2008 – 2

Gemper, Bodo Rheinische Wegbereiter der Sozialen Marktwirtschaft: Charakter zeigen
im Aufbruch

2008 – 3

Decouard, Emmanuel - Das „Modèle rhénan“ aus französischer Sicht

2008 – 4

Backhaus, Jürgen - Gilt das Coase Theorem auch in den neuen Ländern?

2008 – 5

Ahrens, Joachim - Transition towards a Social Market Economy? Limits and
Opportunities

2008 – 6

Wrobel, Ralph - Sonderwirtschaftszonen im internationalen Wettbewerb der
Wirtschaftssysteme: ordnungspolitisches Konstrukt oder Motor institutionellen
Wandels?

2009 – 1

Wrobel, Ralph - The Double Challenge of Transformation and Integration: German
Experiences and Consequences for Korea

2009 – 2

Eerma Diana; Sepp, Jüri - Estonia in Transition under the Restrictions of European
Institutional Competition

2009 – 3

Backhaus, Jürgen - Realwirtschaft und Liquidität

2009 – 4

Connolly, Richard - Economic Structure and Social Order Type in Post-Communist
Europe

2009 – 5

Dathe, Uwe – Wie wird man ein Liberaler? Die Genese der Idee des
Leistungswettbewerbs bei Walter Eucken und Alexander Rüstow

2009 – 6

Fichert, Frank - Verkehrspolitik in der Sozialen Marktwirtschaft

Ralph

–

Die

Krise

der

Ordnungspolitik

als

2009 – 7

Kettner, Anja; Rebien, Martina – Job Safety first? Zur Veränderung der
Konzessionsbereitschaft von arbeitslosen Bewerbern und Beschäftigten aus
betrieblicher Perspektive

2009 – 8

Mulaj, Isa – Self-management Socialism Compared to Social Market Economy in
Transition: Are there Convergent Paths?

2009 – 9

Kochskämper, Susanna - Herausforderungen für die nationale Gesundheitspolitik im
Europäischen Integrationsprozess

2009 – 10

Schäfer, Wolf – Dienstleistungsökonomie in Europa: eine ordnungspolitische Analyse

2009 – 11

Sepp, Jüri – Europäische Wirtschaftssysteme durch das Prisma der Branchenstruktur
und die Position der Transformationsländer

2009 – 12

Ahrens, Joachim – The politico-institutional foundation of economic transition in Central
Asia: Lessons from China

2009 – 13

Pitsoulis, Athanassios; Siebel, Jens Peter – Zur politischen Ökonomie von Defiziten
und Kapitalsteuerwettbewerb

2010 – 01

Seliger, Bernhard – Theories of economic miracles

2010 – 02

Kim, Gi-eun - Technology Innovation & Green Policy in Korea

2010 – 03

Reiljan, Janno - Vergrößerung der regionalen Disparitäten der Wirtschaftsentwicklung
Estlands

2010 – 04

Tsahkna, Anna-Greta, Eerma, Diana - Challenges of electricity market liberalization in
the Baltic countries

2010 – 05

Jeong Ho Kim - Spatial Planning and Economic Development in Border Region: The
Experiences of Gangwon Province, Korea

2010 – 06

Sepp, Jüri – Ordnungspolitische Faktoren der menschlichen Entwicklung

2010 – 07

Tamm, Dorel - System failures in public sector innovation support measures: The case
of Estonian innovation system and dairy industry

2010 – 08

Clapham, Ronald - Wirtschaftswissenschaft in Zeiten der Globalisierung

2010 – 09

Wrobel, Ralph - Geldpolitik und Finanzmarktkrise: Das Konzept der „unabhängigen
Zentralbank“ auf dem ordnungspolitischen Prüfstand

2010 – 10

Rutsch, Andreas; Schumann, Christian-Andreas; Wolle, Jörg W. - Postponement and
the Wealth of Nations

2010 – 11

Ahrens, Joachim; Jünemann, Patrick - Transitional Institutions, Institutional
Complementarities and Economic Performance in China: A ‘Varieties of Capitalism’
Approach

2010 – 12

Kolev, Stefan; Der bulgarische Weg seit 1989, Wachstum ohne Ordnung?

2011 – 1

Wrobel, Ralph – Energiewende ohne Markt? Ordnungspolitische Perspektiven für den
deutschen Stromsektor

2011 – 2

Rõigas, Kärt – Linkage between productivity and innovation in different service sectors

2011 – 3

Sepp, Jüri – Institutionelle Innovationen im Infrastrukturbereich: Beispiel Post in Estland

2011 – 4

Effelsberg, Martin – Measuring absorptive capacity of national innovation systems

2011 – 5

Jänsch, Janina – Die Anrechnung natürlicher und anthropogener Effekte auf terrestrische Ökosysteme im Rahmen des Kyoto-Protokolls

2011 – 6

Platje, Joost – Institutional Change for Creating Capacity and Capability for Sustainable
Development – a club good perspective

2011 – 7

Tamm, Dorel; Ukrainski, Kadri – Functional Approach to National Systems of
Innovation: The Case of a Small Catching-up Country

2011 – 8

Nusser, Michael –
Innovationssystemen

2012 – 1

Kolev, Stefan – Wider die „Après nous le déluge “-Logik. Ordnungspolitik, Innovation
und Nachhaltigkeit.

2012 – 2

Varblane, Urmas - National Innovation Systems: Can they be copied?

2012 – 3

Reiljan, Janno / Paltser, Ingra - Struktur und Zusammenhänge des staatlichen
Innovationssystems und der Innovationspolitik

2012 – 4

Lenz, Justus - Innovationssystem Internet: Eine institutionenökonomische Analyse der
digitalen Revolution

2012 – 5

Chang Jai Chun - Erfolgsfaktoren für “Internationale Projekte”

2012 – 6

Gerl, Jörg – Global denken, lokal handeln: Gebäudesanierung als Beitrag zum
Klimaschutz am konkreten Beispiel

2012 – 7

Seliger, Bernhard – Grünes Wachstum in Südkorea – Etikettenschwindel, NeoKeynesianismus oder ein neues Paradigma der Ordnungspolitik?

2013 – 1

Wrobel, Ralph – Economic Models for New Industrializing Countries in Comparative
Perspective

2013 – 2

Park, Sung-Jo– Developmental State in Korea (60-70ties) Revisited: Institution-Building
for the Making of 'Coordinated Market'

2013 – 3

Reiljan, Janno & Paltser, Ingra – The Implementation of Research and Development
Policy in European and Asian Countries

2013 – 4

Hoen, W. Herman – Emerging Market Economies and the Financial Crisis: Is there
Institutional Convergence between Europe and Asia?

2013 – 5

Kroos, Karmo – Developmental Welfare Capitalism in East Asia with a Special
Emphasis on South Korea

2014 – 1

Ahrens, Joachim & Stark, Manuel – Independent Organizations in Authoritarian
Regimes: Contradiction in Terms or an Effective Instrument of Developmental States

2014 – 2

Terk, Erik – Practicing Catching-up: a Comparison of Development Models of East
Asian and Central-Eastern European Countries

2014 – 3

Sepp, Jüri; Varblane, Uku – The Decomposition of Productivity Gap between Estonia
and Korea

2014 – 4

Sepp, Jüri; Kaldaru, Helje and Joamets, Jürgen – The Characteristics and Position of
the Economic Structures of Estonia and Korea among the OECD Countries

2015 – 1

Bartniczak, Bartosz; Ptak, Michał – Green Jobs in the Renewable Energy Sector

2015 – 2

Freudenberg, Sandro; Stephan, Sandra – Fachkräftebedarfsdeckung heute und in der
Zukunft: Handlungsempfehlung für eine erfolgreiche Personalbedarfsdeckung in
Unternehmen

2015 – 3

Kauf, Sabina – Die Unternehmensanforderungen an die Logistikspezialisten und
akademische Ausbildung der Logistiker

2015 – 4

Komulainen, Ruey – Employer Branding for SMEs: Attracting Graduating Students in
IT Industry

Optionen

zur

Stärkung

der

Leistungsfähigkeit

von

2016 – 1

Wrobel, Ralph – Der deutsche Arbeitsmarkt zwischen Fachkräftemangel und
Immigration: Ordnungspolitische Perspektiven in der Flüchtlingskrise

2016 – 2

Walter, Angela– Unternehmen suchen Fachkräfte - Fachkräfte suchen Unternehmen:
Employer Branding als Personalstrategie für Recruiting und Bindung von Fachkräften
der Generation Y in kleinen und mittelständischen Unternehmen am Beispiel von
Sachsen

2016 – 3

Monika Paradowska; Joost Platje– Key challenges facing the European transport
labour market

2016 – 4

Behr, Michael – Arbeitsmarkt- und Wirtschaftsentwicklung in Ostdeutschland:
Herausforderungen, Probleme und Strategien für Sachsen

2017 – 1

Sepp, Jüri; Kaldaru, Helje; Varblane, Uki - The Development and Typology of the
Employment Structure in OECD Countries

2017 – 2

Schneider, Clemens - Die Offene Gesellschaft und ihre Zuwanderer: Kritische
Gedanken zu einer planwirtschaftlichen Integrationspolitik

2017 – 3

Seo Byung-Chul, Bernhard Seliger - Der Arbeitsmarkt in Nordkorea am Beispiel des
Industriekomplexes in Kaesong

2017 – 4

Stefan Kolev - Individualism and Demographic Change

2018 – 1

Ralph Wrobel - Die Unabhängigkeit der Deutschen Bundesbank: eine Erfolgsgeschichte

2019 – 1

Kadri Ukrainski; Hanna Kanep; Margit Kirs; Erkki Karo - International R&D Networks of
Firms: A Country-level Analysis of the EU Framework Programmes

2019 – 2

Rossitsa Yalamova - Blockchain Angels or Demons of a Free International Order

2019 – 3

Viire Täks / Maaja Vadi - Who and how do participate in strategic planning?

2019 – 4

Mark Kretschmer - Karl Polanyi and Economics: Polanyi’s Pendulum in Economic
Science

2019 – 5

Tim Schneegans - Escaping the comfort zone: a three-level perspective on filtering
effects and counter-measures

2019 – 6

Katsuhiko Hirasawa - Globalization and Small Businesses

2020 – 1

Ralph Wrobel - The “China Effect”: Changes in International Trade Patterns as
Reasons for Rising “Anti-Globalism”

2020 – 2

Bernhard Seliger - North Korea’s political economy: Hybrid economic institutions and
the contributions of German order policy (Ordnungspolitik)

2020 – 3

Alexander Heß - Happiness and the Welfare State in Times of Globalization: A Review
of Empirical Findings

2020 – 4

Ralph Wrobel - Das Modell „Soziale Marktwirtschaft“: Chancen im internationalen
Systemwettbewerb
zwischen
Freier
Marktwirtschaft
und
chinesischem
Staatskapitalismus

2021 – 1

Werner Pascha - Duisburg and its port, end point of China's new silk road –
opportunties and risks

2021 – 2

Anastasia Barannikova - South Korea, China and the Road and Belt initiative: economic
and political factors

2021 – 3

Artyom Lukin - Road and Belt, Iron Silk Road and Russian-Chinese geopolitical
cooperation and competition

2021 – 4

Hans-Ulrich Seidt - Korea and Germany as Endpoints of the New Silk Road:
Opportunities for Cooperation

2021 – 5

Ralph Wrobel - Kim Jong-un’s Byungjin Policy: Support or Obstacle for Economic
Convergence on the Korean Peninsula?

2021 – 6

Bernhard Seliger - The Iron Silk Road and North Korea:is there any chance to move
forward?

2021 – 7

Joohyun Go - The prospects of cultural exchange to foster the economic relationship
between the EU and Korea

2021 – 8

Duyeon Kim – Belt and Road in the New Geo-Political Competition: China, the United
States, Europe and Korea

2021 – 9

Alexander Heß, Christoph Hindermann – Trade Effects on Happiness in Asia

2021 – 10

Joachim Ahrens, Katja Kalkschmied – China in Africa: Competitor of the EU?

2021 – 11

Tereza Novotná - The European Union and Korea between the US and China:
geopolitical aspects of connectivity from the soft to hard power approaches

2021 – 12

Jagannath Panda – China’s BRI Diplomacy: What It Means to Indi and India’s Rise

2022 – 1

Ralph M. Wrobel - The Chinese Belt and Road Initiative be-tween Economics and
Geopolitics: Consequences for Armenia

2022 – 2

Hans-Christian Brauweiler / Aida Yerimpasheva - Challenges and opportunities to
develop Kazakhstani logistics projects within the BRI

2022 – 3

Alexander Heß / Christoph M. Hindermann - The BRI: Trade Integration and Stock
Market Synchronization – A Review of Empirical Findings

2022 – 4

Davit Gondauri - Georgian railway’s Experiences with Belt and Road Initiative:
Advantages and Disadvantages

2022 – 5

Kiyalbek Akmoldoev - How realistic is Belt and Road Initiative for Kyrgyzstan and
Central Asian Countries?

2022 – 6

Atom S. Margaryan / Haroutyun T. Terzyan / Emil A. Grigoryan - Belt and Road
Initiative as an Innovative Platform for Technology Transfer: Opportunities for
Armenia

2022 – 7

Sos Khachikyan / Jiang Hongzhen - Spatial Administration and Legal Aspects of the
Belt and Road Initiative: Innovative Solutions for Armenia

2022 – 8

Karen Grigoryan / Ali Arpanahi - Perspectives of Armenian - Iranian Economic
Relations within Belt and Road Initiative

2022 – 9

Armen Ju. Ghazaryan / Liana Marukyan / Meline V. Abrahamyan / Meline A․
Ayvazyan - The Opportunities of Economic and Legal Cooperation between EU –
Armenia within the framework of the BRI

2022 – 10

Jagannath Panda - EU's Global Gateway Strategy and Building a Global Consensus
vis-a-vis BRI

