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2:05pm – 2:20pm: Dr. Adeelah Kodabux (Middlesex University Mauritius, Mauritius) 

 

 

Title: The BRICS Think Tanks Council: Relevant but for whom and why?  

The BRICS configuration is a convergence going beyond government-to-government relations. 

It involves intra-state networks namely among government-approved platforms such as the 

BRICS Think Tanks Council (BTTC). The BTTC, which is also responsible for convening the 

BRICS Academic Forum, is a conglomeration of independent think tank organisations from 

each of the five countries. It constitutes a platform for the exchange of ideas among academic 

researchers and think tanks that offer independent expertise and non-partisan advice to the 

intergovernmental bodies. Despite claims of being independent, it is argued that such 

government-endorsed platforms as the BTTC act as pro- BRICS advocates (Bond and Garcia, 

2016). This paper charts the role played by the BTTC from 2009 to 2019. It examines whether 

the BTTC supports or challenges the BRICS intergovernmental ideas formulated in the name 

of the Global South. The paper adds to the literature on studies of think tanks in international 

relations and offers insights about non-Western think tanks. It concludes that the BTTC plays 

an important role in enhancing the credibility of the BRICS intergovernmental agenda. It also 

serves as a means of embodying a government-approved civil society that is an important go-



between in a configuration whose intergovernmental purpose is resisted and contested from 

below.  

2:20pm – 2:35pm: Feedback 

 

2:35pm – 2:50pm: Dr. Arun Kumar (University of Essex, UK) and Dr. Atul Bhardwaj (City, 

Univeristy of London, UK) 

 

Title: “We had no ‘ism’” Ghanshyam Das Birla’s American connections, Nehruvian socialism, 

and modernization in 1950s-1960s India 

The role of think tanks and philanthropic foundations in establishing the United States’ position 

at the predominant neo-colonial power in the second half of the 20th c. has been widely 

recognised in extant scholarship. Among others, such international organizations and its elite 

donors, leaders, and philanthropoids have promoted American ‘soft power’, counter anti-

American sentiment, and the threat of communism during the Cold War era—often in the name 

of development of nations from the Global South, of which India is our focus here. However, 

the role of Indian business elites in mediating, lobbying, and crafting consensus between a 

diverse range of organizations and individuals is comparatively less known. In this paper, we 

focus on Ghanshyam Das Birla’s (1894-1983), India’s leading industrialist with business 

interests in textiles, cement, chemicals, finance, occasional politician, and the primary 

benefactor of M. K. Gandhi. In particular, we focus on the following two aspects of Birla’s life: 

his commercial and political connections with American individuals and institutions; and his 

correspondence with J. N. Nehru, independent India’s first prime minister, and other members 

of his cabinet and his office. We contend that business elites such as Birla used their networks, 

both domestically and internationally, to develop consensus across a wide range of institutional 

actors around development as a universally desirable imperative. They did so, largely 

successfully, by portraying economic, social, and political modernization as an assemblage of 

techno-managerialism and as if devoid of any political ideology; thus, “bridging” institutions 

and development imaginaries both within India and between India and the US. 

 

2:50pm – 3:05pm: feedback 

 

3:05pm – 3:20pm – Dr. Vinícius G. Rodrigues Vieira (Fundação Armando Alvares Penteado 

(FAAP), Brazil) 

 

Title: Private vs. Hybrid-Sponsored Think-Tanks: Unfolding the Impact of Liberal Ideas in 

Shaping Trade Preferences in Brazil and India  

Think-tanks are embedded in power structures as bureaucrats and politicians usually integrate 

the same international networks and epistemic communities to which applied researchers 

belong. Such a fact prompts theorizing the process of information and knowledge production 



as being non-linear. Yet, does the source of think tank sponsorship impact the weight of 

external influence over foreign policy as researchers contribute to the strategies emerging 

powers deploy in international negotiations? In this paper, I answer that question by comparing 

Brazil’s and India’s diplomatic corps and their relationship with think-tanks over the course of 

World Trade Organization’s (WTO) Doha Development Round, a case in which rising powers 

successfully checked the strength of established states. While Brazilian diplomats embraced 

the inputs of private- sponsored think-tanks and adhered to liberalizing ideas steaming from 

Anglo-Saxon frameworks, their Indian counterparts adopted sceptical stances on economic 

openness as they relied on the inputs of research centres that rely on state and private sponsors 

alike. I reach such conclusions based on 99 elite interviews and the analysis of 350 research 

papers those-think tanks produced during Doha’s main negotiation period (2001- 2008). My 

findings indicate that emerging powers build more cohesive rising strategies in the case they 

blend local and global knowledge.  

 

3:20pm – 3:35pm: Feedback 

 

3:35pm – 3:50pm: Lucas Araldi (Federal University of Rio Grande Do Sul, Brazil) and Dr. 

Eduardo Munhoz Svartman ((Federal University of Rio Grande Do Sul, Brazil) 

 

Title: The Atlas Network’s think tanks and the promotion of the neoliberal hegemony in Brazil 

 

This study presents a mapping of activities, relations and ideas diffused by Brazilian think tanks 

which make part of Atlas Network, an American organization which gathers approximately 

500 think tanks in 100 countries. Thus, it defends the hypothesis that Atlas Network acts in 

Brazil, through think tanks, to promote the radicalization of neoliberal hegemony. The study 

was built by interviews with think tanks' officials and document analysis of publications of 

Atlas think tanks. Theoretically, this paper is based on a Neo-Gramscian approach to study 

think tanks. In this sense, it was possible to identify that Atlas operates as a transnational 

network offering tools, financing and formation for neoliberal think tanks to fight a battle of 

ideas in Brazilian civil society and state. Through these resources, think tanks work as private 

apparatuses and their officials operate as organic intellectuals for neoliberalism radicalization, 

as they seek to spread their ideas among politicians and public decision makers, at the same 

time that they work to transform these ideas into public policies. 

 

3:50pm -  4:05: feedback 

 

4:05pm – 4:20pm: Dr. Tatiana Texeira (Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (IRID/UFRJ), 

Brazil)  

 



Title: Brics in American Think Tanks: does the acronym still matter?  

 

Think tanks are important actors in the American political system, being influential in different 

stages and areas of policymaking. For the purpose of this investigation, we assume that the 

room given by these policy institutes for any subject can be a valuable clue of what is on the 

US government’s radar. Our work aims to investigate the “Brics”, as an area of research, in the 

following American think tanks: Brookings Institution, Carnegie Endowment for International 

Peace, Center for American Progress, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Council 

on Foreign Relations and Heritage Foundation. The selected institutes are among the main 

think tanks in the United States, with a direct or indirect influence in Republican and 

Democratic administrations. Does the acronym still matter as a collective actor? How is it seen 

by these institutes? We believe there is a long-term trend and an intentional effort to focus on 

each of its members individually, as a way of undermining its political and economic weight 

as a group on the international stage. We will map the activity of the aforementioned think 

tanks from 2001, when the acronym was coined by the economist Jim O'Neill, until the first 

year of Joe Biden administration.  

 

4:20pm – 4:35pm: Feedback 

 

4:35pm – 4:50pm: Ferran Perez Mena (University of Sussex, UK) 

 

Title: Farewell to Revolution: ‘the Chinese School of IR’ and the depoliticization of Chinese 

IR theory 

During the last twenty years, coinciding with the emergence of Non-Western IR theory and 

Global IR, both Chinese and Western IR scholars have become interested in the study of the 

‘Chinese School of IR’. Mainstream historiographic accounts around its advent have primarily 

focused on its development as the result of a teleological ‘paradigm shift’ that took place in the 

Chinese IR academia during the 2000s. However, this article seeks to cast into question such a 

‘paradigm shift’. Through a materialist approach to Chinese intellectual history, this article 

shows how the emergence of the ‘Chinese School of IR’ should be better understood as a 

depoliticised form of Chinese IR theory that seeks to provide an autonomous normative horizon 

for China in a geopolitical moment of great power cooperation whilst it has contributed to the 

gradual marginalisation of Chinese Marxism in the study of global politics within mainstream 

Chinese IR academia.  

 

 

4:50pm – 5:05pm: Feedback 

 

5:05 – Conclusions 

 

Thank you very much for participating in the workshop 



 


