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INTRODUCTION
A Nascent Assessment

As the Belt and Road Initiative continues expanding, advanced economies have
responded in turn by creating alternatives to China’s expansive program. While
these burgeoning alternative programs address perceived weaknesses of the
BRI and strive to deliver unique regional or sectoral benefits, governments must
account for key organisational challenges to sustain their visions.
Margaret Siu | Team Lead
Ben Hales | Editor
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S

ince Chinese President Xi Jinping
launched the Belt and Road Initiative
(BRI) in the autumn of 2013, the
program has continued to rise in
ambition and following. By the end of 2016,
more than 100 countries had expressed their
support for and willingness to participate
in the expansion of the BRI project, and 39
countries and international organisations
have signed 46 agreements with China for
this (Chatzky, McBride, 2020). Today, these
constituent countries including China account for 40 percent of global GDP (Sacks,
2021).
As the BRI expands, responses to the Belt
and Road Initiative (BRI) continue to be
mixed. Many commentators welcome infrastructure development and project opportunities to build economic, political and social
connections throughout the region. For
example, the New Zealand China Council
has created a thorough review and recommendation of policies and roles the New
Zealand government can adopt to “grow
New Zealand’s relationship with China at a
time when many others are competing for
the attention of an emerging superpower”
(New Zealand China Council, 2018). However, others were openly critical or hesitant
to establish a clear position. Some have taken

a zero-sum approach and are concerned
that BRI could help China gain influence at
the expense of the United States and other
developed countries. Famously in the United
States, the Trump administration’s outright
castigation of the BRI as a form of “debt trap
diplomacy” best reflects this guarded, and
at times unguarded disapproval of Beijing
(Pence, 2018). As a result, with several exceptions developed economies have responded
cautiously to this initiative.
In turn, some of these governments have
responded by launching alternative Belt and
Road programmes. From the United States,
this manifested as Build Back Better World
(B3W). During the 2021 G7 summit when
B3W was announced, a senior official in
the Biden Administration remarked “This
is not just about confronting or taking on
China. Until now we haven’t offered a positive alternative that reflects our values, our
standards and our way of doing business.”
Later, American representatives remarked
that there stands a G7 consensus on the need
for a “shared approach to China on trade
and human rights” (Holland, Falconbridge,
2021). However, in direct response, Chinese
Foreign Minister Wang Yi said that China’s
BRI ‘“has no political conditions attached to
it, neither is it imposed on others from the
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so-called ‘status of power’, and it will not pose a
threat to any country” (Wang, 2021)
Despite growing media and, increasingly,
governmental clamour surrounding alternatives to Belt and Road, concrete analysis and
consideration of the schemes announced thus
far remains scant and where existing focuses
largely on individual cases (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2021). In order
to expand this literature, Oxford Silk Road
Think Tank in this report brings together
several touted schemes elaborated from late
2016 onwards to consider the state of what can
be called the nascent “Alternatives field” to Belt
and Road.
Specifically, our report focuses on response
programs emerging from the EU, India, Japan,
Taiwan, and the United States. In the first case
study, Juliana Bouchaud and Pier Ferdinando
Cinotto address the establishment of the EU’s
“Global Gateway Initiative” and its boons
as well as pitfalls. In the second, Yuhan Hu
analyses how India and Japan approached the
Asia Africa Growth Corridor and its lack of
deliverables. This is followed by Mingke Ma’s
discussion of Taiwan’s New Southbound Policy
and its achievements within the context of

Southeast Asia. In the final report, Rory Gillis
works to highlight the U.S.’s Build Back Better
World Initiative’s differences with BRI and
foresees key challenges to overcome. Broadly,
our reports evaluate what these BRI alternative
projects are trying to achieve, how they have
marketed or branded themselves, and how
successful they might be in their endeavours.

OUR STUDIED ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS
Global Gateway

On December 30, 2020, the European Union
announced its €300 billion ($340 billion)
alternative to China’s Belt and Road initiative — Global Gateway (GG), an investment
program the bloc claims will create “links, not
dependencies.” European Commission President Ursula von der Leyen said the plan offered
a “true alternative” to China’s global infrastructure program, which since its inception in 2013
has been accused of placing huge debt burdens
on recipient states . The European Commission
has reiterated this line, stating that countries
need new offers of finance and investment
which would not accumulate “unsustainable

Our report focuses on response programs
emerging from the EU, India, Japan,
Taiwan, and the United States.
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debts” in partner countries (Cooban,
2021).
What Global Gateway does not focus
on, however, are the perspectives and
needs of recipient stakeholders, particularly African countries. Indeed, Africans have
so far not responded warmly to the establishment of the initiative, feeling alienated
by its lack of stakeholder consultation, its
excessive emphasis on “values”, and its absence of details and specificities (Olander,
2021). Bouchaud and Cinotto elaborate on
African recipient discontent and the failure
to include African stakeholders, before
exploring future potential pathways to
reshape future European-African cooperation more inclusively and effectively.

Asia Africa Growth Corridor

On May 23, 2017, at the 52nd African
Development Bank (ADB) meeting in
Gujarat, India, Prime Minister Narendra
Modi announced the Asia Africa Growth
Corridor (AAGC), through which India
and Japan would work together to support
Africa’s development. The AAGC aimed
to prioritise development projects in
health and pharmaceuticals, agriculture
and its processing, disaster management
and skill enhancement (Malhotra, Singhal, 2017). The presented vision for the
AAGC positioned itself as a positive force
in Africa’s infrastructural development
and a response program to the Belt and
Road Initiative (BRI). Since the AAGC
was promptly announced after the Belt
and Road Forum assembly in 2017, the
program was widely regarded as a hopeful
countermeasure to China’s BRI (Taniguchi, 2020).
Despite the creation of the AAGC vision
document, the AAGC’s achievements
have been fairly limited, containing only
three major events in AAGC’s development since its founding (Asia Africa
Growth Corridor). In the report, Hu
expands on these hurdles, explaining the
meagre delivered reality of the AAGC and
recommending steps for the revival of the

scheme.

New Southbound Policy

In a concerted effort to expand Taiwan’s
presence in the Indo-Pacific, Tsai Ingwen’s administration introduced the New
Southbound Policy (NSP) in September
2016 to strengthen Taipei’s ties with all
ten ASEAN states, six states in Southeast
Asia, Australia and New Zealand (Focus
Taiwan CNA English News, 2016). The
policy aims to harness Taiwan’s cultural,
educational, technological, agricultural,
and economic assets to accelerate Taiwan’s
regional integration. Issued by the Tsai administration, the Guidelines for the New
Southbound Policy harks back to similar
policies instituted under former administrations striving to diversify Taiwan’s
outbound investment away from mainland China and build connections with
Southeast Asia (Glaser, Kennedy, Mitchell,
Funaiole, 2018).
Since the inception of NSP in tandem
with the developments of BRI, increasing scholarly and public attention has
drawn to Taipei’s ambitions to become an
integrated regional key player within the
Asia-Pacific region, all the while quietly
decoupling and pausing further economic
ties with Beijing. Ma demonstrates how
Taiwan’s responses to the BRI are carefully
and precisely framed under geopolitical
and domestic agendas. Studying the structure and dynamics of the NSP stands as
a strong case study to analyse how tightly
geopolitical and national agendas frame
responses to the BRI.

Build Back Better World

Long before the BRI, the US had an
established track record of international
infrastructural development, including rebuilding post-war Western Europe under
the Marshall Plan (Office of the Historian).
Indeed despite PRC denials, including
by foreign Minister Wang Yi, several
political economists have compared the
current Belt and Road to the Marshall
Plan (Sheng, Chan, 2018), others such as

Hillman indicate its far vaster scope (Hillman, 2018). However, the Trump administration was the first to condemn China’s
international investment strategy, accusing
Chinese President Xi Jinping of expanding
his geopolitical influence by preying on
developing economies. Despite the Trump
administration’s failed efforts (Roberts,
Shaefer, 2021) behind their response —the
U.S. International Development Finance
Corporation— they pioneered current
alternatives for countries that needed
investment but were not ready to commit
to Beijing.
American challenges to the Belt and
Road Initiative have stretched beyond the
Trump presidency and boldly into the
Biden administration. In June 2021, at
the G-7 summit in June, Biden presented his Build Back Better World (B3W)
program with the intention of manifesting
“a high-level, value-based and transparent
infrastructure partnership” to finance projects in developing economies (European
Commision, 2021) B3W’s main goal aims
to expand development finance from the
US and the West as an explicit counterattack on Beijing. However, the B3W
remains in its early stages and its successes
are yet to be seen. Gillis underscores key
hurdles B3W must swiftly overcome based
on previous initiatives. Today Bam3W
stands as a nascently evolving and yet important case study as the potential largest
obvious contender to the BRI.

EMERGING KEY THEMES

Throughout these analyses, the Oxford
Silk Road Think Tank explores the branding of each of these alternative programs in
comparison to the BRI. We note how each
of these proposed programs are different,
what perceived “BRI shortcomings” exist,
and how these exercises address these perceived “shortcomings.” Because we focus
on the Belt and Road Initiative alternative
project, the report does not fully address
how China has been tackling these “shortcomings” and “branding exercises.” While
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it is still much too early to address the efficacies
of all of these alternatives to the BRI, this report
will remain important as an initial assessment
of how these programs market themselves and
standard of measurement to their future endeavours. To that end, we present here several themes
which connect our case studies.
Firstly, all case studies noted branding will be
significant to the success of BRI Alternatives. In
his analysis of a new “search for recognition” in
a less violent, increasingly developed neoliberal
globalisation, Christopher Browning has noted
the legitimacy of national brands (to which
can be added the brands of supranational blocs
working in concert such as the EU or G7) among
“competition states” has increasingly proven to
be a vital part of commercial interaction (Browning, 2015). Belt and Road is itself a vast national
brand, a project deliberately connecting itself to
the construct of the “Silk Roads” employed by
various actors from German archaeologists to
Japanese businesses to UNESCO in the previous
century (Winter, 2021), and carefully linked by
PRC to an image of peaceful non-threatening
interaction between states through media depicting among other things children from Belt and
Road states playing together (Chen & Lau, 2021).
In comparison, substantial work still needs
to be done to generate a similar sense of brand
“pull” among Belt and Road alternatives. Indeed,
Bouchaud & Cinotto indicate that the EU Parliament has noted with chagrin that the bloc’s €345
billion contribution to development finance has
received far less attention than China’s comparable efforts, even as much of it took the form
of grants over loans and might be expected to
thus have a larger profile. Bouchaud & Cinotto
and furthermore Gillis point out with concern
that the EU and B3W’s connection of finance to
“values” which are difficult to define and apply
could prove a sticking point in creating an appealing image. In Global Gateway’s case, this has
been further problematised by a lack of engagement with African stakeholders to whom these
“values” will in future be applied to as a yardstick

10

for financial disbursements . At the bilateral or
small multilateral level, both Hu and Ma likewise
indicate that branding is a key point of interest;
in Hu’s case the lack of an effort to generate one
aiding in the apparent mothballing of AAGC,
while in Ma’s the successful elaboration of one
has been an apparent soft power success for
Taiwan despite NSP’s limited economic dividend
to Taiwanese firms.
Secondly, several case studies indicate that
concrete financial planning remains limited
despite the fanfare surrounding these schemes.
Elaboration and definition of branding “values” has with B3W and Global Gateway not
expanded past a nascent stage, but nor has the
elaboration of concrete financial information
on how these schemes will actually work. Gillis
has noted plans to involve the private sector (in
contrast to the weight placed on Chinese SOEs to
carry BRI) in B3W remain putative even as the
difficulties in doing so have been acknowledged,
while for all its fanfare Global Gateway has not
explained even the final amount of funding to be
earmarked from existing (or new) EU allocations
to cover the scheme. As Hu notes, the absence
of such elaboration in AAGC beyond its vision
document has led the programme to quickly lose
steam, to the point where questions remain as
to its continued existence, a problem Gillis also
notes was the fate of B3W’s predecessor, the Blue
Dot Network.
Thirdly, it is clear that various forms of
backlash against PRC activities inform the
enumeration of these alternatives. B3W, tied as it
is to United States foreign policy and referenced
during the “Summit for Democracies” which
pointedly excluded China is an obvious case
(U.S. Department of State, 2021), and both its
and Global Gateways enumeration of “values” is
a clear if as yet-undefined nod towards concerns at the illiberal developmentalism Belt and
Road represents. As Bouchaud & Cinotto note,
Global Gateway has already promised to alleviate
complaints raised by European firms at BRI,
with the 1st December 2021 joint communique

This report will remain important
as an initial assessment of how these programs market
themselves and standard of measurement
to their future endeavours.
enumerating mechanisms to avoid the biased
tender proceedings which European firms trying
to participate in Belt and Road had long complained about. The New Southbound Policy’s rationale is meanwhile more existential; Ma notes
it evolved directly as a backlash by Taiwanese at
the warming of Cross-Straits Relations during
the Ma Ying-jeou administration. This connected to the election of the pro-independence DPP
in 2016 and the use of this policy to pull back
from “sell[ing] Taiwan out” to the PRC through
an overseas investment model which does not
compromise Taiwanese sovereignty.
Fourthly, and unsurprisingly, despite diverse
origins the actual future relationship of all of
these alternatives to Belt and Road must be
considered. Despite the intention, implied or
explicit, of all of these schemes to compete with
PRC’s offering, not all of the schemes analysed
necessarily should compete with China in every
aspect and every sector, and indeed excessive
focus on such competition could distract from
what should be their core purpose of offering
development finance, a point Bouchaud &
Cinotto raise as a risk that Global Gateway might
run if it ends up more concerned at positioning
against China rather than for Africans. Although
the logic of complementarity may not hold
for schemes specifically designed to engage in
development to avoid economic dependence on
China such as New Southbound, it could even
hold with avowedly oppositional schemes such
as B3W backed by the United States. Considering the relative strength of the US and G7 in soft
infrastructure compared to China’s significant
experience in the hard infrastructure construc-

tion which still preponderate BRI development
projects, B3W could be wise to focus on its
strengths, thereby resulting in the two schemes
de facto complementing one another even without official coordination.
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The EU’s “Global Gateway”
Initiative and African Responses
This article focuses on the establishment of the “Global Gateway” initiative, widely
seen as the EU’s answer to China’s BRI, and on the initial responses of its aimed African
recipients. The paper wishes to, first, highlight the initiative’s core tenets, such as its
centering on branding and values. Then, it elaborates on Africans’ lack of enthusiasm
for the project, underlining the Global Gateway’s failure to include African nations in
its formation process. Finally, it explores a potential avenue of future European-African
cooperation in the field of Green Hydrogen, pointing out possible benefits and pitfalls. A
final conclusion offers policy recommendations for a more effective, more inclusive Global
Gateway initiative.
Juliana Bouchaud & Pier Ferdinando Cinotto
Analysts
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O

n September 15th 2021, during
her State of the Union speech,
EU Commission president
Ursula von der Leyen unveiled
the EU’s latest iteration of its grand connectivity strategy: “Global Gateway”. The
speech stated in no uncertain terms the
strategy’s underlying goals and its primary
target: competing with the Belt and Road
Initiative (BRI). Far more uncertain, however, are the actual terms of the initiative.
Bar a mention of the initiative’s inclusion
on the agenda of the EU-Africa Summit
in February 2022, concrete details as to
what and how big Global Gateway will
exactly turn out to be were sorely lacking.
On December 1st 2021, the European
Commission and the High Representative
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
released a 14 page Joint Communication
to shed some more light on the details of
the Global Gateway strategy.
Before der Leyen’s State of the Union
speech, the Parliament had already adopted a resolution in January 2021 to push for
the creation of a global EU Connectivity
Strategy. This was then followed up by
the Council of the EU’s conclusions on
the EU Strategy for Cooperation in the
Indo-Pacific in April 2021 and A Glob-

ally Connected Europe in July 2021. The
December 1st Joint Communication is
the first to put a number on the initiative:
€300 billion to be spent between 2021
and 2027. According to the document,
Global Gateway should earmark the sum
by drawing €135 billion from the European Fund for Strategic Development
Plus (EFSD+), €145 billion from “planned
investment volumes” by EU financial and
development finance institutions and up
to €18 billion in grants from the Guarantee
Fund for External Actions (GFEA) (European Commission, 2021). In line with
the EU’s existing approach to connectivity,
investment priorities will focus on projects
in the fields of digitalisation, climate and
energy, transport and education, with the
document showcasing existing initiatives
and projects the EU intends to build on
through Global Gateway. Beyond material
investments into physical infrastructure,
the strategy also aims to ensure the regulatory convergence, standardisation and
supply chain integration of the countries
it invests into. The overarching ambition
is to meet local needs and close the global
infrastructure gap, while securing the strategic interests and enhancing the competitiveness of the EU.
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What the Global Gateway does not
focus on, however, is the perspectives and
needs of its recipient actors, especially
African countries. Indeed, Africans have
so far not responded warmly to the establishment of the initiative, feeling alienated
by its lack of stakeholder consultation, its
excessive emphasis on “values”, and its absence of details and specificities. Without
a genuine consideration of African agency
by EU policymakers, African nations will
not be actively engaged in the negotiation
and implementation of the Strategy, and
as such the success of the Global Gateway
would already be compromised from its
outset.
Given this current context and dynamics, this chapter will investigate what narrative changes have occurred within the
EU on the topic of connectivity, how the
Strategy has been received thus far by African recipient states, and what potential
Global Gateway projects may look like in
Africa. A final conclusion will offer policy
recommendations to bolster the effectiveness of the initiative whilst expanding the
active participation of African recipients
in the process.

GLOBAL GATEWAY TM: PROMOTING
A TRUSTED BRAND AND STRATEGIC INTERESTS

According to von der Leyen’s September speech, Global Gateway will adopt a
“values-based approach, offering transparency and good governance to partners” (Von der Leyen, 2021a). However,
the EU’s approach to connectivity was
already defined as “sustainable, comprehensive and rules-based”. What’s more,
the earmarked budget of €300 billion is
mainly a repackaging of existing commitments (mainly from the EFSD+),

14

de-risking instruments through financial
guarantees and the yet-to-be-realized
ability to crowd-in private capital (Gavas
and Pleeck, 2021). The creation of a board
and a business advisory group for the
governance of Global Gateway has been
mentioned in the December 1st joint
communication, but details regarding
their mandate and regulation are absent.
Thus, it is legitimate to ask: what’s actually
new?
Placing the announcement of the initiative in a larger context, Global Gateway
stands out in three ways: firstly, it signals
the EU’s hardening stance on China and
the BRI. Secondly, it underscores the EU’s
need to invest in a more unified, “smarter”, “geostrategic” approach to connectivity to secure its own interests. Thirdly,
and perhaps most distinctively, Global
Gateway is about branding.
Much of the communication surrounding Global Gateway has highlighted the
need to enhance the visibility and the
branding of the EU’s connectivity efforts.
The Strategy for Cooperation in the
Indo-Pacific Strategy conclusion specifies
the need for “strategic communication”
to boost the visibility of the EU’s efforts
(Council of the EU, 2021a). The Council
of the EU further called for a “recognizable brand name” and “logo” to provide
a “unifying narrative” (Council of the
EU, 2021b) while the latest Joint Communication announced the EU Commission will establish a dedicated Global
Gateway communication campaign in
2022 (European Commission, 2021).This
would confirm that Global Gateway is
more about marketing a narrative than a
qualitative change in the EU’s approach to
development.
The January 21st 2021 Parliamentary
Resolution on Connectivity was even

more direct in criticising the fact that
“public awareness and visibility of the
EU’s international contributions to the
promotion and financing of connectivity
policies has been underdeveloped” and
calls for immediate development of a
“dedicated communication policy” that
would highlight both the benefits and
successes of the Strategy (European Parliament, 2021). The resolution translates
a general sense of dismay at the fact that
the EU’s extensive financial contribution
- €345 billion between 2014 and 2018,
according to the Council – have failed to
be recognized. Even more so when most
of this funding came under the form of
grants, while the BRI notoriously depends
on loans (Mardell, 2021).

GLOBAL GATEWAY: A BELT AND ROAD
ALTERNATIVE?

Fuelled by the EU’s increasingly
forthright language on China and the
BRI, Global Gateway has been justifiably
framed as the EU’s answer to the BRI. The
January 21st Parliamentary Resolution
clearly defined the BRI as being at the
core of China’s “assertive” foreign policy
and pointed to the “moderate results” of
cooperation with China in the context of
the EU-China Connectivity Platform set
up in 2015 (European Parliament, 2021).
While the Parliament is notoriously more
outspoken than other EU institutions,
the Commission and its President have
also been more outspoken, singling out
China and framing Global Gateway as a
“positive offer” (von der Leyen, 2021b) of
infrastructure investment that does not
come at the “expense of people’s dignity
and freedom” (von der Leyen, 2021a).
Overall, the EU is making a marked
shift away from its earlier approach to

connectivity which was far more inclusive
of China. Indeed, when the EU first laid
out the building blocks of its Connectivity Strategy in 2018 through its Joint
Communication on Connecting Europe
and Asia, not only was China welcomed
as a key cooperation partner, then High
Representative/Vice-President Federica
Mogherini also made sure to distinguish
the EU’s strategy from the BRI, declaring:
“It is not a reaction in negative terms to
another initiative” (Mogherini, 2018).
This time around, Global Gateway is
clearly not leaving much room for cooperation with China or the BRI – only in
the rare instances where EU core principles and interests could be upheld.
Although the document does not
mention China by name, the December
1st Joint Communication reiterates the
EU’s principled approach and ensures
Chinese firms are kept at arm’s length
by setting up “systematic mechanisms”
in order “to filter out abnormally low
tenders which put in danger the actual
implementation of the projects or the
principles of the Global Gateway, and
foreign subsidies that undermine the level
playing field” (European Commission,
2021). Firstly, this will appease European
firms that have long felt excluded from
participation in the BRI due to biased
tender proceedings - as highlighted by a
2020 report by the European Chamber
of Commerce – and has already been
welcomed by the European International
Contractors industry group (Chadwick,
2021). Secondly, this will prevent past
fiascos where large Chinese state owned
firms won bids co-financed by European institutions, like when the behemoth
China Road and Bridge Corporation was
awarded a contract to build a bus line in
Dakar which received €80 million from

the EIB (ibid).
Interestingly, these new ‘mechanisms’
constitute one of the actual few innovative
commitments of the EU in its approach to
development and connectivity – and are
clearly aimed at China. Overall, in calling
out China and reiterating the need for a
more strategic and visible approach, the
EU’s communication on Global Gateway
has implicitly acknowledged the BRI’s
success, and the substantial need to up its
own competitive offer.

AFRICA AND THE GLOBAL GATEWAY:
OLD WINE IN A NEW BOTTLE?

Global Gateway will target the Neighbourhood region and Africa as its priority
regions. Shifting focus to the recipient
side of the Global Gateway equation,
it is safe to say that African nations do
not share with the EU the drive nor the
excitement for the establishment of the
infrastructure initiative (Olander, 2021).
Indeed, this apparent indifference can
be explained by three core issues of the
initiative: its failed centering of African
demands and needs, its excessive emphasis on “European values”, and its lack of
specificities and novelty.
Following the announcement of the
Global Gateway strategy and the subsequent flurry of commentary from
magazines (Lau and Cokelaere, 2021) and
think tanks (Mardell, 2021) on the issue,
it seems clear that the initiative has been
framed primarily as a response to the
BRI, and only secondarily (if at all) as a
novel European approach to development
financing in Africa. This is evident both
in the announcement’s rhetoric, with
lines such as “it does not make sense for
Europe to build a perfect road between a
Chinese-owned copper mine and a Chinese-owned harbour” and “we want to

create links and not dependencies!”, and
in the lack of consultation with African
counterparts, who have had seemingly
no say in the initiative’s nature, methods,
and aims. The latter angle is especially
damning, given Europe’s long history of
support for unilateral, agency-denying
approaches to African development, such
as the infamous Structural Adjustment
Programs of the 1980s. As such, as long
as the Global Gateway initiative will be
geared against China rather than towards
Africa, it will be quite challenging to see
African countries be actively engaged
with the novel initiative.
Moreover, Global Gateway’s substantial
emphasis on a “value-based approach”
has further disheartened Africa’s response
to the initiative. Whilst certainly important from a publicity standpoint, “European values” are hard to define and even
harder to apply in developmental policy
and practice, and as such they have long
been not a top developmental priority for
African governments. For example, by
looking at the African Union’s 2063 Agenda and its goals, it can be observed how
the aims of inclusive growth, sustainable
development, and continental integration
occupy a much more salient position than
good governance, and that is a solid, if
symbolic, indication of the misalignment
between the EU’s offer and Africa’s current development demands and needs. It
also does not help that “European values”
have a long history of being used as constraints, rather than benefits, of European
development financing: indeed, the 1980s
imposition of privatisation and budget
stability in exchange for debt relief is still
fresh in the memories of African governments, and the EU should be wary of
reigniting similar strategies of conditional
lending (Farand, 2021).
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On top of all this, the initiative has
especially failed to garner attention from
African recipients due to the vagueness
and ambiguity of its details, methods, and
aims (Sacks, 2021). Even with the most
recent December 1st joint communication, which seeks to outline sector priorities and the investment delivery model,
most information provided is overly
general and unspecific. This is particularly the case for the “scaling up investment”
section, where the dissection of the headline €300 billion shows that much of this
figure is reliant on mobilising unreliable
private sector capital through guarantees
and blended finance, whilst direct grant
assistance from the EU amounts to only
“up to €18 billion”. In addition, the communication also confirms that future EU
aid and development financing under the
Global Gateway initiative will essentially
consist of a restructuring and repurposing
of current initiatives and funds, rather
than novel, demand-led approaches.
Unsurprisingly, this approach is seen by
Africans as a “old wine in a new bottle”
strategy, and given the shortcomings of
Europe’s historical approach to development cooperation in Africa, it clearly fails
to generate much excitement from the
recipient side.

GREEN HYDROGEN IN AFRICA: POTENTIAL
AVENUE FOR FUTURE GLOBAL GATEWAY
COOPERATION?

According to the December 1st Joint
Communication, Global Gateway will
seek to create synergies with the EU’s
trillion-euro European Green Deal investment plan by actively pursuing climate
diplomacy in Africa, especially with
regards to green hydrogen (EU Commission, 2021). With an earmarked €2.4
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billion grants for Sub-Saharan Africa and
€ 1.08 billion for North Africa (ibid), the
resource-rich continent provides the opportunity to respond to the strategic logic
of both Global Gateway and the European
Green Deal: developing the connective
tissue for Africa’s booming green economy, securing green energy for European
consumption while also competing with
China’s extensive energy footprint in the
region.
“Green” - “clean” or “renewable” hydrogen produced from water and renewable electricity through a costly process
called electrolysis – is expected to play a
crucial role in achieving the EU’s plan of
a climate-neutral economy. Building on
von der Leyen’s self-confessed need for
Europe to “get smarter” about its investments, “getting smart” in this context
means “investing in value-added production” (Tanchum, 2021). Global Gateway
should couple investments into technology development with both production
and transport infrastructure to to shape
new and fully integrated energy value
chains. In this respect, Namibia has been
particularly promising and provides an
interesting case study of what Global
Gateway could shape up to be.
In line with its recently published
National Hydrogen Strategy, Germany
concluded an agreement with Namibia
to carry out a feasibility study in August
2021 (Smith, 2021). The study will focus
on both German needs and local needs,
by investigating the possibilities of hydrogen export to Germany and innovative
seawater desalination technologies. The
study should result in joint pilot projects
aimed at strengthening capacity building and training professionals on the
ground. Germany has also been particularly successful in involving the private

sector to drive a market ramp-up for
green hydrogen. The H2Global funding
instrument was established by Germany’s
leading industrial firms and is backed by
€ 900 million from the Federal Ministry
of Economic Affairs and Energy, which
seeks to compensate for the difference
between purchase price of green hydrogen long-term derivatives and current
domestic sale prices.
Given Namibia’s vast land resources
and wind speeds, the country has the potential to produce the most competitively
priced hydrogen in the world. With a low
population density and average growth
rate, it would be able to quickly satisfy its
own energy demands and start exporting
excess energy towards Germany and the
rest of Europe. In order to better integrate
Namibia into this future supply chain
of hydrogen towards Northern Europe,
the Port of Rotterdam recently signed
a memorandum of understanding with
the Namibian Port Authorities (Namport) on how to best position the ports as
green hydrogen export hubs (Hydrogen
Central, 2021).
The case of green hydrogen in Namibia
highlights how Global Gateway can “get
smart” through multifaceted investments
and unlock positive outcomes benefiting
both European and local interests. However, it also shows the potential pitfalls
that exist in the process. Firstly, on the
EU’s side, it will face difficulties in getting
member states, and more particularly,
participating private companies, to work
under the “Team Europe” banner (Mardell, 2021). Secondly, on the recipient
side, the EU needs to ensure that its green
transition does not become a self-serving,
exploitative system, and that it actually
creates links rather than dependencies,
as the strategy intends. This will only

occur if African voices are heard during
negotiation, and if African demands and
needs are met during implementation, so
that the project’s financing, ownership,
and capacity-building potential align with
Africa’s developmental aims.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Having delved into and analysed the
EU-led establishment of the Global
Gateway initiative, the subsequent muted
response of African recipients, and the
case study of a potentially-beneficial
avenue of EU-Africa cooperation, the
report would like to offer some policy
recommendations for both European and
African actors, so as to enhance the effectiveness of the initiative whilst expanding
and guaranteeing the active participation
of African recipients in the process.

The European Union

From the EU’s perspective, the main
priority should be to better flesh out the
details of the initiative, including how
much funding will be earmarked, how it
will be disbursed/invested, and which institutions will be responsible for devising,
implementing, and monitoring specific
projects. Before such substantive changes, further analyses on the role of the
initiative would be fruitless, and recipient
perspectives would remain indifferent.
Secondly, substantial effort should be
spent to incorporate African voices and
agency in the formulation of the Global
Gateway’s scope, methods, and aims.
This could be achieved through either
diplomatic working groups or a high-level
multilateral summit, such as the Forum
on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC),
so as to genuinely recognise African-defined developmental needs and thus
enhance the capability and effectiveness

of the initiative.
Thirdly, a thematic shift of the initiative
from competition to collaboration (or, at
least, coexistence) with the BRI would be
advisable. The diversity between Chinese
and ‘Western’ approaches to development
cooperation in Africa is well-documented
(Saidi and Wolf, 2011), and such heterogeneity has overwhelmingly been interpreted through a competitive mindset.
However, if this perspective were to be
abandoned, the economic benefits from
a synergetic Chinese-Western-African
cooperation could be plentiful: a twin
emphasis on “hard” and “soft” infrastructure, a shared struggle against corruption,
and higher bargaining power for African
governments would all be on the table
(Bone and Cinotto, 2021).

behind the disbursement, repayment, and
potential relief of external public debt,
especially if the bulk of financing will be
coming from the private sector. In the
wake of the pandemic, Africans need all
the resources and support they can get to
restart their economies towards a more
environmentally sustainable and socially
inclusive growth path, and they cannot
be constrained by tight regulations on
budget stability and debt sustainability.
As such, they must demand for financing
that is long-term, concessional, and easily
refinanciable.

Africa

From an African perspective, two main
recommendations may be identified.
Firstly, African nations must not simply
wait out further Global Gateway developments, but should proactively prepare
for future negotiations by enhancing
their bargaining power. Examples of
such preparation could be the hiring of
legal firms to boost African negotiation
strategies, just as Zambia did for the
management of its debt portfolio in May
2020 (Reuters, 2020), or the banding
together at a continental level, perhaps by
establishing an African Union “borrowers’ club” to commonly argue for African demands and needs (Development
Reimagined, 2021).
Secondly, African governments should
make their case for an initiative that
not only strengthens financing in the
sectors of infrastructure development
and the green transition, as the EU
already purports (Kuo, 2021), but that
also radically alters the methodologies
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The Asia Africa Growth Corridor:
Its Vision and Current Achievements
The vision for the Asia Africa Growth Corridor (AAGC) suggests that it could potentially
play a positive role in Africa’s development and a complementary role in the Belt and
Road Initiative (BRI). However, the achievements made by the AAGC have been rather limited. The COVID-19 pandemic has slowed down and will continue to impede the progress
of the AAGC, to the point where concern has arisen that in 2021 the scheme is moribund.
Therefore, what it could truly deliver remains to be seen in the future. Three policy recommendations for the AAGC have been proposed at the end of this report.
Yuhan Hu
Analyst
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T

he Asia Africa Growth Corridor (AAGC), a scheme with an
emphasis on the enhancement
of development in Africa, was
announced by India and Japan at the 52nd
Annual Meeting of the African Development Bank summit on 25th May 2017. It is
also an important part of the India–Japan
Vision 2025 for the Indo–Pacific Region.
According to its official vision document
released in May 2017, there are four central issues that the AAGC was to focus on:
(1) development and cooperation projects;
(2) quality infrastructure and institutional
connectivity; (3) enhancing capacities and
skills; and (4) people-to-people partnership (AAGC Vision Document, 2017).
Accepting the AAGC’s four central
targets, what it can really deliver remains
to be answered. This report argues that
the vision of the AAGC offers the promise
of a positive role in Africa’s development.
This analysis further provides a preliminary assessment of the AAGC’s current
achievements and suggests that they have
been rather limited. The beginning of the
report offers a brief review of Japan and
India’s motivations to initiate the scheme,
and three policy recommendations are
proposed at the end.

INDIA AND JAPAN’S MOTIVATION
BEHIND THE AAGC

One of the important motivations
behind the AAGC is that both India and
Japan hold strong reservations regarding
China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), a
strategic scheme launched in 2013 to enhance infrastructure development across
Asia, Europe and Africa, and concerns
about China’s increasing global influence
coming along with the BRI (Panda, 2017).
This attitude of reservation is deeply rooted in their geopolitical competition, such
as territorial disputes manifested in the
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands dispute between
Japan and China and China-India skirmishes along the Sino–Indian border in
June 2020.
However, concerns over China alone
may not be sufficient enough to explain
the establishment of the AAGC between
India and Japan. Another motivation
behind the launch of the AAGC is that
it could also potentially further their
national interests in a minimum of two
ways: first, further cooperation with Africa
would help gain support for permanent
membership of the United Nations Security Council, which both India and Japan
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perceive as a crucial step to enhance their
international prestige as global powers;
second, Africa’s markets and rich resources, such as oil, could also potentially
contribute to India and Japan’s economic
growth and energy security (Wu, 2020,
p474). Both India and Japan have been
heavily dependent on oil imports, particularly from the Middle East. Increasing
oil imports from Africa would enhance
their energy security through strengthening oil security.

THE VISION OF THE AAGC: A POSITIVE
ROLE IN AFRICA’S DEVELOPMENT

In the wake of concerns over China and
both nations’ potential interests in enhancing Africa’s development, India and
Japan’s co-envisioned AAGC was established. The four aims of the AAGC envision a bright future in which the scheme
would play a significant role in Africa’s
infrastructure development, agriculture,
disaster management, tourism, education
and health care.
It is very likely that the shared goal
between the AAGC and BRI to build infrastructure in Africa, without any official
cooperation channels between the two
schemes, would inevitably generate competition over infrastructure bids and by
extension over the influencing and support of African states. The competition
alone could benefit Africa by enhancing
African countries’ bargaining power to
“play China and India against each other
in order to get the deals that most benefit
them” (Wu, 2020). Therefore, it seems
that the AAGC could also potentially play
a positive role in Africa’s development via
competition with the BRI.
Aside from the potential competition
between the AAGC and BRI, the AAGC
could also potentially play a comple-
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mentary role with BRI. Unlike the BRI,
which prioritises infrastructure projects
in Africa, the AAGC emphasises development projects in the areas of agriculture, pharmaceuticals, health care, food
processing and disaster management.
According to an official AAGC vision
document, these development projects would help to remove barriers that
prevent Africa’s economic growth; while
physical infrastructure plays an important
role in increasing economic development,
these areas would also be the keys to enhance economic efficiency and durability
(AAGC Vision Document, 2017). If this
vision could be translated into reality, the
AAGC could also contribute to Africa’s
development in areas that the BRI has not
yet covered.

THE AAGC: LIMITED PROGRESS

While the vision of the AAGC presents
a bright picture that could significantly
contribute to Africa’s development, the
progress and achievements that have
been made by it are rather limited. The
Research and Information System for
Developing Countries, one of the leading organisations that drafted the vision
document, also created an official AAGC
website. According to this website, there
have been only three major events in
AAGC’s development. These were:
1. The launch of the AAGC vision
document on 24th May 2017.
2. A meeting to discuss the AAGC and
the National Development Priorities of
Tunisia on 6th July 2017.
3. A consultation meeting with
academic experts on the AAGC on 25th
August 2017.
Since this time, there have been no

major event updates to the website. The
website also lists ten discussion papers
on the project; however, the most recent
update to these was in January 2018. So
far, there have been no concrete achievements made by AAGC.
This rather limited progress could be
partly attributed to the lack of a clear
agenda. As of writing, the most comprehensive and detailed agenda released by
AAGC was its original vision document
published in May 2017. While it clearly
lists the four goals of AAGC and several elements to ensure the success of
each goal, the document lacks detailed
operation plans. For example, under
‘people-to-people partnership’, while four
elements of that goal were listed, namely
exchanges among people, knowledge
facilitation, tourism and education, there
are no detailed implementation plans for
each element, such as how to promote
tourism and education in practice or how
much money the scheme intends to invest
in this goal each year. Moreover, AAGC
does not explicitly provide incentives for
private sectors to engage with and contribute to the scheme (Taniguchi, 2020).
In practice, the success of AAGC would
likely rely on good cooperation among
Japanese, Indian and African companies.
However, the scheme has not developed
any plans to make it more attractive and
beneficial to said companies.
A lack of commitment from both India
and Japan is the more fundamental reason behind these limited achievements.
Since the announcement of AAGC, although India’s Prime Minister Narendra
Modi and Japan’s former Prime Minister
Shinzo Abe met eight times, they did not
publicly mention it at summit meetings
(Taniguchi, 2020). Similarly, the business-to-business “Platform for Japan–In-

dia Business Cooperation in Asia–Africa”
was established by the Japan External
Trade Organisation and the Confederation of Indian Industry on 10th December 2019. While the platform was created
to promote India–Japan development cooperation, AAGC has not appeared in its
agenda. The current COVID-19 pandemic has weakened both India and Japan’s
economic capacities and would make it
even harder for them to shift their commitment to the AAGC and attract a large
number of investments for the scheme
from their private domestic companies
and the international community.

CONCLUSION AND POLICY
RECOMMENDATION

In conclusion, this report argues that
while the AAGC presented a bright
picture which could have significantly
contributed to Africa’s development, the
delivered reality has been rather limited. Regarding this limited progress, this
report proposes three policy recommendations if the scheme is to be revived.
First and foremost, both India and
Japan’s recommitment to the scheme are
unsurprisingly key to further progress of
the AAGC. Future meetings between India and Japan should bring back conversations centering on the AAGC again to
the table and release short-term goals of
the scheme to the public for scrutiny.
Second, it is important to gain the U.S.
and European countries’ political and
economic support. Political and economic support from these countries would
enhance the credibility of the scheme,
thereby attracting more private investments. The scheme could seek chances
to be connected to the U.S.-led Build
Back Better World initiative and Global
Gateway initiative launched by the Euro-

pean Union, thereby collaborating with
the U.S. and European countries to push
forward the pace of the AAGC. While the
AAGC is a bilateral cooperation framework between India and Japan, support
from the international community is one
of the important factors for its success.
Third, a more detailed agenda is
required to push forward the AAGC’s
four major aims. These aims should be
narrowed down to detailed business plans
which help to encourage private actors to
play an active role in the implementation
of the AAGC. By doing so, the AAGC
could truly contribute to both Japan and
India’s interests and Africa’s development.
What the AAGC could really offer
remains to be seen in the future. If it
continues at the current pace without the
commitment of India and Japan, much
international support and a detailed
agenda, it is doomed to failure and being
forgotten.
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Taiwan’s New
Southbound Policy
Promulgated in 2016, Taiwan’s New Southbound Policy is the flagship foreign policy of Tsai
Ing-wen’s administration. To quote from Tsai Ing-wen during the 2020 Yushan Forum, ‘The New
Southbound Policy is Taiwan’s regional strategy for Asia. Its goals and ideals coincide with those
of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) on the Indo-Pacific and India’s Act East
Policy (Hashmi, 2021). In public discourses, the NSP has been frequently compared with Mainland China’s BRI strategy. Since its adoption, the NSP has attracted scholarly and public attention
on Taipei’s ambition to engage in the regional integration trend in the Asia Pacific while rejecting
further economic institutionalising arrangements with Mainland China. The dynamics of the
NSP remains a powerful case to demonstrate how the responses to the BRI are closely framed
under geopolitical and domestic agendas. This case studies begins with a review of the political
context of the NSP to discuss which domestic purposes it is serving. It continues by critically
discussing the achievements of the NSP through economic, social and political aspects with a
focus on Southeast Asia.
Mingke Ma
Analyst
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I

n 2018, a Taiwanese official noted
during an interview with the US-based
think tank Center for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS) that ‘using
the Mainland as a second engine of growth
for Taiwan’s economy is now seen as an illusion’ (Glaser et al., 2018:18). The NSP policy
under Tsai Ing-wen’s Democratic Progressive
Party (DPP) administration has aimed to
steer Taiwan’s domestic trade and investment
behaviours towards decoupling from Mainland China by encouraging the engagement
of potential partners in the Indo-Pacific.
As an escape route from Taiwan’s overdependence on Mainland China, NSP’s public
mandate draws from the domestic criticism
and massive public outcry associated with
the last two years of Ma Ying-jeou’s administration when the institutionalisation
process of Cross-Strait trade and investment liberalisation accelerated. Reacting to
the structural challenges spurring growth
slowdown and rising socio-economic
inequality, the Ma Ying-jeou administration
provided an economic formula that aimed
to stimulate economic growth by transforming the protectionist economic structure in
Taiwan through opening to the Mainland

market and investment (Lim, 2018). The
KMT administration’s lack of transparency
and accountability during the legislative
process on passing the Cross-Strait Service
Trade Agreement evoked anxiety and anger
particularly among the youth (Beckershoff,
2017). The fear that the liberalisation of the
investment environment for Mainland Chinese capital would “sell Taiwan out” was not
placated by the administration, and resulted
in the occupation of the Legislative Yuan and
the suspension of the Cross-Strait institutionalisation process during the Sunflower
Movement (ibid).
Meanwhile, although Mainland China remained open for the engagement of Taiwan
into the BRI and the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank (AIIB), and the Ma administration also remained highly interested in
joining this initiative, Beijing’s “proper naming” and Taipei’s “equal footing” requirement
led to a deadlock during the last few months
when Ma was in power. In 2015 during
the meeting between Xi Jinping and Ma
Ying-jeou, Xi invited Taiwan’s participation
in the BRI and AIIB under “proper form”
(Xi, 2018:468). In April, Taiwan’s Minister of
Finance refused to proceed with the mem-
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bership application to join the AIIB since
Taipei was required to submit an application
to the Mainland China’s Ministry of Finance
under the naming of ‘Taiwan, China’ (BBC,
2016). Taipei’s bottom line on the naming
is “Chinese Taipei”, and the procedure in
which its application should be processed
by the Mainland authorities was perceived
as “humiliating the sovereignty’”(ibid).
Even for the pro-unification Ma Ying-jeou’s
administration, equal footing remained the
bottom line for the domestic accountability and the electoral foundation of KMT’s
political legitimacy.
Tsai Ing-wen won a landslide by 15%
in 2016. When Cross-Strait economic
integration was perceived as “too close for
comfort” for Taiwanese society, the Tsai
administration introduced the NSP policy
framework to decouple from Mainland
China and seek alternative partnerships in
South Asia, Southeast Asia, and Oceania. As
an escape route, the NSP aims to:
• Expand ‘two-way’ exchanges in the
areas of trade, investment, tourism,
culture, and talent.
• Encourage Taiwan’s industry to
adopt a ‘New Southbound’ approach
to their business development.
• Cultivate the human resources needed to help support the NSP.
• Expand multilateral as well as
bilateral dialogue for the purposes
of economic cooperation and future
conflict resolution (Glaser et al.,
2018:10).
This case study begins by analysing the
economic, political, and cultural achievements since the introduction of the NSP in
2016.

ECONOMIC DYNAMICS:

Statistically, the NSP has not changed
the trend of rising Taiwanese exports to
Mainland China and declining ASEAN
markets’ share of Taiwanese exports. Over
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the six years of NSP implementation, Taiwan’s export to Mainland China increased
52.98%, and imports from Mainland China
increased 68.87% (Bureau of Foreign Trade,
2021). The Mainland China market’s total
share of Taiwanese exports increased from
40.1% to 42.3%, whereas the share of NSP
economies declined from 21.2 % to 18.5%
(Bureau of Foreign Trade, 2021). Overall,
the NSP’s vision to reduce economic dependence on Mainland China has had limited
achievements. Several elements contribute
to this limitation.
Firstly, the majority of Taiwanese
investment is carried out by Small and
Medium-sized Enterprises with fewer than
1000 employees in traditional manufacturing industries like textiles, shoemaking,
and plastic rubber which engage in direct
competition with local merchants (Lee,
2021:107). Firms in the retail and high-end
ICT manufacturing sectors have limited
incentives in investing in NSP regions since
these markets are not as dynamic as Mainland China’s, and relocation costs cannot
deliver promising economic returns due to
the lack of a skilled workforce in the region
(Lin and Hu, 2019; Lee, 2021). In economies where there exists a skilled workforce,
Taiwanese ICT firms would engage in direct
competition with multiple overlapping
product chains, for example in Malaysia’s
electronics sector. As a result, Taiwanese
Small and Medium-sized Enterprises had to
demonstrate higher added-value and productivity to seek considerable share in the
local market and survive in intense competition with local and Mainland Chinese
merchants (ibid). However, Southeast Asian
economies already have rich experiences
in these low-end manufactured goods, and
Taiwanese new arrivals have faced intense
challenges in adapting to local customs and
cultures.
Secondly, local governments have been
more interested in facilitating Mainland

Chinese investment, whereas Taiwanese
investment received very limited public
support. Mainland China is the largest economic partner for every economy in ASEAN, and the BRI has fulfilled the investment gap of local governments on building
infrastructures. Most of the ASEAN economies took an export-oriented industrialisation (EOI) strategy that utilises the relatively
cheap labour force to compete within the
global value chains (Whittaker et al., 2021).
This labour-intensive EOI pattern requires
the reduction of production cost through
mass urbanisation and the cheap relocation of resources and products to sustain
economic growth. In Vietnam, for example,
the infrastructure bottleneck in transport
and energy has become a serious constraint
to sustaining high-speed economic growth
since the current capability cannot facilitate
the further urbanisation and industrial
upgradation (Thanh and Dapice, 2009).
This phenomenon is widely shared among
ASEAN economies and the local governments are eager to acquire infrastructure
investment (PWC, 2021). According to a
PWC report, the annual investment needed
for ASEAN economies for infrastructure
is US$184 Billion (ibid). Mainland China’s
State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs) are the
major actors in the BRI. Since the political
connotations of these SOEs’ engagement in
the projects of infrastructure development,
real estate investment, and energy supply,
the local government has been cooperative
on reducing the transaction costs and tailoring enforcement structures (Lee, 2022).
On the contrary, the absence of Taiwanese government action on negotiating
conditions with recipient governments
constrain the expansion of Taiwanese business operations. According to Lee Chun-yi’s
fieldwork in Vietnam, Taiwanese interviewees claim the difficulty to ‘negotiate with
the Vietnamese government because our
[Taiwanese] government cannot offer the

Vietnamese government any political bonus’ (Lee, 2021:101). Another textile factory
owner also informed: ‘we have to pass all
the environmental regulation checks, there
are no convenient ways for us to pass the
local officials’ examinations’ (ibid). Meanwhile, many interviewees have also claimed
that they receive very limited support from
the Taiwanese government to provide local
information to facilitate the foreign expansion of the SMEs (ibid). Compared to the
mature infrastructure for investment, ‘good
enough’ rule of law, and preferential policies
in Mainland China, the business environment in Southeast Asia is less promising for
Taiwanese investors.

CULTURAL DYNAMICS:

Despite its shortcomings in economic terms, the NSP achieved solid cultural achievements by increasing the
“people-to-people” interactions between
Taiwan and NSP societies. To promote this
intersocietal connectivity, higher educational exchanges and tourism have been promoted with government resources. According to Ministry of Education statistics, the
number of students from ASEAN societies
in Taiwan exceeded the number of Mainland Chinese students in 2017, with a sharp
increase from 30,338 in 2016 to 55,789 in
2019 (Ministry of Education, 2021). On the
other hand, Mainland Chinese students’
numbers declined drastically from 41,981
in 2016 to 25,106 in 2019 (ibid). More
research institutes and university curricula
have been established to conduct Southeast
Asian Studies with government funding to
strengthen the awareness of ASEAN affairs
in Taiwan. Meanwhile, the government
characterises this exchange as a way for
Taiwan to provide its advanced technologies
and experience in agricultural, engineering,
and health sciences to assist the development of initiatives in ASEAN (Glaser et al.,
2018). Regarding pre-pandemic tourism,

the share of ASEAN tourists of total tourists
visiting Taiwan increased from 13.7% in
2015 to 31.6% in 2020 (Taiwan Tourism
Bureau, 2021). Despite the consumption
level of ASEAN tourists being lower than
that of Mainland travellers and many travel
routes being subsidised by the government,
Taiwan has demonstrated resilience in the
promotion and diversification of tourism.

POLITICAL DYNAMICS:

Two years into its implementation,
the NSP witnessed the beginning of the
US-China trade war and the subsequent
deterioration of this bilateral relationship.
Borrowing the economic and cultural
exchange platforms that the NSP has been
constructing, Taipei initiated a wave of bold
diplomatic offensives to utilise its soft power
to seek partnerships in the Indo-Pacific
region.
Firstly, high-level government exchanges have increased since the introduction
of the NSP. The Yushan Forum has been
hosting ministerial and parliamentary-level
dignitaries in the NSP regions on an annual
basis, aiming to institutionalise the dialogue
mechanisms with like-minded societies in
the Indo-Pacific on a series of subjects like
resilience, culture, economy, technology,
and talent. The formation of these platforms
increases the space that the Taiwanese
administration could manoeuvre through
public diplomatic practises.
Secondly, the active NSP has increasingly synergised with U.S.’s foreign policy
strategy since the inauguration of the Biden
administration. The NSP represents a vision
for an active Taiwanese presence in the
Indo-Pacific region in non-coercive aspects.
The recent increase of high-level informal
visits by American officials represents the
U.S.’s interest in Taiwan’s role in the region,
and the public endorsement of Taiwan in
the progress of fighting against COVID-19,
human rights development and good gover-

nance confirms the U.S.’s positive reactions
towards a Southward-looking Taiwan.
It is still unlikely, however, that these
political achievements will facilitate Taiwan’s
quest for economic security through joining
regional free trade agreements, like the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) and the Comprehensive and
Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific
Partnership (CPTPP). First, the U.S is not a
formal member of either organisation, and
therefore cannot insert influence directly
and efficiently. Second, ASEAN, which
is the core member of both agreements,
had its commitment to liberal democratic norms scrutinised by the West, while
Mainland China’s economic importance to
ASEAN states remains far more significant
than that of Taiwan.

CONCLUSION

Taiwan’s NSP is a product of domestic
politics that regard the institutionalisation of
Cross-Strait economic ties as unacceptable.
Although the Taiwanese administration
has been actively encouraging domestic
business communities to invest in Southeast Asian countries, the limited achievements fail to transform Taiwan’s economic
dependence to Mainland China. Compared
to the infrastructure-driven BRI, the NSP’s
compatibility in Southeast Asia is significantly lower since Taiwanese businesses are
either facing local competition or producing
products that have limited local markets.
Although the NSP witnessed the introduction of the Free and Open Indo-Pacific
Strategy of the Biden administration and
Taiwan’s public diplomacy has more access
to international venues, these political
developments are unlikely to bring breakthroughs on regional economic integration.
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Can Build Back Better
World offer an alternative to
China’s Belt and Road
Initiative?
This report offers an early assessment of the prospects of the U.S.-led Build Back Better World
initiative. After providing background on the programme and explaining its differences to the
Belt and Road Initiative, it details coordination, funding and diplomatic issues the initiative will
have to overcome and offers recommendations based on previous similar schemes.
Rory Gillis
Analyst
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T

he Build Back Better World
(B3W) initiative is the U.S.-led
global development finance
plan that was first announced
at the G7 conference in June 2021. Its
primary stated aim is to offer $40+ trillion USD to help developing economies
recover following the COVID-19 pandemic, with a particular focus on helping
countries in the regions of Latin America,
Caribbean, Africa and the Indo-Pacific
(The White House, 2021).
One could speculate on the motivations of B3W in a more or less cynical
manner. There remains a genuine need
for infrastructure, and development
financing continues to be relevant to
national security and global health issues.
The COVID-19 pandemic has again
illustrated the fact of an interconnected
world, and a greater focus on infrastructure provides a window of opportunity
for further investment into developing
countries (Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, 2021).
Equally, B3W also offers an opportunity to further G7 interests by re-organising

and re-branding
existing international development
schemes under a new grand narrative. It
allows the U.S. to complement its own
domestic infrastructure spending by
showing the potential of domestic private
infrastructure capital and provides a
vehicle through which the Biden administration can develop its foreign policy
(Center for Strategic and International
Studies, 2021). Offering an alternative to
the BRI might offer an avenue for the U.S.
to achieve its long-held aim of “pivoting”
its political and economic influence to
Asia.
This report offers a preliminary assessment of the possibility that B3W could
provide an alternative to the BRI. After
explaining how B3W is different from the
BRI, it highlights three problems B3W
needs to overcome if it is to be successful.
It uses examples from similar previous
programmes to assess the case for optimism. Finally, three recommendations
are made to help B3W overcome these
three problems.
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HOW IS B3W DIFFERENT FROM THE BRI?

In the Western media, B3W has largely
been framed as a competitor to China’s
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). Two important differences are as follows. Firstly,
B3W aims to mobilise private capital to
help achieve its goal. This is broadly in
contrast to the state-backed approach
of projects sanctioned by the BRI thus
far and is in recognition of the inability
of the public finances of the G7 nations
to meet such a high target. Secondly,
B3W has styled itself as a “values-driven”
development programme. Substantially, this seems to mean two things. The
projects themselves are designed to be
transparent (thereby promoting accountability) (The White House, 2021).
A perceived common failure of BRI
projects has been their lack of transparency (Crabtree, 2019). In addition, there
has been suggestion that projects funded
by B3W may need to display evidence
of commitment to liberal-democratic
standards. A common criticism of the
BRI has been its willingness to work
with countries that fail to respect human
rights (Abbas, 2019).
That said, it is not necessarily the
case that B3W and the BRI must exist
as mutually exclusive alternatives. In
theory, the two could seemingly co-exist as alternative development finance
programmes that fund different kinds of
projects. Thus far, the BRI has predominantly funded “hard” infrastructure
programmes, such as in transport (Lu
and Myxter-lino, 2021). In contrast, the
“values-driven” approach of B3W may
lead it to fund a different kind of project.
For example, as part of the earliest steps
of B3W, the U.S.’s International Development Finance Corporation (DFC)
announced funding for projects such
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as a $25 million investment in a “women-led, impact-oriented credit fund”
and a “direct equity investment” into the
Nigerian Daystar Power Group company
to help promote renewable energy in Nigeria, Ghana, Senegal, and Togo (DFC,
2021). Most optimistically, any success
of B3W may lead the BRI to achieve the
stated aim of its Chinese leadership to
“actively respond to challenges, utilise
advantages and avoid disadvantages”
(Reuters, 2019). As Yuen Yuen Ang has
highlighted, the contrasting strengths of
each scheme may even facilitate cooperation (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2021). B3W certainly offers
an opportunity to test Xi Jinping’s own
insistence on the cooperative nature of
the BRI (Xinhua, 2017).

IS B3W DOOMED TO FAIL?

An immediate issue with attempting
to assess B3W is that the project remains
in an embryonic stage, and that (in
contrast to the BRI) it is yet to carry out
any large-scale projects. To rectify this,
this report will use three case studies
to illustrate three potential issues B3W
will face and to assess the track record of
U.S.-led development finance initiatives
in solving similar issues. In particular,
this paper will focus on the issues of
coordination, funding and diplomacy.

Problem 1. Coordination

The immediate issue that comes to
mind when one reads through the various press releases associated with B3W
is the scale of coordination required
in order to achieve its stated aim. The
scheme does not involve the establishment of a central organisation through
which finance is distributed, and instead
emphasises the involvement of pre-ex-

isting (domestic and international)
development and aid institutions (The
White House, 2021). This decentralization is viewed as a virtue by the scheme,
as it could allow different G7 countries
to focus on different regions. However,
this virtue can only be fully realised
assuming a suitable organisational
strategy. Within the U.S. alone, there are
a number of pre-existing bodies (most
notably the DFC and the U.S. Agency for
International Development) whose focus
is development. Such organisational
challenges also run deeper, particularly
when one considers that such institutions have different lending terms. B3W
seemingly requires that certain regulatory standards be agreed upon and implemented in order to achieve its goal.
For an example of an international
scheme that struggled to get off the
ground, partly owing to coordination
problems, one can look at the Blue Dot
Network (BDN). The network served
as an attempted operationalisation of
commitments to regulatory alignment
developed by the G20, and was led by
the U.S, Japan and Australia. In 2019,
the U.S. Mission to ASEAN claimed that
the network will “brings [bring] governments, the private sector and civil society
together to invest in global infrastructure built on globally trusted standards”
(U.S. Mission to ASEAN, 2019). Since
its announcement, the scheme has had
difficulty in going beyond statements of
commitment to its underlying principles
from various countries. Partly in order
to aid organisation, the Atlantic Council
recommended BDN establish a Secretariat in the OECD (Artha, 2021). B3W
has directly been linked (in spirit) to the
Blue Dot Network, and the organisational problems of its predecessor will not

melt away without concrete action (U.S.
Department of State, 2021, October 5).

Problem 2. Funding

Another crucial issue facing the B3W
is the potential reluctance of private
capital required by the scheme to
achieve its aims. In economic theory,
the difficulties of mobilising private
capital for development projects have
been well-documented. Development
initiatives are often low return and can
have long time-frames. The political and
economic instabilities that development
seeks to rectify can seem unattractive to
private investors (Devine et al., 2021). In
contrast to other potential opportunities,
projects proposed by B3W may not seem
immediately appealing to private capital.
This is also a particularly important
consideration should B3W wish to work
with private companies to develop an alternative to the ‘Digital Silk Road” (The
White House, 2021).
Another development scheme that
has required the mobilisation of private
finance is the fulfilment of the U.N.
Sustainable Development Goals. The
difficulty of mobilising private finance
in this context can be ascertained from
the recent statement of action from the
Global Investors for Sustainable Development Alliance. This document was
produced in recognition of the importance of private capital in helping global
recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic.
A ‘coordinated international approach to
financial regulation’ and further action
from credit agencies to consider developmental factors were highlighted as
necessary measures to increase interest
from private finance (Global Investors
for Sustainable Development Alliance,
2020, p. 2).

Problem 3. Diplomacy

Finally, the success of B3W is a diplomatic challenge. It seems intuitively
troubling for G7 countries to adjudicate on which countries are worthy
of funding. As mentioned earlier, one
of the starting points for B3W is its
values-driven nature, though whose
values these are is an important political
question. Every development financing
initiative will be motivated by some values. Those values need explication and
defence, and one cannot avoid their divisiveness by presuming their universality.
For example, development projects are
designed to take place in “democratic”
countries. The press releases around the
announcement of B3W have remained
light on the detail of what this might
mean. To compensate, one might draw
on the characteristics of a democracy
highlighted by the U.S. in preparation for President Biden’s “Summit for
Democracy” in late 2021. There, further
information from the U.S. Department
of State claims that “[w]ell-functioning
democracy relies on the participation of
many actors, both inside and outside of
government, committed to transparency,
accountability, pluralism, equity, and
rule of law” (U.S. Department of State,
2021).
Another reason that B3W is diplomatically challenging is because of the level
of trust developing countries have in
the U.S. and its allies to provide development financing. Previous examples
such as the failure of the Trans-Pacific
Partnership in 2017 may cause concern
about the long-term commitment of
the U.S. to such development initiatives
beyond the short-term concerns of each
administration, and the U.S. does not
have many obvious recent examples of

successful international infrastructure
projects to demonstrate its logistical
prowess. For example, the Mombasa-Nairobi expressway, announced in
2017, has not made good progress. The
aim of the project was to reduce the
driving time between the two cities
from six hours to four hours. It received
funding from the Export–Import Bank
of the United States and the U.S.-based
Overseas Private Investment Corporation, though admissions from a senior
official from the Kenya National Highways Authority in 2021 have made clear
that the project has been ‘put on hold’
(Macharia, 2021).

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Recommendation 1. Establish a
comprehensive multilateral
roadmap
To begin to quantify and deal with the
coordination problems associated with
B3W, a comprehensive roadmap needs
to be established. An important element
of this is to establish the financial and
political expectations of different actors.
One problem that previous development finance schemes have faced in the
developing world is commitment from
domestic leaders to certain projects, and
this commitment leaving the country
when the government changes. Such a
roadmap can also highlight how B3W
differs from pre-existing development
projects, and why international actors
should have faith in its ability to go
beyond the mixed results of previous
schemes.
Recommendation 2. Use public
tools to de-risk projects
As has been noted by Conor Savoy,
there are pre-existing mechanisms to
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reassure private capital of the attractiveness of development finance (Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace,
2021). Governments can offer guarantees
of the reliability of private companies,
help with project preparation, and carry
out feasibility studies. A commitment
to transparent and rigorous project
preparation may provide a concrete way
in which B3W could differ from the
BRI. As the IMF has highlighted, there
is precedent for the successful mobilisation of private finance in developing
countries. Two such schemes include
the Senegalese toll road in West Africa,
or the Kivu 56 Power Plant in Rwanda
(Devine et al., 2021).
Recommendation 3. Greater
involvement from recipient countries
To help overcome the diplomatic
challenge created by B3W, a great level
of involvement from recipient countries
is recommended. Promisingly, there
have been early signs of this taking
place. Recently, officials from the Biden
administration, led by Deputy National
Security Adviser Daleep Singh, have
engaged in the first leg of a “listening
tour” in Columbia, Ecuador and Panama
in order to “better understand regional
needs and optimal ways to partner on
infrastructure projects” (U.S. Embassy in
Columbia, 2021). Their audiences have
included a mix of government officials
(including President Guillermo Lasso
of Ecuador and President Iván Duque
Márquez of Columbia) and private companies (U.S. Embassy in Columbia, 2021;
U.S. Embassy and Consulate in Ecuador,
2021). This tour of South America has
more recently been followed up with
tours of Senegal and Ghana, where ten
promising infrastructure projects were
identified (U.S. Embassy of Senegal,
2021). For an example of a scheme that
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has successfully promoted greater involvement from recipient countries, one
might turn to Empower Africa (2019).
The aim of the scheme has been to develop a business network alongside African
entrepreneurs, on equal terms.

CONCLUSION

This report has sought to offer an early
assessment of the prospects of the U.S.led Build Back Better World initiative.
After providing background on the
initiative and explaining its differences
to the Belt and Road Initiative, it detailed
the coordination, funding, and diplomatic issues the initiative will have to
overcome and offered recommendations
based on previous schemes. Though the
problems faced by the initiative are large,
there is no reason to rule out the possibility that B3W will provide an alternative to the BRI. However, this would
require early and decisive action as the
programme looks to develop concrete
projects.
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vidence suggests that we have
yet to see a serious challenger
to the Belt and Road Initiative
as of now. These case studies
conclude that in order to mount or
remount a serious rivalry with the BRI,
governments must consider political,
structural, and branding challenges the
BRI also faces. These policy recommendations for case studies further suggest
a wide discontentment of Beijing’s
ambitions by presenting and marketing
a different “values-based” alternative.
Interestingly China has also come to
terms with its perceived branding issues
and seeks to rebrand the BRI with a key
focus on “inclusivity and green development” as a way to brace for (China
rebranding, 2021) competition with
Western alternative BRI programs. At
the same time, our policy recommendations suggest that these alternative
programs should also seek out ways in
which it is possible to complement BRI
initiatives in order to maintain focus
on delivering practical development
finance to recipient states.

Furthermore, in light of the US’s failed
predecessor to B3W and the floundering
status of AAGC, governments must also
note their own domestic and organisational challenges with addressing key
weaknesses of the BRI. All advanced
economies mentioned in the report are
not able to operate on China’s seemingly
brute force efficiency.
Indeed if the goal is to create “value-based” alternatives rooted in human
rights and present options for countries
that do not want to commit to Beijing,
all case studies presented underscore
the importance of specific messaging
and robustly building either domestic
or international support. Reducing the
“dependency” created by Belt and Road
projects furthermore should involve
the construction of consultative mechanisms with recipient states and between
recipient states to ensure these schemes
are constructed so as not to create
dependency and debt-traps themselves.
The following are broad and important
considerations for all BRI alternative
programs:
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Values
•

•

Donor states should continue to emphasise and, importantly, define
the “values” which mark out Belt and Road alternatives from BRI. in
the case of B3W and Global Gateway, this should answer the question
of why international actors should have faith in its ability to go beyond
the mixed results of previous schemes. It would also allow for questions
to be answered on the domestic requirements posed by such projects.
Taiwan’s New Southbound Policy’s significant success in branding of
Taiwan as an example of good governance is an exemplar to follow in
this regard.
Recipient governments such as those in Africa affected by Global
Gateway should contribute to this formation of “values” via making
their case for alternative initiatives that not only strengthens financing
in the sectors of infrastructure development and the green transition
(Kuo, 2021), but that also radically alters the methodologies behind the
disbursement, repayment, and potential relief of external public debt,
especially if the bulk of financing for most Belt and Road alternatives
will be coming from the private sector.

•

Building Bargaining Power & Support
•

•

Planning
•

•
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At times, a thematic shift from competition to collaboration (or, at least,
coexistence) with the BRI would be advisable. If a Western-versus-China perspective were to be abandoned, the economic benefits from a
synergetic cooperation could be plentiful: a twin emphasis on “hard”
and “soft” infrastructure, a shared struggle against corruption, and
higher bargaining power for recipient states.
For many schemes, comprehensive roadmaps need to be established
to set financial and political expectations of different actors. A commitment to transparent planning may provide a concrete way in which
such schemes could differ from the BRI.

Considering the reliance of Alternatives such as AAGC, B3W, Global
Gateway and NSP on private capital, mechanisms to ensure their buy-in
to development finance projects should be constructed. As has been
suggested by Conor Savoy, there are pre-existing mechanisms to reassure private capital of the attractiveness of development finance (Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2021). One way of doing this
would be for the state to offer a guarantee on certain projects.

•

Recipient nations should proactively prepare for future negotiations
by enhancing their bargaining power. Examples of such preparation in
Global Gateway’s case could be the hiring of legal firms to boost African
negotiation strategies (Reuters, 2020), or the banding together at a
continental level, perhaps by establishing an African Union “borrowers’
club” to commonly argue for African demands and needs (Development Reimagined, 2021).
Alternative schemes should explore methods of fostering dialogue
between donor and recipient countries. This could be achieved through
diplomatic working groups or high-level multilateral summits modelled
on effective Chinese engagement fora such as the Forum on China-Africa Cooperation (FOCAC), so as to genuinely recognise recipient-defined developmental needs and thus enhance the capability and
effectiveness of initiatives. At the civil-society level, engagement could
also be modelled on programmes such as Empower Africa, fostering
networks with local entrepreneurs and economic actors on equal terms.
The Taiwanese government should extend its soft power push by seeking to create adequate public support to its SMEs operating in NSP’s
targeted Southeast Asian countries so as to overcome institutional
blockages and red tape imposed by local governments. This will require
careful balancing, considering that for now most Taiwanese companies
are competing, not collaborating, with local firms in these regions.
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