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Abstract
Since transforming from an investment category into a political club in 2009—marked by the first heads of state summit of Brazil, Russia, India and China—the BRICS grouping has continued to expand. With South Africa joining in 2010, BRICS now comprises ten states, and more could join in the short term. This paper examines the evolving role of this formation, which aspires to be a powerful voice for the Global South at the international level. This ambition evokes comparisons to the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which “historically represented a collective voice of developing countries striving for independence, sovereignty, and international cooperation” during the pre-1990 bipolar world (Li, Uribe & Danish, 2023: 19). However, the contemporary multipolar landscape presents distinct challenges. BRICS is often seen as a potential counterweight to the West’s dominance in global governance, fostering a new world order that amplifies the concerns of the Global South on issues like trade, development and political and economic governance.
However, empirical evidence from key United Nations (UN) bodies such as the International Labour Organisation (ILO) suggests limited activity from BRICS. Furthermore, the alliance’s internal dynamics raise concerns. Often focused on their strategic interests, Russia and China may overshadow the needs of other members, mainly African countries. This dominance could also undermine the very concept of multipolarity that BRICS supposedly represents. Consequently, a crucial question emerges: Does BRICS function as a genuine multipolar force advocating for the collective interests of the Global South, or does it prioritise the agendas of its leading members? This paper delves into this question through a rigorous analysis of primary and secondary sources, such as academic materials, media reports, official statements and documents from selected UN bodies, including the ILO. 									
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1. INTRODUCTION
The emergence of BRICS, initially recognised as an investment category, has transformed into a pivotal intergovernmental alliance and now commands considerable global attention. Originating from the geopolitical shifts in global governance, BRICS—comprising Brazil, Russia, India, China and later South Africa—has evolved from a mere economic cooperative into a significant political grouping. Geopolitics refers to the strategy and practice of exercising political power over a specific region or territory (Trivedy & Khatun, 2023). South Africa’s admission in 2010 marked this transition and emphasised a broadening agenda beyond economic interests (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). The bloc’s influence has further solidified by adding five new members in 2024: Iran, Egypt, Ethiopia, the United Arab Emirates and Saudi Arabia. While Argentina initially intended to join, it ultimately declined. While expansion enhances the group’s voice, this will complicate consensus and relegate  BRICS  progress  in international  arena (Ullah, Haider & Gohar, 2024).     
As BRICS expanded in both size and influence, the need for formal mechanisms to manage its growing responsibilities became apparent. In response, BRICS established institutional frameworks such as the New Development Bank (NDB) and Contingent Reserves Assets (CRA) (Ullah, Haider & Gohar, 2024). These initiatives demonstrate the bloc's strategic shift toward building a more structured framework for global influence. BRICS thus represents a significant and diverse coalition aiming to amplify the voices of developing nations on international issues. For the purposes of this paper, the terms BRICS and BRICS Plus will be used interchangeably to reflect the bloc’s evolving nature. Gouvea and Gutierrez (2023) argue that the recent expansion signifies another global economic inflection point that challenges the current globalisation paradigm and disrupts the global economic leadership traditionally held by Western economies.. The geopolitical landscape is further complicated by events such as the Russia-Ukraine conflict and US-China tensions, which have catalysed a series of economic and political crises (Ndwaru, 2023; Blanchette & Hass, 2023). 
Li, Uribe and Danish (2023: 19) argue that BRICS seeks to emulate the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which “historically represented a collective voice of developing countries striving for independence, sovereignty, and international cooperation” during the pre-1990 bipolar world. Conversely, Acemoglu (2023) contends that BRICS’s expansion has inadvertently strengthened China’s influence, rather than creating “a genuinely independent third grouping to provide a counterweight against both the China-Russia axis and US power.” This perspective raises critical questions about the efficacy and intentions behind the BRICS initiative and its potential role in shaping future global dynamics. 
While literature [XXX] views as a counterbalance to Western influence, whether it genuinely represents the collective interests of its members remains contentious. The internal power dynamics within BRICS pose significant challenges, particularly the overshadowing roles of China and Russia, which may compromise the coalition’s unity and equitable representation (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). This dominance raises concerns about the potential marginalisation of less influential member states and limits BRICS’s effectiveness on the global stage. Evidence suggests limited activity from BRICS within key United Nations (UN) and its bodies, such as the UN Security Council (UNSC) and International Labour Organisation (ILO), and this exposes “internal asymmetries” (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020: 46). This entails the inability of member countries to develop common positions in all issues of interest and advocate or defend them. 
The issue of institutional reform within the international system has long been debated and represents a significant challenge for the BRICS group (Jetschke & Abb, 2019). Russia and China, as permanent members of the UNSC and occupying non-elective roles on the ILO Governing Body, exercise substantial influence in the current global architecture. Despite numerous appeals from developing countries for more equitable representation, these calls have largely fallen on deaf ears. This entrenched power structure complicates BRICS’s efforts to advocate for systemic changes and address its members’ concerns. Amid these dynamics, UN Secretary-General António Guterres has recently called for Africa to receive a permanent UNSC seat to rectify historical injustices (Efemini, 2024). As the global order continues to evolve, BRICS’s capacity to advance the Global South will be curious, particularly within the context of a capitalist system increasingly defined by “cloud capital” (Varoufakis, 2024b). 
Nuruzzaman (2022) points out that BRICS is a loose coalition rather than a formal alliance, with its primary aim being to challenge the US-centric global economic system and create an alternative power structure. While this seems clear-cut, traditional economic perspectives obscure the distinctive features of contemporary tech-driven capitalism, which is largely dominated by China and the US (Varoufakis, 2024b; Hurtado, 2023). Additionally, as UNSC permanent members, China and Russia hold significant institutional privileges compared to other BRICS countries. Stuenkel (2020: 110) notes that “the BRICS do not seek to overthrow the global order; rather, they seek to reform some existing structures or create complementary one.” This paradox highlights that, despite their leadership roles within BRICS, China and Russia’s entrenched positions in the global system raise doubts about their ability to authentically advocate for the Global South while pursuing their own national interests.

2. RESEARCH QUESTION AND METHODOLOGY
Against this backdrop, this paper addresses the research question: Does BRICS effectively promote multipolarity, or does it primarily serve the interests of its dominant members, China and Russia? The study will employ qualitative methods to gather and analyse data to answer this question (Blanche et al., 2006). This paper will examine primary and secondary sources, including academic literature, media reports and official documents, to assess BRICS’s role and internal dynamics. Data triangulation from multiple sources will be employed to ensure authenticity, and content analysis will be used to interpret the variables. The first section will use comparative analysis with the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) to evaluate BRICS’s effectiveness and relevance, examining whether it genuinely supports the Global South or prioritises the interests of its dominant members. The second section will analyse the changing global economic order to locate BRICS and Global South countries. The third section will focus on BRICS’s engagement within the UN system.
3. BRICS AND THE GLOBAL SOUTH 
Originating in the 1960s, the Global South describes nations subject to economic and political exploitation by wealthier countries, evolving in response to global dynamics (Hogan & Patrick, 2024). Rooted in the analyses of imperialism and capitalism by theorists like J.A. Hobson, Vladimir Lenin, Antonio Gramsci and W.E.B. Du Bois, it was further developed by anti-colonial scholars such as Samir Amin (2009), Kwame Nkrumah (1968) and Frantz Fanon (1967), who highlighted the persistence of colonial legacies through neocolonialism. Economic theories like dependencia (Gunder Frank, 1966; Prebisch, 1959) and world-systems theory (Wallerstein, 1979) explain how wealthy ‘core’ countries exploit poorer ‘peripheral’ nations. The Global South challenged this system by forming blocs like NAM and the Group of 77 (G77), advocating for a New International Economic Order (NIEO) to restructure the global economy (UNGA, 1974). Despite these efforts, resistance from the Global North led to the NIEO’s failure. Recently, amid ongoing global inequalities, the Global South has reasserted its independence, though it continues to grapple with internal divisions and development disparities (Hogan & Patrick, 2024).
The strong showing of the BRICS bloc in recent years has led to a notable resurgence of the ‘Global South’ concept as a descriptor of solidarity among postcolonial and developing countries in global affairs (Kaushik, 2024; Hogan & Patrick, 2024). However, this revival has also ignited criticism, with some even advocating for its abandonment. For example, the Financial Times characterises the term as “patronising, factually inaccurate, a contradiction in terms” and ultimately “deeply unhelpful” (Beatie, 2024). Mohan (2023) argues that it “denies agency to individual countries by treating them as a monolithic bloc” with “fluid boundaries and vague inclusion criteria.” According to Hogan and Patrick (2024), some criticisms focus on the term’s literal interpretation and point to inconsistencies like the northern location of China, India and Iran despite their inclusion. Furthermore, the term’s analytical utility is questioned due to its attempt to encompass nations with vastly different political systems, economic conditions, strategic positions and cultural identities.
More substantial critiques argue that Global South is often used interchangeably and imprecisely with terms like “developing countries” or “Third World” (Hogan & Patrick, 2024). International law, primarily constructed by European powers, was instrumental in justifying colonialism, slavery and the slave trade (Schabas, 2023). Exclusive membership in this legal order was reserved for a select group of ‘civilised nations,’ reflecting a deeply rooted racial hierarchy. Consequently, the civilised-uncivilised divide produced various antonyms, such as First World vs Third World, North versus South, developed versus developing and civilised versus uncivilised. As the 21st century unfolded, the Global South’s growing influence on the international stage brought these historical injustices to the forefront, demanding a critical re-evaluation of both international law and the global system it helped create. Scholars from the South (Zhou, 2024; De Carvalho, 2023; Torres & Alburez-Gutierrez, 2022)  argue that the term reflects developing nations’ economic and political conditions rather than their geography. It stresses historical inequalities and the marginalisation these countries face in international relations while emphasising their efforts to influence global outcomes and demand a fairer share in decision-making processes. 
Against this background, the concept of the Global South did not emerge as a coincidence but as a deliberated tool for lower- and middle-income countries to challenge the existing global power hierarchy (Hogan & Patrick, 2024). By uniting diverse states under a common banner, the Global South aimed to amplify historically marginalised countries’ voices and demand a more equitable global order. Due to many issues affecting developing countries, different organisations have emerged that represent these countries at international and regional levels. The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), NAM and BRICS are among many organisations that claim to articulate Global South issues (Zhou, 2024). Nonetheless,  others (Kaushik, 2024; Li, Uribe & Danish, 2023) argue that the poly-crises of climate change, conflicts, pandemics and food insecurity currently facing the world necessitate a revival of the Global South concept and its various iterations.
4. BRICS AND THE GLOBAL SOUTH: ECHOES OF THE NON-ALIGNED MOVEMENT?
The main goal of the BRICS bloc is to serve as a positive catalyst for inclusive transformation, aiming to create a new and more equitable global order (BRICS, 2014). Brands (2024) and Erin (2023) argue that the aspirations of BRICS to champion the interests of the Global South resonate deeply with the historical role played by NAM. Emerging from intense global polarisation during the Cold War era, NAM sought to maintain independence from major superpowers like the US and the Soviet Union. The movement advocated for neutrality amidst the chaos of decolonisation and shifting power dynamics (Kissinger, 1969; Erin, 2023). Brands (2024) asserts that this historical context remains relevant in understanding current global challenges. NAM states aimed to resist the influence of dominant powers and remain “non-aligned” in their foreign policy approaches, a principle that could guide BRICS members in avoiding undue alignment with Russia and China (Erin, 2023; Acemoglu, 2023). After all, developing countries remain “the object of competition among the relevant powers” (Zhou, 2024: 1). 
Initially focused on anti-colonialism, the movement has broadened its focus on global issues like UN reform, globalisation and climate change (Li, Uribe & Danish, 2023). Despite representing a large portion of the world’s population, NAM’s influence has diminished but remains relevant (Kharel, 2020; Saaida, 2022). Recent critiques of Western policies have renewed interest in NAM as a platform for global challenges. Although BRICS and NAM share some membership and political goals, doubts remain about BRICS’s role as a universal voice for the Global South. Historically dominated by Global North interests, multilateral institutions have begun to shift as Global South nations assert greater agency (Rakhra, 2024; Traub, 2022). Issues like vaccine inequality and the Ukraine conflict have catalysed a new sense of unity among these countries. Although no single leader represents the entire Global South, countries like South Africa have led on issues such as Israel and collaborated with others on vaccine access and climate financing. Representing the Global South is a collective effort by these nations to overcome a legacy of Western dominance (Rakhra, 2024; Rizzi, 2024).
Unlike the pre-1990 era, today’s global challenges demand tailored responses from individual nations or regional blocs due to their diverse impacts (Rakhra, 2024). As a result, key players like the SCO, NAM and BRICS have emerged within the Global South. Interestingly, Erin (2023) suggests that formations like BRICS have revitalised the legacy of non-aligned nations, “which have the potential to reshape the global political balance.” Malaysia’s New Straits Times (2024) argues that the voice of the Global South has long been unheard, and BRICS could be the “mike” to finally amplify their voices on the world stage. However, concerns persist about the dominance of China and Russia within BRICS. Hadebe (2023) notes that “the world is entering a complicated era of third ‘civilised’ forces,” and the New Straits Times (2024) also warns that if China and Russia impose their will on other BRICS members, the bloc may become just as problematic as the UNSC-P5. Some view BRICS as merely a tool of Chinese diplomacy (Acemoglu, 2023). Brazil and South Africa have no one to blame as their political instability often allows others to shape the group’s direction (Stuenkel, 2020).
The notion that BRICS is a direct successor to NAM is contentious and cannot be substantiated. The bloc’s leading members, particularly Russia and China, have adopted foreign policies that diverge from traditional non-alignment principles. This is not all surprising because neither of them was ever part of NAM, with China being only “a friend, though not a member” (Traub, 2022). These two powers focus on self-interest rather than a broad commitment to the Global South. While many in the Global South critique the West “for its neo- or post-colonial faults” (Rampini, 2024), not all developing countries within or outside BRICS fully align with the hegemonic ambitions of China and Russia. Also, their Comprehensive Strategic Partnership of Coordination, established in 2014, reveals their alliance as more significant and hierarchical than other partnerships (Jochheim, 2023). They have stood together against growing hostilities on many issues, from the Ukraine conflict to trade sanctions (Zhang, 2024). This dynamic suggests that China and Russia recognise the Global South’s limited capacity to challenge the West, a reality acknowledged by NAM leaders in the past (Kharel, 2020).
Besides their close foreign policy alignment, China and Russia strengthen their ties with emerging Global South powers while intensifying their opposition adversarial stance towards the US and the West (Zhang, 2024). This cooperation spans state-to-state diplomacy, multilateral forums like BRICS and the SCO, and initiatives such as FOCAC and the Russia-Africa Summit. Naik (2019) describes this as a “three-fold interaction” for addressing Global South concerns. However, many countries’ gravitation towards these entities that China dominates is necessitated by infrastructure needs, loans and other economic incentives offered by Beijing, which sometimes diminish broader political considerations. Consequently, Traub (2022) argues that the West must demonstrate a genuine commitment to the well-being of developing countries, including providing substantial economic support, to gain their loyalty. This is a realisation that Western countries trail China in delivering tangible benefits and addressing the pressing needs of developing countries. 
Notwithstanding many concerns about the strong China-Russia relations, the Global South is a geopolitical reality that must be recognised for what it stands for (Islam, 2023). Rizzi (2023) highlights that the West’s actions, such as supporting Israel’s policies, have exposed Western hypocrisy and sparked backlash, a growing rebellion mostly overlooked by Eurocentric scholars (Rampini, 2024). Global South leaders caution against allowing their countries to become a Cold War battleground, urging Europe to reassess its global stance (Larson, 2022; The Wire, 2022). In this context, BRICS has the potential to rise as a prominent leader of the Global South, but it faces challenges in achieving the true universality that NAM once enjoyed. Amin (2014) NAM improved the world during its prime years. Furthermore, a Western diplomat reportedly observed at the 1992 Jakarta summit, “A lot of these tiny nations are praying that the (Non-Aligned) movement can survive and advocate on their behalf because most of the nations are not capable of doing it for themselves” (Keethaponcalan, 2016, as cited in Kharel, 2020). This observation encapsulates the ongoing challenges faced by smaller nations in their quest for effective representation and support on the global stage. Therefore, BRICS’s ability to effectively represent the Global South depends on whether it can shed its status as an exclusive club.
5. LOCATING BRICS IN THE CAPITALIST WORLD ORDER
Although historical and geographical divisions continue to influence international relations, the impact of contemporary capitalism on geopolitical tensions has been understudied. To evaluate BRICS’s potential to address concerns about the Global South, it is essential to analyse its position within the capitalist world order. Understanding the dynamics of this order is crucial for determining BRICS’s relevance in today’s global landscape. 
5.1. Understanding the current global economic order: transnational capitalist class and cloud capital
Scholars such as Albert Memi who studied the adaptability of the capitalist system long observed its flexibility and adap. This phenomenon is visible in the world today that now has countries like China and the US vying for dominance rather than taking others along. One prominent feature of the modern, neoliberal capitalist system, characterised by its transnational reach and concentration of power among a select few, is that it transcends traditional North-South divides. Wei (2020) observes that at the end of the 20th century, significant geopolitical shifts such as the collapse of the Soviet Union and China’s reforms accelerated economic globalisation and world market integration. Western capital inundated emerging markets (Global South) through foreign investment (Wei, 2020; Steinfeld, 2010; Varoufakis, 2024b). Today, the world has too many cross-cutting issues to categorise as the South versus the North, at least at the grassroots.
While stimulating economic growth, the influx of capital simultaneously heightened underlying capitalist contradictions. This intensified longstanding challenges and inequalities faced by the Global South and triggered a spike in inequality within countries worldwide (Triconental, 2022; Nabil, 2022). This means the poor and marginalised classes have increased in developed countries and also share similar concerns as their counterparts in the South.  Furthermore, capital flows contributed to the emergence of a stateless transnational capitalist class on both sides of the North-South divide (Wei, 2020). The formation of transnational capital has deepened global class divisions within and among countries, driven by capitalism’s inherent pursuit of growth and accumulation. 
These corporations and their capital flows have reshaped class relations worldwide, creating a transnational capitalist class whose interests often transcend national boundaries. This is evident in scepticism among a section of the South African elite class regarding the potential benefits of BRICS (James, 2023). The evolving nature of capitalism is increasingly positioning US dominance as a problem for all other countries, transcending the traditional North-South divide. As capitalism continues to evolve, the empowerment of the US dollar plays a central role, with the currency being heavily weaponised in ways that extend beyond traditional financial mechanisms. While primarily serving US interests, this weaponisation also impacts other countries, including China, Europe and the entire world economy. A palpable sense of discontent has emerged within Europe, where there is a growing perception of subservience to US interests, likening the situation to a colony or vassal state (Varoufakis, 2024a). Such sentiments underscore the necessity of a nuanced analysis of BRICS, particularly in light of its potential role as a voice for the Global South seeking to liberate itself from Western hegemony. 
Varoufakis (2024a) outlines three key post-war phases shaping the current global economic situation. The first phase, known as the “golden era of capitalism,” was the Bretton Woods system (1944-1971), marked by high growth, low unemployment and low inflation. This system collapsed when the US transitioned from a surplus to a large trade deficit, where it expanded its influence by exporting dollars. Countries like Germany, Japan and China reinvested in US assets, driving growth but causing imbalances and inequality (Global Times, 2024; McGeever, 2024). The global financial crisis followed, but central banks and China’s investments revived demand and stabilised capitalism. The third and current phase emerged after the global economic crisis, termed the era of “techno-feudalism” (Varoufakis, 2024b) or “datafeudalism” (García, 2024), “cloud economy” & Cheung (2022) or “techno-capitalism” (Hurtado, 2023). 
This era is driven by rapid technological advances transforming capital into cloud capital, where labour, markets and profit still matter but no longer drive capitalism’s development (Lovink, 2024). However, current discourses have not sufficiently explored the profound impact of the cloud economy on the global economy, particularly on countries on the wrong side of the digital divide. Hurtado (2023) argues that this new form of capital, embedded in digital platforms such as Amazon, Alibaba, Tencent and Uber, manipulates behaviour, exploits labour and extracts value from users without compensation. This technology-driven capitalism has three “harmful tendencies”: expanding commodification into new life domains, creating novel forms of alienation and subordination of life to pursue private capital accumulation (Hurtado, 2023: 4). 
Furthermore, this cloud capital has created a powerful new elite, or the ‘cloudalists’, who wield unprecedented power (Varoufakis, 2024b). The valuation of the top seven tech firms in the US exceeds the combined market capitalisation of major companies in the UK, France, Japan, Canada and China. Varoufakis (2024b) adds that the concentration of cloud capital in the US and China means the rest of the world lags in technological advancements. Hence, the EU has declared “digital sovereignty” to acknowledge its vulnerable lack of cloud capital necessary to compete with these economic powerhouses (Heidebrecht, 2023). Therefore, the cloud capital argument suggests that China and the US dominate the modern tech-driven capitalist order. Once more, this raises a question about the much-spoken new global order and where the Global South fits in. Also concerning is that developing countries somehow believe they must take sides in the fight for dominance of the international cloud or digital economy. 
The geopolitical rivalry between China and the US can now be located within a nexus of technology and capital, which triggers the “new Cold War” that involves the entire developing world without clear justification (Varoufakis, 2024a; Schindler et al., 2023). This situation raises questions about the roles of BRICS countries and others on either side of this new division but still using outdated traditional geopolitical rhetoric in this new, technologically driven paradigm. Donald Trump initiated this confrontation by banning Huawei and ZTE and imposing aluminium tariffs (Bown, 2021). Joe Biden intensified this conflict by restricting microchip imports and passing the Creating Helpful Incentives to Produce Semiconductors (CHIPS) and Science Act, a sharp contrast to the US’s earlier support for China’s WTO accession. Despite China joining the WTO in 2001, the US treated it differently through WTO-sanctioned policies (Bown, 2021). Nonetheless, US-China economic relations thrived, and China benefitted from global market integration and open trade (Liu, Xu & Lim, 2023).
5.2. Technology competition and the quest for economic dominance
Cloud capital is also connected to high-tech sectors (Schindler et al., 2023), encompassing aerospace, cyberspace, biotechnology, robotics, clean-energy technologies and nuclear technologies (Yavuz, 2021). China has transitioned from a technology follower to a competitor, capable of innovation and adaptation. This change has resulted in a shift as the US, and to a lesser extent the EU, have adopted a more competitive stance towards China in the technological sphere (Canuto, 2023 In 2022, the US declared that leading in advanced semiconductors, computing, biotechnology and clean energy was a “national security imperative” (Sullivan, 2022). This led to strict restrictions on Chinese access to North American technology, including measures such as the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA), to hinder China’s technological advancement and prevent other countries from aiding China in bypassing these measures. 
China enacted countermeasures such as the Foreign Trade Law, the 2020 Unreliable Entity List (UEL) and the 2021 Anti-Foreign Sanction Law (AFSL) to address the sanctions imposed by the US and its allies. However, Beijing’s retaliatory sanctions have been “largely” reactive and “ineffectual” (Zou, 2024). Unlike the territorial disputes of the Cold War, this new conflict is defined by a race for technological supremacy in areas such as artificial intelligence (AI), semiconductors, quantum computing and biotechnology. For instance, the US has held a dominant position in aerospace and technology, but China’s rapid advancements, especially in robotics and AI, are beginning to challenge this supremacy. The rivalry encompasses trade conflicts, technological competition and geopolitical tensions (Zhang, 2024). This competition is now reshaping the global power dynamic and influencing the formation of new alliances. Dominant powers within these networks control the flow of goods, information and capital, a dynamic amplified by digital technologies (Schindler et al., 2023).
High-tech rivalry significantly influences global politics today because the competition for advanced technology is tightly connected to the access and processing of critical raw materials (CRMs). These materials are crucial components in the value chains of technology and are predominantly sourced from the mineral-rich countries of the Global South (Canuto, 2023). China controls 72% of global natural graphite and 66% of rare earth elements, refining over 85% of rare earths. It has also expanded its influence through international acquisitions and supply agreements, particularly in Africa, Oceania and Latin America. Countries in the G7, the seven most advanced economies in the world, also depend on imports of CRMs from China and other developing nations (Gao et al., 2024). Recognising China’s dominance, Western governments are implementing strategies, such as the IRA (US) and the Critical Raw Materials Act (EU), to reduce dependence on Chinese supply chains and bolster their resilience. This context explains the EU’s push to expand raw materials partnerships and establish a Critical Raw Materials Club (Manthey, 2023).
Competition for raw materials drives China’s strategy in mineral-rich regions like Africa (Sikhakhane, 2024). This situation reflects a Turkish proverb: The forest was shrinking, but the trees kept voting for the axe because the axe was clever and convinced the trees that, since its handle was made of wood, it was one of them. China uses various platforms, including FOCAC, to influence developing countries that they are partners in fighting Western imperialism. However, the China-Africa relationship has not resolved conflicts on the continent.  Sikhakhane (2024) notes that despite China’s dominance in the global cobalt supply chain, the people of Congo are “in no better position than they were under the Belgians”. He suggests that the problem lies not so much with Beijing but with Africans, who have no “sense of urgency about flexing their collective muscle to squeeze the world’s superpowers for what is in the continent’s best interest”. Again, this illustrates how China adeptly pursues its national interests while many in the Global South fall prey to its strategies.
The challenge with the tech wars is that they are not confined to these extreme poles but are much more complicated than that. China’s emergence as the world’s largest robot market since 2013, coupled with Russia’s significant involvement in aerospace, underscores the strategic importance of these technologies in the shifting global power hierarchy. On the other hand, the intensifying competition between China and India in different tech sectors has evolved into a broader rivalry with significant broader implications (Yavuz, 2021). These innovations are set to transform the global division of labour, posing substantial challenges for workers. Additionally, AI technologies are likely to reshape political landscapes as they increasingly influence public opinion and electoral processes, with many developing nations lacking the regulatory frameworks to manage these disruptions. The global tech landscape is increasingly dominated by China, US tech giants and EU regulations, but none reflect the interests of the Global South (Acemoglu, 2023).
Despite being a cooperative platform for emerging economies, BRICS faces significant challenges. Few states dominate the global digitalised economic order, with limited benefits for other BRICS members who risk becoming colonial outposts and de-industrialised backwaters. Kharel (2020) notes that developing countries were “one of the Cold War’s chief victims,” suggesting a possible recurrence. Also, their precarious positioning raises concerns about the efficacy and autonomy of the BRICS alliance. As technology shifts towards digital and cloud-based assets, these countries are relegated to supplying raw materials and consuming within a system led by powerful economies. Africa is the biggest consumer of Chinese goods and loans rather than a trading partner, and raw materials form the backbone of the trade relationship (Chen, Fornino & Rawlings, 2024). As a result, Africa consistently experiences a bilateral trade deficit with China. With suspected dumping of electric vehicles due to overcapacity, South African President Cyril Ramaphosa has repeatedly called for better-balanced trade (Mpembe, 2024; Maeko, 2023; Mokone, 2018).
5.3. Is it about the empowerment of the US dollar or something else?
The rationale for the current US-China tensions is complicated. However, evidence suggests that the US pursuit of enduring global hegemony has inadvertently precipitated avoidable conflicts, notably the decades-long ‘war on terror’ (Narine, 2023). Moreover, the ongoing tensions with China and Russia appear to align with this pattern of aggression and are rife with inconsistencies. Since the early days, it was clear within international capitalist circles that the ‘one China’ policy was accepted, and Chinese sovereignty over Taiwan was uncontested by the West (Varoufakis, 2024a; Blanchette & Hass, 2023). This raises the question of what has changed. Also, there was an accusation by the US Department of State (2020) that China threatens international shipping routes warrants scrutiny. Given China’s heavy reliance on a current account surplus and energy imports, it is hard to understand why it would endanger the crucial shipping routes to its economy. Instead, the Chinese “worry about being economically strangled by an American naval blockade” (Narine, 2023). It is posited that this so-called New Cold War is neither about Taiwan nor about China itself. 
The ongoing competition is a struggle for control over cloud capital, technology and critical raw materials, with the US as the dominant player and China as a formidable challenger. Since 1971, America’s global dominance has been sustained by its trade deficit—a paradox that hinges entirely on its ability to maintain a monopoly over international dollar-denominated payments (Varoufakis, 2024a; 2024b). This monopoly enables the US to impose the cost of its deficits on the rest of the world. This situation has prompted the IMF to warn that rising deficits pose increasing risks to domestic and global economies (Jones, 2024). In contrast, Chinese cloud capital has already accomplished what the dollar system has not and cannot achieve: the seamless integration of cloud capital with financial services (Varoufakis, 2024a). For instance, the WeChat app enables free payments regardless of banking affiliation, a feature unavailable in the West. Moreover, the Central Bank of China has launched a central bank digital currency (CBDC), the Digital Yuan. US financial institutions like Wall Street resist digital currency innovation due to fears of reduced profits and increased regulatory control.
While the US still dominates international payments, it does so through a dollar-based system that is technologically outdated (Varoufakis, 2024a). The rise of China’s advanced payment infrastructure poses a significant threat to this American monopoly, particularly after the Ukraine conflict raised fears of asset confiscation among global elites. Varoufakis (2024a) asserts that the new Cold War is not about trade routes, Taiwan or Chinese military actions. Instead, it represents a dangerous clash between two competing techno-federal systems: one anchored in the US dollar and the other in the Chinese yuan. Bradford (2023) predicts that the conflict between the US and China will continue and could even worsen. At the same time, the strong connections between their supply chains and business interests will prevent a complete decoupling of their technological assets.
6. COALITION FORMING BY THE BRICS IN MULTILATERAL BODIES
While the status of BRICS as a leader of the Global South remains uncertain, a further challenge is whether it primarily benefits its dominant members, China and Russia, or its other members. Despite visible political and economic collaboration, BRICS countries exhibit limited involvement in the institutions they seek to reform. Evidence indicates that BRICS activity within the UN system and its specialised bodies is minimal (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020; Jetschke & Abb, 2019). China and Russia stand out as they use their close alignment to promote shared global interests. Although BRICS countries engage in joint negotiations elsewhere, they “do not act as a coalition within the United Nations,” primarily due to “internal asymmetries” (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020: 46). This issue often goes unnoticed amid frequent summits, which belie the bloc’s underlying disunity within international institutions.
6.1. Reform agenda of the UN and its bodies
Both ILO democratisation and UN reform have been long-standing agenda items. A central question for scholars is whether emerging powers like those in BRICS form a united front or hold diverging positions on these issues (Jetschke & Abb, 2019). Given Russia and China’s permanent UNSC seats (UNSC-P5), coupled with their non-elective positions on the ILO Governing Body (countries of chief industrial importance), it is evident that BRICS countries hold very different institutional positions within these structures. Unlike the General Assembly, the UNSC and the ILO Governing Body function as non-plenary entities within the UN framework and do not include all member states. Consequently, the composition of these bodies has been controversial since the UN’s inception (Talmon, 2009).
Many developing countries have repeatedly expressed dissatisfaction with these arrangements, but their concerns have largely fallen on deaf ears. Therefore, it is understandable that these countries or regions have consistently voiced the necessity to modify the distribution of seats allocated to each group, reflecting the proportional increase of these regional entities (Talmon, 2009). Within BRICS, the advantageous positions held by Russia and China in the UNSC suggest that the group’s internal dynamics “can be expected to mirror some of the cleavages that have divided the international community” on these issues (Jetschke & Abb, 2019: 168). In this context, established powers are concerned about the potential dilution of their privileged status and the challenge to their veto rights.
6.1.1. BRICS and the distribution of institutional privileges at the UNSC
With the enduring tension between insiders and outsiders, the BRICS alliance was expected to take a common position towards UNSC reform since they have publicly stated their desire for reform (Jetschke & Abb, 2019). Firstly, BRICS member states increasingly focus on UN reform, with Brazil, India and South Africa leading the charge due to their aspirations for permanent seats in the UNSC (Kiku, 2024). Secondly, the Johannesburg Declaration-II from the 15th BRICS Summit significantly endorsed UNSC reform. It advocates expanding the council’s representation to include more developing countries from Africa, Asia, and Latin America, specifically Brazil, India and South Africa (South Africa, 2023). Notably, The BRICS joint statement calls for an enhanced role for India, Brazil and South Africa. Russia and China already hold significantly more significant roles in international affairs than these three countries and other new BRICS members. 
This disparity underscores that while the UN Charter establishes the principle of sovereign equality, it does not translate into equal influence, resulting in a “nuanced [form of] sovereign equality” (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020, pp. 52; Talmon, 2009). The UNSC-P5, including Russia and China, wield substantial power that sets them apart from other states, creating a hierarchy that affects how power is distributed within the UN system. By implication, this means that the composition of the BRICS includes political units with varying capabilities that possibly influence their cooperation with the UN. The global space places different demands on states due to its complexities. Logic dictates that BRICS countries would have common needs and challenges and could gather to share transactional costs and seek multilateral solutions to their demands. However, they often struggle to act as a cohesive unit. This is notwithstanding a joint statement by BRICS foreign ministers, who “expressed support for continued cooperation of BRICS countries in areas of mutual interest, including through regular exchanges amongst their Permanent Missions to the UN” (Itamaraty, 2023). 
Although BRICS was formed based on shared characteristics of emerging powers, its members now exhibit divergent agendas and strategies within the UN. Albaret and Devin (2016), as cited in Albuquerque and Bras Martins da Costa (2020, pp. 51), argue that the growing use of various terms and expressions to describe the rise of emerging countries reflects the uncertainty surrounding their increasing influence on the global stage. However, these countries face challenges working together due to their diverse strategies and priorities despite their rising international profiles. Significant differences among BRICS countries hinder their ability to form a cohesive negotiating bloc, leading them to pursue other, possibly less unified, interaction methods. Thus, the structural imbalances within the UN, reinforced by its legal and institutional framework, contribute to these challenges (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). The UNSC-P5’s dominant role in decision-making processes and the asymmetries in control over organisational resources further exacerbate these issues. This illustrates how the dynamics within the UN impact BRICS’ ability to act cohesively and influence global issues.
A primary obstacle to UNSC reform is its inherent institutional inequality, and the UN Charter does not address this discrepancy (Talmon, 2009). Rather than considering how to transform the UNSC into a more supranational body with decision-making power vested in independent entities (Hawkins et al., 2006; Hooghe et al., 2017), discussions primarily focus on balancing authority and representation to legitimise the UNSC (Hurd 2008; Stephen 2008). The implication is that even after reform, the issues of representation would still divide the BRICS and the rest of the Global South. For example, the 2005 Ezulwini Consensus of the African Union (AU) demands “not less than two permanent seats will all the prerogatives and privileges of permanent membership including the right of veto” (African Union 2005, Art. C(e)). Some fear new UNSC members will be marginalised or dominated by existing powers while rotating seats will not address regional power imbalances. As a result, India argues that it is unreasonable for one or two countries to represent the entire diverse Asia in UNSC debates due to the region’s diversity (Talmon, 2009). 
2.6.1. BRICS and ILO democratisation
Similarly, BRICS faces significant asymmetries hindering effective collaboration with the ILO, and this trend is likely evident in similar organisations like the UN Human Rights Council (UNHRC). Brazil, Russia, India and China hold non-elective seats on the ILO’s Governing Body, sharing this status with France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the UK, and the US (ILO, 2024). These structural imbalances within BRICS mirror the UNSC’s power dynamics, where a select group of permanent members holds substantial influence. As in the UNSC, these disparities within the ILO challenge BRICS’s ability to formulate unified positions and coordinate actions. Also, their disproportionate influence overshadows the concerns of smaller or less affluent members. This dominance undermines the principles of equality and cooperation that the group purports to uphold, leading to a scenario where its goals may be compromised by the conflicting agendas of its most powerful members.
In lieu of concerns by developing states, the Instrument for the Amendment of the Constitution of the ILO was adopted in 1986. This amendment aims “to make the governance of the ILO more equitable, more democratic, and more appropriate for the issues we face today” (ILO, 2024: 2). For this instrument to enter into force, it must be ratified by 125 member states, including five of the ten permanent members. As of August 2024, 126 member states, including two permanent members, India and Italy, had ratified it. In June 2024, Brazilian President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva announced its intention to ratify the instrument (Merco Press, 2024). However, China and Russia have not yet ratified the amendment, thereby stalling the anticipated changes. This situation highlights the internal divisions among BRICS members and challenges of reconciling their national interests with the bloc’s collective goals. The dominance of Russia and China in the ILO, coupled with the stalled ratification, creates a power imbalance that affects the group.
The positions of BRICS countries are misaligned on human and labour rights protections. In 2023, China and Russia joined forces with the employer group and several other countries, including Saudi Arabia and Nigeria, to oppose workers’ demands for the International Court of Justice (ICJ) to rule on the right to strike (Chade & Mottaz, 2023). Although defeated in the final vote, the opponents to the right to strike were labelled as “a revealing alliance” (Chade & Mottaz, 2023). South Africa and Brazil sided with the workers’ group and also presented written statements to the court (ICJ, 2024). Moreover, as with all international bodies, the ILO also saw the intensification of the geopolitical rivalry between Russia and the Western countries following the Ukraine conflict in 2022. The ILO subsequently cut all technical ties with Russia until a ceasefire was agreed upon as part of broader efforts to pressure Moscow to withdraw from Ukraine (Jefford, 2022). 
This decision was made during a Governing Body meeting in March 2022, where a West-sponsored resolution was passed to temporarily suspend technical cooperation with Russia, except for humanitarian assistance (ILO, 2022). The resolution condemned Russia’s “aggression” against Ukraine as incompatible with ILO principles, calling for an immediate ceasefire, troop withdrawal and safe passage for civilians (ILO, 2022: 1).  It received 42 votes in favour, two against (from Russia and China) and eight abstentions, including Pakistan and India (Jefford, 2022). Since then, relations have been tumultuous as the West has aggressively cornered Russia, occasionally using Belarus as a decoy (Crocker, 2024). In all issues concerning either Belarus or Russia, China and Russia stand alone in their opposition, while other BRICS nations maintain neutrality (Jefford, 2022). Geopolitical rivalry with Western states informs China and Russia’s stance, which diverges from that of other BRICS states. 
2.6.2. Other internal asymmetries 
Besides the allocation of institutional privileges, BRICS countries encounter several challenges that impede their collaboration within the UN framework. These include historical participation, diplomatic representation, financial contributions and the capacities of member states (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). Such asymmetries provide insight into the actions of China and Russia, particularly beyond the confines of the group. Firstly, a country’s historical involvement with the UN significantly impacts its capacity to influence international peace and security discussions. States with a prolonged history of active participation often cultivate a more profound comprehension of UN procedures, which enhances their ability to devise solutions and be acknowledged as credible partners (Baccarini, 2017, as cited in Albuquerque and Bras Martins da Costa (2020, pp. 53-54). The timeline of a state’s accession to the UN and its history within the UNSC is essential to grasping its present status. For instance, Russia and China have been permanent members of the Security Council since the UN’s establishment, whereas Brazil, India and South Africa have only held rotational terms (Mlambo & Adetiba, 2019; Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). 
Secondly, the size and composition of a state’s permanent mission are critical aspects of its influence at the UN (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). The number of diplomats can significantly impact a country’s ability to participate in discussions and lead working groups. Russia and China, with their permanent membership status, maintain larger delegations, while Brazil, India and South Africa have smaller contingents. Complicating the matter is that a state like South Africa has not only decreased its participation in peacekeeping missions but has also been reducing staff and missions to cut costs  (Makinana, 2021; Mlambo & Adetiba, 2019; De Carvalho, 2014). Variances of this nature affect the UN’s daily operations and its overall capacity to contribute to peacekeeping and other initiatives. 
Thirdly, financial contributions are another crucial influence dimension within the UN framework (Zhang & Jing, 2024). Member nations must provide funding for the UN’s regular budget and peacekeeping efforts, which greatly influences their capacity to influence policy decisions. Permanent members, particularly the US and China, dominate financial support, creating a power dynamic that affects influence. The US government contributed over USD 18 billion to the UN in 2022, making it the largest contributor by a significant margin (Council on Foreign Relations, 2024; Blanchfield, 2024). China’s overall UN contributions were around USD 2.1 billion during the same period (Zhang & Jing, 2024). It is uncertain how other countries in the group will bridge the gap, as funding is crucial in how states pursue and exert power within the UN system. The disparity among BRICS states reflects a broader trend where financial contributions are closely linked to a country’s negotiation power and influence.
Fourthly, negotiation extends beyond mere participation to include alliance-building and outcome influence (Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa, 2020). Member countries of BRICS face internal divisions due to differing national priorities, as illustrated by South Africa's backing of Resolution 1973 regarding Libya when other members chose to abstain (Nuruzzaman, 2022). Albuquerque & Bras Martins da Costa (2020) opine that this situation highlighted the group’s lack of unity. While BRICS countries are associated with coalitions such as the G77 and NAM, they mostly favour alternative platforms, which diminishes their impact on UN peace and security discussions. The UNSC’s ‘penholder’ system centralises power among permanent members, limiting the influence of non-permanent members (Muvumba Sellström, 2023). Consequently, BRICS nations struggle to impact UN resolutions, as the P5 issues unavoidably overshadow their proposals.
7. BRICS EXPANSION TO RUSSIA, CHINA OR TO THE SOUTH?
The discussion around BRICS expansion in the lead-up to the Johannesburg Summit in August 2023 brought to light significant internal and external dynamics shaping the group’s future. The criteria for admitting new members had not been disclosed publicly, fuelling speculation and concern among interested nations. Reports indicated that twenty-three countries had officially applied to join BRICS, with additional countries expressing interest in membership (Mbolekwa, 2023). This created a sense of urgency and uncertainty as the existing BRICS members grappled with incorporating new members while maintaining the group’s cohesion and strategic goals (Emmanuel, 2023 & Tran, 2023). Nonetheless, the resolution to admit new countries addressed the immediate expansion issue but underscored the internal divisions within the group. 
Verma and Papa (2021) emphasise that the longstanding rivalry between India and China has significantly influenced BRICS dynamics. Since the group’s inception, this rivalry has affected its internal cohesion and strategic direction. India’s resistance to China’s rapid expansion plans before the Johannesburg Summit exemplified these tensions. India’s cautious approach was driven by concerns about losing influence if too many new members, who might align closely with China’s agenda, were admitted. As Ullah, Haider & Gohar (2024: 59) put it, “China seeks more geo-political clout in the global arena and strives  to  utilise  the  BRICS+5  platform  to  achieve  its  objectives.” On the other hand, Acharya & Araujo (2023) claim that China pushes for increasing BRICS’ membership to enhance the group’s global influence and leverage its substantial share of the world’s population and GDP. Accordingly, China’s acknowledgement of the importance of BRICS and efforts to elevate the bloc are strategic elements of its self-interested global agenda.
Both China and Russia view expansion as a strategic move to strengthen their hold over developing countries. Many of them view BRICS as an opportunity to bolster economic ties with China. Beijing and Moscow argue that the expansion aligns with their objectives of counterbalancing Western dominance and promoting a multipolar global order. Meanwhile, this can be interpreted as their agenda aligned with their political goals: China uses BRICS to amplify its geo-political clout, whereas Russia  aims  to minimise its isolation due to Western sanctions through the platform (Ullah, Haider & Gohar, 2024). There is also no evidence that other states want to take the West head-on, with both South Africa, Brazil and India openly cautious in making their moves in the global arena. In this regard, South Africa is careful about antagonising the West (Cele, 2023) and India  is  a  part  of  US-led  alliances  like  the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (QUAD)  and  I2U2, suggesting its multi-alignment strategy (Upadhyay, 2022). Furthermore, while the talk about de-dollarisation is fashionable, the NDB and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) maintain close ties than rivals (Stuenkel, 2020). These dynamics illustrate that the devil is in the detail: every BRICS member’s position significantly differs from that of other members.



Conversely, India was concerned about losing its influence if too many new members closely aligned with China’s agenda were admitted (Verma & Papa, 2021).

Following the expansion, the addition of new countries has significantly increased BRICS’ contribution to the global economy, adjusting its share from 30% to 37% of global GDP, surpassing that of the G7 countries (Acharya & Araujo, 2023). This shift in economic clout endows BRICS with considerable power and leverage in addressing some of the world’s most pressing issues, ranging from global trade dynamics to climate change. However, this enhanced influence comes with complexities. The economic sizes and capabilities of the BRICS member countries vary widely, leading to significant disparities within the group. For example, China accounts for 74% of the BRICS’ GDP. 
China’s international actions are also primarily driven by strategic business calculations. First, burgeoning economic ties with Russia are one of the most evident signs of China’s desire to reshape global geopolitics in its direction using trade. Trade between China and Russia reached USD 240.1 billion in 2023. Russia depends on China for its economic needs, serving as an “economic lifeline to sanctioned Russia” (Hurska, 2024; Ivanov, 2024). While Russia needs China far more than China needs Russia, they need each other far more in their shared goal of fighting the West. Regarding the Global South, the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) is central to Beijing’s efforts to create a new geopolitical landscape to re-establish China’s dominance in Asia and Eurasia (De Freitas, 2023). Moreover, Chinese investments in Africa surged from USD 75 million (2003) to USD 5 billion (2021), and trade volumes between Africa and China were more than USD 282 billion in 2022 (De Freitas, 2023). 
Geopolitical issues directly affecting China and Russia seem to motivate their engagement with the Global South. Otherwise, they are willing to pursue their interests independently, as evidenced by their actions on other platforms. BRICS is merely one of many avenues through which these two countries seek to galvanise support without any real intention of advancing the interests of the participating countries. Although issues like trade, finance, and politics are high priorities for the Global South, the current geopolitical power play involving major countries may not truly address these concerns. The grouping demands reforms in major global institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and the UNSC, as well as practices like compulsory licensing and the dominance of the US dollar in international trade (Naik, 2019). Upon closer examination, these issues carry immediate political urgency for China and Russia, albeit for different reasons. However, realism is the underlying factor, as both countries aim to adapt their systems to align with the evolving global structure (Panda, 2011). 
Using a realist lens, BRICS offers a platform for China and Russia to pursue this integration.  It is important to note that these two powers’ embrace of multilateral institutions extends beyond politics and encompasses areas such as economics, science and technology, arms control and security. Firstly, the group consistently advocates for reforms in international financial institutions, including the WTO, IMF and World Bank, aiming for greater representation and equal treatment for all members. They reject the World Bank’s role as a North-South mediator (Skrzypczynska, 2015; BRICS, 2012). Furthermore, BRICS has called for the swift conclusion of the Doha negotiations and opposes protectionist measures from both developed and developing countries. In response to protectionist policies and sanctions, especially from the US, China and Russia urge BRICS nations to reject such protectionism and promote trade and investment liberalisation. Chinese President Xi Jinping has urged BRICS countries to collaborate at the UN, G20 and WTO to safeguard a multilateral trading regime (BRICS, 2017; Monteiro, Tanas, Bax, 2018).
Secondly, the allocation of Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) within the reserve currency system has long been criticised for excluding developing country currencies. Including the Chinese renminbi in the SDR basket in 2016 marked a positive step forward in this direction (BRICS, 2011). To diminish reliance on the US dollar, BRICS nations have advocated for currency swaps and promoted bilateral trade denominated in their respective currencies. Trade among Russia, China, and India partially addresses this objective, lowering transaction costs and symbolically establishing an alternative trading framework that underscores their economic might. As a result, the group is often referred to as the R5, encompassing their currencies: the real, ruble, rupee, renminbi and rand (BRICS, 2015; Chellaney, 2012).
Thirdly, a significant achievement for BRICS has been the establishment of the New Development Bank (NDB), also known as the BRICS Bank. This development marked a significant step towards the group's formal institutionalisation. The NDB originated from the BRICS countries’ aspiration to create regional monetary mechanisms (BRICS, 2014a; Kamath, 2016). Each BRICS member has contributed $100 billion to the NDB's capital base. Moreover, the Contingent Reserve Arrangement (CRA) comprises contributions of USD 41 billion from China, USD 18 billion each from Russia, India, and Brazil, and USD 5 billion from South Africa. These institutions exemplify the BRICS countries' dedication to and capacity for advancing regional development initiatives. The NDB is dedicated to financing major infrastructure projects and supplying liquidity during economic downturns (NDB, 2016a; Chun, 2013).









8. BRICS AS A COUNTERWEIGHT TO WESTERN DOMINANCE?
Despite the significant economic clout of the BRICS countries, mainly due to China, the grouping recognises its role extends beyond economic issues. They are committed to promoting a “more representative and equitable international order” and reforming the multilateral system (Ross, 2024). The current global framework does not accurately reflect the 198 sovereign nations of the Westphalian system, as the five veto-wielding members of the UNSC-P5 hold disproportionate power in global governance. This concentration of power has led to criticisms of “tyranny by the few” (New Straits Times, 2024). Although there are calls for reform, the P5’s resistance to changes like expanding membership or relinquishing veto power prevents significant progress. The presence of China and Russia in the UNSC-P5 and China’s considerable wealth add complexity to the idea of the West being dominant, making the notion of BRICS countering Western influence somewhat contradictory.
The binary mode of thinking about geopolitics further complicates the global landscape into a struggle between two opposing forces: China and Russia on one side and the West on the other. This perspective portrays the world as increasingly divided into two conflicting poles, each vying for dominance and influence while relegating Africa to the sidelines. In this equation, Africa is worryingly portrayed as “a polar with a begging bowl” (Hadebe, 2023), denoting a continent solely reliant on aid from these competing powers and lacking its agency or strategic importance. This perspective raises a critical question about the relevance of China and Russia in efforts to upgrade Africa’s position in the global system. While many people in peripheral places (Africa included) yearn to break free from the influence of their former colonisers, the bipolar versus multipolar characterisation does not accurately reflect the complexities of their situation. Africa’s historically limited involvement in the global arena is often overlooked as the continent is “playing second or third feudal age” (Onditi, 2023: 7), describing its presumed marginal natural status. 
It cannot be denied that 85% of the world’s population residing in the Global South remains largely “on the margins and outliers in terms of global decision-making,” while political and financial institutions remain predominantly controlled by a select few in the West (Ismail, 2023). However, the method for improving the current situation is debatable; realism demands a careful analysis of the hegemons on either end of the geopolitical spectrum. Many of the issues that are portrayed as instrumental in transforming the global order or countering Western dominance largely centre around China and Russia, which explains their keen interest in them but without disclosing how they plan to share the spoils with others. These two countries already sit at the dizzy heights of an unequal global system, a position that they protect and create “superpower symbiosis” to advance their interests (Weitz, 2012: 71).
Considerable discussion has focused on advancing global ‘de-dollarisation’ to challenge the dollar’s dominance and break the West’s financial stranglehold. This move is seen as crucial for establishing a new economic order, particularly as several BRICS countries, notably Russia, face vulnerabilities due to Western sanctions. Despite this, BRICS remains committed to increasing the use of local currencies for trade among its members. For example, Russia has shifted much of its trade to the renminbi, constituting 16% of its export payments. The BRICS New Development Bank (NDB) has also issued its first rand-denominated bond in South Africa and plans to release its first Indian rupee bond (Chin, 2024). Brazilian President Lula da Silva has questioned the need for the dollar in trade with China or Argentina, advocating for transactions in local currencies and suggesting that the BRICS bank provides a fairer alternative to US-led institutions like the IMF. There have also been discussions about introducing a BRICS financial instrument similar to the IMF’s special drawing rights to replace the US dollar in international trade (Preuss, 2023). 
In December 2022, the UN General Assembly passed the resolution “Towards a New International Economic Order,” supported by 122 countries and opposed by 50 from the Western Bloc (UNGA, 2022). This resolution highlighted concerns about rising debt vulnerabilities, negative capital flows, fluctuating exchange rates and global financial conditions, stressing the need for debt sustainability measures. Despite representing only 4.3% of the global population, the US was responsible for over 60% of global current account deficits in 2022 (Preuss, 2023). This has heightened concerns about capital outflows and increasing debt among developing countries. Argentina and Bolivia have begun using the Chinese yuan for IMF debt settlement and trade, while countries like Russia, Venezuela, Iran and Cuba seek alternative currencies due to US sanctions.
At the BRICS summit, leaders from BRICS nations and other developing countries reiterated their calls for a fairer global order and reform of international institutions like the UN, IMF, and World Bank. UN Secretary-General António Guterres supported these calls, highlighting that African countries pay significantly more for borrowing from international financial institutions than the US and wealthy European countries. He acknowledged that while overhauling the global financial system is essential, it will be a gradual process, with de-dollarisation likely to progress slowly, much like the gradual decline of gold-backed dollar conversions. The NDB plans to use the US dollar for about three-quarters of its annual $6 billion bond issuance, with the rest in BRICS member currencies. It recently issued its first rand-denominated bond and is planning additional issues, all while adhering to US sanctions on Russia by not making new loans to Russia since its invasion of Ukraine in February 2022.

9. OPPORTUNITIES FOR CLOSER COOPERATION AMONG BRICS CONTRIES
As the global climate policy landscape evolves, BRICS economies may soon confront a formidable “climate club” (Vidigal & Venzke, 2022: 202) that continues to advocate for increasingly stringent climate policies. This situation offers an opportunity for BRICS countries to unite and address an issue that affects them all. Such unity could help balance the scales in the ongoing struggle between economic interests and environmental objectives. Ideally, this togetherness would lead to deeper, more substantive relations within the bloc, moving beyond mere diplomatic soirées.



 


10. References
Aggad, F. & Luke, D. (2023). Implications for African Countries of a Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism in the EU. African Climate Foundation & LSE: London.  
Lerato Mpembe (2024, September 3). Ramaphosa Pushes for More Equitable Trade with China in State Visit Discussions. Central News South Africa. Retrieved from https://centralnews.co.za/ramaphosa-pushes-for-more-equitable-trade-with-china-in-state-visit-discussions/ 
Sikhakhane, J. (2024, September 4). China gets what it wants while Africa remains in dreamland. Retrieved from https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/opinion/columnists/2024-09-04-jabulani-sikhakhane-china-gets-what-it-wants-while-africa-remains-in-dreamland/ 
Lovink, G. (2024, March 22). Cloud Capital and Platform Regression – Review of Yanis Varoufakis, Techno Feudalism. Retrieved from https://networkcultures.org/geert/2024/03/22/cloud-capital-and-platform-regression-review-of-janis-varoufakis-techno-feudalism/ 
Kharel, A.B. (2020). Non-Aligned Movement: Challenges and Way Forward. Molung Educational Frontier, 10:1-12.
Acharya, B. & Araujo, G. (2023, August 22). BRICS divisions re-emerge ahead of critical expansion debate. Reuters. Retrieved from https://www.reuters.com/world/brics-leaders-meet-south-africa-bloc-weighs-expansion-2023-08-22/ 
Baccarini, M. (2017). A evolução dos métodos de trabalho e a emergência do consenso no Conselho de Segurança da ONU: a tomada de decisão por comitês. Revista Carta Internacional, 12(2): 5-29.
Bose, N. (2023, August 9). Biden’s top labour adviser exits as U.S. navigates strikes: source. Japan Times. Retrieved from https://www.japantimes.co.jp/business/2023/08/09/companies/us-strikes-biden-labor-adviser/ 
Chade, J. & Mottaz, P. (2023, November 16). Seized by the ILO, the International Court of Justice Will Rule on the Right to Strike. Why Did China and Russia Oppose the Move? Geneva Observer. Retrieved from https://www.thegenevaobserver.com/seized-by-the-ilo-the-international-court-of-justice-will-rule-on-the-right-to-strike-why-did-china-and-russia-oppose-the-move/ 
Crocker, B. (2024, June 15). Cross-regional Statement as Delivered by Ambassador Bathsheba Crocker. Retrieved from https://geneva.usmission.gov/2024/06/15/u-s-statement-351st-session-of-the-ilo-governing-body-institutional-section/ 
De Freitas, M.V. 2023. The Impact of Chinese Investments in Africa: Neocolonialism
or Cooperation? Policy Brief N° 30/23. Rabat: Policy Center for the New South.
Mokone, T. (2018, September 3). Mechanism to address trade deficit between Africa and China needed - Ramaphosa. Sowetan. Retrieved from https://www.sowetanlive.co.za/business/2018-09-03-mechanism-to-address-trade-deficit-between-africa-and-china-needed-ramaphosa/ 
Hurka, A. (2024, January 23). China Serves as Economic Lifeline to Sanctioned Russia. Retrieved from https://jamestown.org/program/china-serves-as-economic-lifeline-to-sanctioned-russia/ 
International Court of Justice. 2024. Right to Strike under ILO Convention No. 87 (Request for Advisory Opinion): Filing of written statements. Press release No. 2024/53. ICJ: The Hague.
Ivanov. P. (2024, May 3). Russia has also become a lot more important to China. Assia Nikkei. Retrieved from https://asia.nikkei.com/Opinion/Russia-has-also-become-a-lot-more-important-to-China 
Jefford, K. (2024, June 17). ILO to probe Belarus over worker’s rights amid relentless crackdown on dissent. Geneva Solutions. Retrieved from https://genevasolutions.news/human-rights/ilo-to-probe-belarus-over-worker-s-rights-amid-relentless-crackdown-on-dissent 
Jetschke, A. & Abb, P. (2019). The Devil is in the Detail: The Positions of the BRICS Countries towards UN Security Council Reform and the Responsibility to Protect. In Stephen, M.D. & Zürn, M. (Eds.). Contested World Orders: Rising Powers, Non-Governmental Organisations, and the Politics of Authority Beyond the Nation-State. Oxford Academic: Oxford.
Rebecca Strating, While the China threat grabs the headlines, these are the maritime issues Southeast Asians want to talk about. The Conversation, 07 March 2024. https://theconversation.com/while-the-china-threat-grabs-the-headlines-these-are-the-maritime-issues-southeast-asians-want-to-talk-about-225076   
Panda, J. P. 2011. China’s “New Multilateralism” and the Rise of BRIC: A Realist Interpretation of a “Multipolar” World Order. Asia Paper. Stockholm, Sweden: Institute for Security and Development Policy. 
Preuss, H. (2023, August 23). Analysis: Can BRICS+ Provide a Counterweight to the West? The Cairo Review. Retrieved from https://www.thecairoreview.com/essays/analysis-can-brics-provide-a-counterweight-to-the-west/ 
Ross, G.A. (2024, January 26). Will BRICS Expansion Finally End Western Economic and Geopolitical Dominance? Geopolitical Monitor. Retrieved from https://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/will-brics-expansion-finally-end-western-economic-and-geopolitical-dominance/ 
The Economic Times. (2023, September 3). GDP share of six new members being added to BRICS to be just 11 per cent. Economic Times. Retrieved from https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/economy/indicators/gdp-share-of-six-new-members-being-added-to-brics-to-be-just-11-per-cent-report/articleshow/103325528.cms?from=mdr 
Verma, R. & Papa, M. (2021). BRICS amidst India-China Rivalry. Global Policy, 12, 509-513.
Traub, J. (2022, July 9). What’s behind the new nonalignment movement. Foreign Policy. Retrieved from https://foreignpolicy.com/2022/07/09/nonalignment-us-china-cold-war-ukraine-india-global-south/ 
Maeko, T. (2023, August 22). Ramaphosa to Xi: buy more SA goods. BusinessLive. Retrieved from https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/national/2023-08-22-ramaphosa-to-xi-buy-more-sa-goods/#google_vignette 
Nuruzzaman, M. (2022). “Responsibility to Protect” and the BRICS: A Decade after the Intervention in Libya. Global Studies Quarterly, 2(4): 1–12.
Muvumba Sellström, A. (2023). At the Watchtower: Africa and the UN Security Council’s Elected Ten (E10). International Peacekeeping, 30(3): 275–282. 
Zhang, X., & Jing, Y. (2024). A mixed funding pattern: China’s exercise of power within the United Nations. Global Policy, 15(S2): 121–134.
Stuenkel, O. (2020). The BRICS and the Future of Global Order. 2nd ed. London: Lexington Books.
Council on Foreign Relations. (2024, February 29).  Funding the United Nations: How much does the U.S. pay? Retrieved from https://www.cfr.org/article/funding-united-nations-what-impact-do-us-contributions-have-un-agencies-and-programs#:~:text=The%20U.S.%20government%20contributed%20more,spends%20annually%20on%20foreign%20aid 
Blanchfield, L. (2024). United Nations Issues: U.S. Funding to the U.N. System. Washington D.C.: Congressional Research Service.
Makinana, A. (2021, May 20). SA to close 10 diplomatic missions due to financial constraints: Naledi Pandor. Retrieved from https://www.sowetanlive.co.za/news/south-africa/2021-05-20-sa-to-close-10-diplomatic-missions-due-to-financial-constraints-naledi-pandor/#google_vignette 
Mlambo, D.N., & Adetiba, T.C. (2019). Post‐1994 South Africa’s peacekeeping and military intervention in Southern Africa, reference from the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and Lesotho. Journal of Public Affairs, 20(1): 1-8.
Cele,  S.  (2023,  August  23). BRICS  Expansion  Isn’t  Aimed  at  Countering  the  West.  Bloomberg. Retrieved from  https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2023-08-07/brics-expansion-isn-t-aimed-at-countering-the-west-south-african-official-says 
Brazilian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Itamaraty). (2023, September 21). Joint Statement of the Meeting of BRICS Ministers of Foreign Affairs. Ministério Das Relações Exteriores. Retrieved from  https://www.gov.br/mre/en/contact-us/press-area/press-releases/meeting-of-brics-ministers-of-foreign-affairs-international-relations-2013-joint-statement-2013-new-york-september-20-2023 
United States Department of State. (2020, December 21). The Chinese Communist Party: Threatening global peace and security. Retrieved from https://2017-2021.state.gov/the-chinese-communist-party-threatening-global-peace-and-security/ 
Talmon, S. (2009). Participation of UN Member states in the work of the Organisation: A multicultural alternative to Present-Day regionalism? In Yee, S. & Morin, J. (eds.). Multiculturalism and international law (pp. 239–275). (2009). Brill: Nijhoff. 
De Carvalho, G. (2014). A Changing Environment for Peacekeeping in Africa: South African Perspectives. The 17th International Symposium on Security Affairs (New Trends in Peacekeeping: In Search for a New Direction). Tokyo, Japan: NIDS.
Albuquerque, M. & Bras Martins da Costa, H. (2020). BRICS at the United Nations: An Analytical Model. Journal of China and International Relations, Special Edition: 45-66.
Bradford, A. (2023). Digital Empires: The Global Battle to Regulate Technology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Gao, W., Zhang, H., Zhang, H., & Yang, S. (2024). The role of G7 and BRICS country risks on critical metals: Evidence from time- and frequency-domain approach. Resources Policy, 88, 104257. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resourpol.2023.104257 
Amin, S. (2014). The revival of the movement of non-aligned countries, Third World Resurgence No. 286, 27-28.
Zou, K. (2024, July 10). China’s Retaliatory Sanctions Strategy. Retrieved from  https://uscnpm.org/2024/07/10/chinas-retaliatory-sanctions-strategy/ 
Amin, S. 2009. Eurocentrism. 2nd ed. Monthly Review Press: New York.
Narine, S. (2023, July 9). U.S. allies should rethink their allegiance to an aggressive but declining superpower. Retrieved from https://theconversation.com/u-s-allies-should-rethink-their-allegiance-to-an-aggressive-but-declining-superpower-207786 

Chen, W., Fornino, M., & Rawlings, H. (2024). Navigating the Evolving Landscape between China and Africa’s Economic Engagements. IMF Working Papers 2024/01. Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund (IMF).
Associated Press. (2023, December 29). Argentina formally announces it won’t join the BRICS alliance in Milei’s latest policy shift. Retrieved from  https://apnews.com/article/brics-argentina-javier-milei-economy-china-46f2f7cdbdf6ff66523608503a6648d5
Beattie, A. 2023. The ‘Global South’ is a pernicious term that needs to be retired. Financial Times, 13 September.
Wei, X. (2020). Transnational capital and the trend of global interactions. International Critical Thought, 10(2), 251–262.
Manthey, E. (2023, March 17). EU enters race with the US to produce clean tech in bid to reduce reliance on China. Retrieved from https://think.ing.com/articles/eu-unveils-critical-raw-materials-act/ 
Heidebrecht, S. (2023). From market liberalism to Public intervention: Digital sovereignty and changing European Union digital single market governance. JCMS Journal of Common Market Studies, 62(1), 205–223.
Triconental. (2022). The Geopolitics of Inequality: Discussing Pathways Towards a More Just World. Dossier no 57. Cape Town: Tricontinental Institute for Social Research.
García, C.S. (2024). Datafeudalism: the domination of modern societies by big tech companies. Philosophy & Technology, 37(3), 1-18.
Nabil, A. (2022). Inequality Kills: The unparalleled action needed to combat unprecedented inequality in the wake of COVID-19. Oxford: Oxfam.
Jones, C. (2024, June 27). IMF warns US must ‘urgently’ address debt burden. Retrieved on 18 August 2025 from https://www.ft.com/content/7f6e1199-7a3e-402c-9375-6cbe9783178f 
Liu, H., Xu, C., & Lim, G. (2023). The China effect on regional economic integration: a longitudinal study of Central, South, and Southeast Asia. Journal of the Asia Pacific Economy, 1–23.
Canuto, O. (2023). A Tale of Two Technology Wars: Semiconductors and Clean Energy. Policy Brief - N° 41/23. Rabat: Policy Centre for the New South.
Hurtado, J. H. (2023). Exploited in immortality: techno-capitalism and immortality imaginaries in the twenty-first century. Mortality, 1–18.
Ndwaru, J. (2023). De-dollarization of international trade boosted by BRICS nations. Retrieved on 18 August 2024 from https://theexchange.africa/international-relations/brics-nations-de-dollarization-of-international-trade/ 
Global Times. (2024). China increases holdings of US treasury bonds to $780.2 billion in June, a ‘normal market move’ amid forex reserves diversification push. Retrieved on 17 August 2024 from https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/202408/1318171.shtml#:~:text=China%20remained%20the%20second%20largest,%241%20trillion%20since%20April%202022.
McGeever, J. (2024). China's US bond shifts put dollar under geopolitical spotlight. Retrieved on 17 August 2024 from https://www.reuters.com/markets/asia/chinas-us-bond-shifts-put-dollar-under-geopolitical-spotlight-2024-05-21/
James, N. (2023). BRICS expansion holds threats and opportunities for SA business. Retrieved on 17 August 2024 from https://www.engineeringnews.co.za/article/brics-expansion-holds-threats-and-opportunities-for-sa-business-2023-11-10
Varoufakis, Y. (2024a). The New Cold War & What’s After Capitalism | National Press Club Address [Video]. YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S3_I18eEABU
Varoufakis, Y. (2024b). Technofeudalism: What Killed Capitalism. London: Vintage.
Sullivan, J. (2022). Remarks by National Security Advisor Jake Sullivan at the Special Competitive Studies Project Global Emerging Technologies Summit (16 September). Washington, D.C.: US Government.
Upadhyay, S. (2022, July 12). BRICS, Quad, and India’s Multi-Alignment Strategy. South Asian Voices. Retrieved from https://southasianvoices.org/brics-quad-and-indias-multi-alignment-strategy/ 
Bown, C.P. (2021). The US-China trade war and Phase One agreement. Journal of Policy Modeling, 43(4), 805–843.
Steinfeld, E.S. (2010). Playing Our Game: Why China’s Rise Doesn’t Threaten the West. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Best, F. (2023). The EU Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism and its Influence on Imports from India. ZBW - Leibniz Information Centre for Economics: Hamburg
Bradlow, D.D. &  Masamba, M.L. (2024)  The New Development Bank in Africa: Mid-term evaluation and lessons learned. Global Policy,  15:  427–433.
Acemoglu, D. (2023). The wrong BRICS expansion. Retrieved on 19 August from https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/brics-expansion-wrong-for-emerging-economies-by-daron-acemoglu-2023-08 
Yavuz, U. (2021). Techno-politics in Asia: hi-tech competition between China and India. Masters Thesis. Konya: Necmettin Erbakan Üniversitesi.
Brands, H. (2024). China and Russia Are Breaking the World Into Pieces. Retrieved on 05 September from  https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/features/2024-07-21/china-and-russia-are-breaking-america-s-world-into-pieces
BRICS (2014). Chairperson’s Statement on the BRICS Foreign Ministerial Meeting. Department of International Relations and Cooperation: The Hague.
Chin, G.T. (2024).  Introduction – The evolution of New Development Bank (NDB): A decade plus in the making. Global Policy,  15:  368–382.
Efemini, C. (2024). UN chief calls for Africa to get permanent UN Security Council seat. Retrieved on 14 August from https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c2kj5yvwd74o 
Schindler, S., I. Alami, J. DiCarlo, N. Jepson, S. Rolf, M. K. Bayırbağ, L. Cyuzuzo, M. DeBoom, A. F. Farahani and I. T. Liu. (2023). The Second Cold War: US-China Competition for Centrality in Infrastructure, Digital, Production, and Finance Networks. Geopolitics, 1–38.
Emmanuel, J. (2023). BRICS Leaders Reach Consensus To Expand Group, Devise Criteria For New Members. Retrieved on 15 August from  https://www.forbesmiddleeast.com/industry/economy/brics-leaders-mull-criteria-for-taking-new-members 
Erin, Z.C. (2023). The Legacy of the Non-Aligned Movement: The Rise of BRICS and the Multipolar Order. Retrieved on 07 August 2024 from  https://www.ankasam.org/anka-analizler/the-legacy-of-the-non-aligned-movement-the-rise-of-brics-and-the-multipolar-order/?lang=en 
Fanon, F. 1967. Black skin, white masks. Grove Press: New York.
Torres, A.F.C., & Alburez-Gutierrez, D. (2022). North and South: Naming practices and the hidden dimension of global disparities in knowledge production. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 119(10), 1-7.
Zhou, G. (2024). Rise of Global South and changes in contemporary international order. China International Strategy Review. 6, 58–77.
De Carvalho, G. (2023). Global South: The “Rest” vs the West? Retrieved on 21 August 2024 from https://www.ispionline.it/en/publication/global-south-the-rest-vs-the-west-157988 
Gunder Frank, A. 1966. The Development of Under-development. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Blanche, M.T., Blanche, M.J.T., Durrheim, K. & Painter, D. (eds). 2006. Research in Practice: Applied Methods for the Social Sciences. Cape Town: Juta.
Hadebe, S. (2023). BRICS and multipolarity: a polar with a begging bowl. Retrieved on 14 August from  https://www.businesslive.co.za/bd/opinion/2023-08-25-siyabonga-hadebe-brics-and-multipolarity-a-polar-with-a-begging-bowl/ 
Hoffer, F. (2021). The ILO’s condemnation of Belarus is unequivocal – but so is China and Russia’s support for Lukashenko Retrieved on 27 August from  https://www.equaltimes.org/the-ilo-s-condemnation-of-belarus 
Hogan, E. & Patrick, S. 2024. A Closer Look at the Global South. Retrieved on 24 August from  https://carnegieendowment.org/research/2024/05/global-south-colonialism-imperialism?lang=en 
International Labour Organisation. (2022). Resolution concerning the Russian Federation’s aggression against Ukraine from the perspective of the mandate of the International Labour Organisation. ILO: Geneva.
Gouvea, R., & Gutierrez, M. (2023). “BRICS Plus”: A new global economic paradigm in the making? Modern Economy, 14(05), 539–550.
Blanchette, J., & Hass, R. (2023). The Taiwan Long Game: Why the Best Solution Is no Solution. Retrieved on 07 August 2024 from https://www.foreignaffairs.com/china/taiwan-long-game-best-solution-jude-blanchette-ryan-hass 
International Labour Organisation. (2024). Instrument of Amendment to the ILO Constitution, 1986. ILO: Geneva.
Islam, S. 2023. The Global South Is a Geopolitical Reality. Retrieved on 27 August from  https://ip-quarterly.com/en/global-south-geopolitical-reality 
Ismail, S. (2023). Can BRICS end ‘apartheid’ against the Global South? Retrieved on 17 August from  https://www.aljazeera.com/economy/2023/8/22/can-brics-end-apartheid-against-the-global-south 
Jefford, K. (2022). ILO cuts ties with Russia ‘until a ceasefire is agreed’. Retrieved on 28 August from https://genevasolutions.news/global-news/ilo-cuts-ties-with-russia-until-a-ceasefire-is-agreed 
Jochheim, U. 2023. China-Russia relations: A quantum leap? European Parliamentary Research Service: Brussels.
Kaushik, A. 2024. Infusing LiFE in the Global South. Development Cooperation Review, 7(1): 20-30.
Rivers, L.D. (2015). The BRICS & the global human rights regime: Is an alternative norms regime in our future? Honours Thesis. Schenectady: Union College.
Ullah, I., Haider, S.M., & Gohar, M. (2024). BRICS expansion: Prospects and challenges. Research Journal of Human and Social Aspects, 2(1), 52-64.
Kiku, D. (2024). Positions of BRICS Nations on UN Security Council Reform. Retrieved on 14 August from  https://russiancouncil.ru/en/analytics-and-comments/analytics/positions-of-brics-nations-on-un-security-council-reform/> 
Kissinger, H. (1969).  American Foreign Policy: Three Essays. W.W. Norton: New York.
Larson, K. 2022. Africa leader warns of pressure to choose sides in Ukraine. Retrieved on 14 August from  https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-united-nations-general-assembly-macky-sall-f7b8ec5e6092dc439adc1230e4f64d1d 
Laskaris, S., & Kreutz, J. (2015). Rising powers and the responsibility to protect: Will the norm survive in the age of BRICS? Global Affairs, 1(2): 149–158.
Le Blanc, B. & de Leon-Mendoza, I. (2023). Potential conflicts between the European CBAM and the WTO rules. Retrieved on 22 August from  https://www.nortonrosefulbright.com/en/knowledge/publications/9c5d9ec6/potential-conflicts-between-the-european-cbam-and-the-wto-rules
Masters, P.E. (1996). The International Labor Organisation: America’s Withdrawal and Reentry. International Social Science Review, 1996, 71(3-4): 14-26.
Mbolekwa, S. (2023). BRICS membership expansion to the fore, says Pandor. Retrieved on 07 August from  https://www.sowetanlive.co.za/news/south-africa/2023-08-08-brics-membership-expansion-to-the-fore-says-pandor/#google_vignette 
Zhang, M.Y. (2024). Cold War 2.0: Artificial Intelligence in the New War between China, Russia, and America by George S. Takach. Australian Journal of International Affairs, 1–7.
Takach, G.S. (2024). Cold War 2.0: Artificial Intelligence in the New War between China, Russia, and America. New York: Pegasus Books.
Merco Press. (2024). Environmental commitments key to people's well-being, Lula tells ILO. Retrieved on 16 August from  https://en.mercopress.com/2024/06/13/environmental-commitments-key-to-people-s-well-being-lula-tells-ilo 
Mohan, C.R. 2023. Is There Such a Thing as a Global South? Retrieved on 24 August from  https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/12/09/global-south-definition-meaning-countries-development/ 
Naik, S. 2019. The emergence of BRICS: An extension of interregionalism to the Global South. In Revisiting Regionalism and the Contemporary World Order: Perspectives from the BRICS and beyond. Edited by Féron, É., Käkönen, J. & Rached, G. Verlag Barbara Budrich: Opladen.
New Straits Times. (2024). NST Leader: Of Malaysia and BRICS. Retrieved on 08 August from  https://www.nst.com.my/opinion/leaders/2024/06/1065781/nst-leader-malaysia-and-brics 
Nkrumah, K. 1968. Neo-colonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism. Heinemann Educational: London.
Onditi, F. (2023). Geopolitical Redux: Why Africa ‘Exists’ in The Global System without Influence? Guest Lecture Presented to The Faculty of Humanities, University of Johannesburg, South Africa, August. <https://www.qeios.com/read/K83XVL/pdf>
Prebisch, R. 1959. Commercial Policy in the Underdeveloped Countries. The American Economic Review, 49(2): 251-273.
Rakhra, K. (2024). The voice of the Global South. ISDP Voices 16. Institute for Security & Development Policy: Nacka, Sweden.
Rampini, F. 2024. Russia and China: aligning with the Global South? Retrieved on 11 August from  https://aspeniaonline.it/russia-and-china-aligning-with-the-global-south/
Rizzi, A. 2023. China, Russia, India and the Global South: The era of revenge. Retrieved on 24 August from  https://english.elpais.com/international/2023-09-20/china-russia-india-and-the-global-south-the-era-of-revenge.html# 
Saaida, M.B.E. (2022). The Non-Aligned Movement: 6 Decades of Nothing. Global Scientific Journal, 10(7): 259-265.
Sahlgren, K.A., (1996). Scenes from my UN journey. in Martti Ahtisaari (ed), Finns in the United Nations. Finnish UN Association: Helsinki.
Schabas, W.A. 2023.  The International Legal Order's Colour Line: Racism, Racial Discrimination, and the Making of International Law. Oxford Academic: New York, 2023.
Sirleaf M. (2022). We Charge Vaccine Apartheid? Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 50(4): 726-737. 
South Africa. (2023). XV BRICS Summit Johannesburg II Declaration. Department of International Relations and Cooperation: Pretoria.
The Wire. 2022. ‘Europe Has to Grow Out of Mindset That Its Problems Are World's Problems’: Jaishankar. Retrieved on 29 August from  https://thewire.in/government/europe-has-to-grow-out-of-mindset-that-its-problems-are-worlds-problems-jaishankar 
Tran, H. (2023). China and India are at odds over BRICS expansion. Retrieved on 02 September from  https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/china-and-india-are-at-odds-over-brics-expansion/ 
Trivedy, A. & Khatun, M. (2023). Importance of BRICS as a regional politics and policies. GeoJournal 88: 5205–5220.
United Nations General Assembly. 1974. Declaration on the Establishment of a New International Economic Order. UNGA A/RES/S-6/3201 (1 May 1974). United Nations: New York.
United Nations General Assembly. 2022. Towards a New International Economic Order. Resolution 77/174. On the report of the Second Committee (A/77/445, para. 14), 14 December. United Nations: New York.
Vecchiatto, P. & Monteiro, A. (2024). South Africa Seeks EU Talks on Carbon Tax It Says Hurts BRICS. Retrieved on 02 September from  https://www.bnnbloomberg.ca/investing/2024/07/30/south-africa-seeks-eu-talks-on-carbon-tax-it-says-hurts-brics/
Vidigal G. & Venzke I. (2022). Of False Conflicts and Real Challenges: Trade Agreements, Climate Clubs, and Border Adjustments. AJIL Unbound, 116, 202-207.
Wallerstein, I. 1979. The capitalist world-economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Weitz, R. (2012). Superpower symbiosis: The Russia-China Axis. World Affairs, 175(4), 71-78.
Zhang, J. 2024. The burgeoning China-Russia axis. Retrieved on 05 September from  https://www.gisreportsonline.com/r/china-russia-alignment-cooperation-ukraine-war-military-supplies-putin-xi-jinpin/ 

 


1

