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EDITORIAL 
 
This issue of the Jean Monnet Supplement to the 
Análise Caeni Newsletter, welcomes a contribution of 
from Rafael Miranda on the increased drug trafficking 
challenges facing regional integrations such as the EU and MERCOSUR, due the porous nature of 
borders as a result of increasing global flows of people, goods and capital. Rafael is a junior 
researcher at NUPRI, the international relations research nucleus at USP. 
 Next, in view of the recent Brazilian meat packers scandal resulting in global restrictions on 
Brazilian meat and meat products, I make a short introduction to the rationale and legal 
instruments underlying the European Union’s response.  

Lívia Radaeski then reports on the presentation here at IRI/USP by Paulina Pospieszna – 
Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan, Poland – 
looking at the role of the Central and Eastern European countries in the promotion of democracy, 
and exploring the actual and potential of the CEECs as democracy promoters compared to Western 
donors.  

To conclude, our regular contributor João Trigo summarises the article by Professor Miriam 
Gomes Saraiva of the Rio de Janeiro State University, on the shift in focus on the Brazil-EU strategic 
partnership from Presidents Lula to Dilma Rousseff.  

From the Editor, Dr. Kirsty Inglis 
Visiting Professor and Vice Co-ordinator of Brazil-Caeni-EU Project 

at the Institute for International Relations of the University of São Paulo 
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Drug Trafficking in the EU: a challenge for international security 

 

 

Rafael de Souza Nascimento Miranda* 

Owing to the process of globalization and internationalization of the world’s economies which has 
led to the formation of economically integrated areas such as the European Union (EU) and 
MERCOSUR, international borders have become more “porous” as a result of the increasing global 
flow of people, goods, capital and consequently, of illicit transactions. Borders, in these cases, are 
considered unique places where these flows are regulated and properly monitored and governed, 
and where States retain sovereign authority to determine who should or should not enter their 
territory. 

Borders are inherently dispute, conflict and exclusion zones. The absence or weakened 
presence of the State in these regions allows them to become a locus for the operation of 
transnational organized crime. By definition, once these areas are controlled by illicit social 
structures they can be defined as ungoverned spaces or black spots, where violent non-state actors 
(VNSAs) act, adopting rules and practices that seek to meet their own interests, most regularly, 
through the systematic use of violence. 

According to the recently conducted study by the International Relations Research Center at 
the University of Sao Paulo (NUPRI-USP) – Global Black Spots-Mapping the Global Insecurity (GBS-
MGI) – 90% of black spots are located at international borders. Within the findings, the black spots 
identified in Europe included Ceuta and Melilla in Spain, Pankisi Gorge in Georgia and Scampia in 
Italy. Within the scope of the Global Black Spots Group of Mawell School, Syracuse University, more 
than 150 black spots have already been identified, and amongst them, more than 80 have already 
been thoroughly studied. 

Black spots represent strategic areas for criminal groups, because they seem to lack state 
governability and are located in strategic geographical positions, therefore, they appear to tend 
towards the development of illicit transits that supply the main consumers of the global illicit 
market. According to the latest report of the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), 
the EU is one of the main destinations of these transits and it also has a booming consumer market. 

Additionally, one of the main characteristics of a black spot is the insecurity it brings to 
global flows. In this context, the EU is facing various side effects caused by the intensification of 
these flows. Europe’s geographic position, so close to areas of instability, has generated multiple 
threats to the region's security. It is important to note the strong correlation between organized 
crime and terrorist organisations, some of which are known to be funded by these groups. 

It is estimated that European citizens spend an average of €24 million per year on illicit 
drugs. In this market, the most commonly used drug is cannabis, followed by heroin, cocaine, 
synthetic stimulants (amphetamine, methamphetamine and MDMA) and new psychoactive 
substances (NSP). South America, West Asia and North Africa are the main points of origin for most 
of the illicit drugs entering Europe, however, the new psychoactive substances come from China 
and India. 

The European Drug Report 2016 – published by the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs 
and Drug Addiction (EMCDDA) – warns about the return to popularity of MDMA or ecstasy, which is 
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being consumed mainly by young adults between the ages of 15 and 34. In this new generation of 
consumers, high dose consumption has in some countries led to an increase in the incidence of 
overdose followed by death, such as in Ireland, France, Finland and the United Kingdom. 

In response to this scenario and to the striking pieces of evidence, the EU has adopted a set 
of actions, such as the Drugs Strategy 2013-2020 and more indirectly the European Agenda for 
Security 2015-2020, both aiming at the reduction of the supply of illicit drugs and at breaking up 
groups linked to organized crime within the European market.  

Due to the multidimensional nature of this issue, the policies and legal measures adopted by 
the EU reflect the complexity and sophistication of criminal networks that have caused social 
damage, and devastating political and economic effects. Generally speaking, all organized crime 
activities are relatively well integrated; the increase in illicit drug trafficking also implies an increase 
in flows of other products such as weapons, the smuggling of migrants and other vulnerable 
groups, services and specialised knowledge. In these processes, state institutions become more 
fragile and their structure highly compromised by the corruption of their own agents. 

To summarise, drug trafficking is a global phenomenon, and in fact is only one among a 
diverse range of organised crime activities that breach geographical boundaries and infiltrates 
societies and institutions and governance structures. Illicit flows tend to persevere, regardless of 
the EU's strategic to addressing this issue. A common global effort between Member States, mainly 
neighbours, international organisations and developing countries is a necessary first step towards 
minimizing the effects of transnational organized crime in Europe. 

 
* Rafael de Souza Nascimento Miranda 

ƛǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ ƛƴ C9/!tΩǎ Bachelor of International Relations programme 
and a junior researcher at NUPRI-USP  
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.ǊŀȊƛƭΩǎ 9¦ market access after the Meat Packers Scandal 

 

Kirstyn Inglis* 

The recent tensions between Brazil and the EU following the meat packers scandal in Brazil, 
highlights the rigorousness of the European Union’s governance of its agri-food chain and consumer 
protection standards, and more generally at global level the challenges of guaranteeing the 
independence of regulators in the governance of the international food chain. 

On 17 March 2017, the Brazilian federal police discovered that meat-packers had been 
selling rotten and substandard produce for several years, China, the EU, South Korea and Chile all 
announced restriction on imports of Brazilian meat products. In the Brazilian meat-packers scandal, 
specifically 3 meat processing plants were closed, and 21 suspended under scrutiny and 30 more 
being accused of unhygienic practices. In addition to unhygienic practices, the accusations relate to 
actual and suspected offenses including criminal fraud and corruption, such as bribing health 
inspectors for certification purposes, as well as masking the aspect of meat products using 
unauthorised chemicals for example. Four of the establishments were exporting to the European 
Union. Brazil meat exports amount to nearly $14bn annually, and the EU is the second importer of 
Brazilian meat after China and Hong Kong. In 2015, Brazil supplied the EU with over 140,000 tonnes 
of beef, or 42.1% of its total beef imports. In 2014, it supplied about 60% of the EU’s 0.8 million 
tonnes of poultry imports. According to the OECD, the EU consumed almost 7.77 million tonnes of 
beef in 2015 and more than 12.72 million tonnes of poultry in 2014. 

 

Scrutiny by the European Parliament over food exports to the EU 
Members of the European Parliament at the European Parliament’s Plenary session in Strasburg on 
3 April 2017, debated the scandal, some of whom called for the suspension of negotiations on meat 
products under the MERCOSUR agreement with all four countries of the Latin American trading 
block, not just Brazil.1 

The 3 April 2017 European Parliament meeting in Plenary discussed tightening import 
controls, further guarantees that future imports meet the Union’s safety and hygiene standards, 
and even considering extending the ban on Brazilian standards beyond the food businesses 
concerned and including poultry and other products. Before the same plenary session of the 
European Parliament, the European Commission’s Health and Food Safety Commissioner Vytenis 
Andriukaitis insisted on the high quality of the European Union’s food safety standards, and that all 
substandard meat would be rejected at EU borders and sent back to Brazil. Indeed, in a later 
response to a written question from a Member of the European Parliament2, Commissioner 
Andriukaitis rejected the exclusion for meat and meat products from the MERCOSUR negotiations, 
emphasising that it: 

“does not see any reason to remove meat and meat products from the scope of the negotiations 
with Mercosur as the EU only authorise imports of agri-food products when in compliance with all 

                                                           
1
 See the newsroom of the European Parliament, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/news-

room/20170331IPR69366/brazil%E2%80%99s-tainted-meat-meps-call-for-actions-to-protect-eu-consumers 
2
Written Answer given by Mr Andriukaitis on behalf of the Commission to a question (Rule 130) by Brian Crowley (ECR) 
regarding “Imports of contaminated meat products from Brazil”, 26 April 2017. 

https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/market-observatory/meat/beef/doc/eu-trade_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/poultry_en
https://data.oecd.org/agroutput/meat-consumption.htm
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getLastRules.do?language=EN&reference=RULE-130
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EU food law requirements irrespective of the existence of a free trade agreement with the country 
of origin.” 

To understand the European Parliament’s power of influence in the development of EU policy and 
law and its role as defender of the integrity and quality standards of the European Union’s 
governance of the food chain, ultimately the driving force is consumer trust built up over 20 years 
following the BSE crisis (mad cow disease) in the 1990s. Damage to consumer confidence was, like 
in the Brazil met packers case, the result of the undue influence of the food industry, including the 
farming community, over the executives at national and EU commission levels, including veterinary 
inspections and scientific contributions to policy making. However, for the European Union it was a 
governance crisis that almost brought down the Commission led by Jacques Santer, once President 
of Luxembourg, in February 1997. It resulted in increased powers for the European Parliament 
based on, and increasing its democratic legitimacy in the European Union architecture3: those 
increased powers notably included powers of scrutiny over the EU executive and specifically, a 
power of censure over the College of Commissioners. 
 
The foundations of food safety and hygiene in EU agri-food law 
Equally important, while previous to the BSE crisis the Member States had reserved consumer 
policy as an area of national sovereignty, the crisis led to a shift in national and European Union 
policy and regulatory governance to put the public and human health as well as consumer rights, at 
the heart of European Union agri-food safety and hygiene law, across the entire food chain, from 
farm-to-fork. Core measures in immediate response were imperative to re-establishing the trust of 
consumers, who are after all, the electorate. These measures included a system of traceability, 
whereby it is possible to identify the farmer and market route of every animal, from farm-to-fork.  
Scientific executive committees were overhauled to ensure transparency and reduce the risk of 
undue influence by non-executive actors, including politicians. Inspection procedures were 
improved and veterinary reports made available to the Parliament and to the general public. 
Farmers were made liable for “safety” of primary agricultural products.  
Today’s framework for agri-food law governs food safety and hygiene across the intra-EU 

trading block, now made up of the 28 Member States and 500 million consumers, as well as 

imports: Framework Regulation 178/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council laying 

down the general principles and requirements of food law, establishing the European Food Safety 

Authority and laying down procedures in matters of food safety4. 

!ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎ άŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴŎŜέ 

As a bottom line that framework and a series of more detailed implementing regulations, demand 
that food imported onto the Internal Market from third countries, including Brazil, meet at least 
equivalent standards5. A combination of instruments impose obligations on producers and food 
business operators as well as on third country governments and their national (competent) 
authorities responsible for compliance. Liability for ensuring compliance of the food lies expressly 
with the importer, which implies a considerable incentive to prevent access the Internal Market in 
the event of doubts about a country of origin. In terms of standard procedure, the European 
Union’s Food and Veterinary Office (FVO) evaluates all countries importing to the European Union, 

                                                           
3
 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/press/sdp/backg/en/1997/b971112.htm 

4
Official Journal of the European Union, 2002 L 31/1. 

5
 See European Commission Working Document of 2014 providing guidance for EU and third countries on the import 

requirements for food imports both of animal and non-animal origin, to be found at 
https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/safety/docs/ia_ic_guidance_import-requirements.pdf 
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including the standards and legal regime, the operation of controls and the certification procedures 
over food establishments, including the capacity of these countries authorities to carry out those 
controls as well as the procedures for listing the companies entitled to export onto the Internal 
Market.6 

 
Individual Member States can block imports 
Moreover, each EU Member State is entitled to take national measures to suspend trade on the EU 
Internal Market, in the interests of public health (see Article 36 of the Treaty on the Functioning of 
the European Union: subject to EU notification procedures), such as the outright ban put in place by 
the UK in immediate response to the breaking news about the Brazilian meat packers’ fraud in 
relation to its exports of meat products. This also explains the European Commission’s 
preoccupation to take concerted action at Union level in order to pre-empt further damage to 
consumer confidence throughout the EU’s Internal Market for meat and poultry generally. 
 

*Dr. Kirstyn Inglis is Visiting Professor at IRI/USP 
and Vice-Coordinator of the Brazil-Caeni-EU Jean Monnet Project at IRI 

 
 
 

 
CEECs: A New Generation of Democracy Promoters? 

 
 
 

Lívia Radaeski* 
 

Speaking on the 6th of April at the Department of Philosophy and Political Science of the University 
of São Paulo, Paulina Pospieszna, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Adam Mickiewicz 
University in Poznan, Poland, presented her work on Central and Eastern European approaches in 
democracy assistance. Under the title "A New Generation of Democracy Promoters?", Pospieszna 
discussed the issue of democracy promotion by third wave democratization countries, how is it 
implemented and what are the differences in this assistance when compared to that provided by 
Western donors. Professor Pospieszna is interested in topics ranging from post conflict peace 
building, youth and womens` empowerment to democratization process and democracy assistance. 
Further analysis of her work can be found in her book Democracy Assistance from the Third Wave: 
Polish Engagement in Belarus and Ukraine, published in 2014 by University of Pittsburgh Press PITT 
Series in Russian and East European Studies.  
 To define democracy promotion might be an arduous task, since one can come across a 
variety of terms attached to this field, such as democracy assistance, democracy support, 
democracy aid and so on. From the European Union’s Regulation 1189/2006 establishing a financial 
instrument for the promotion of democracy and human rights around the world, democracy 

                                                           
6
 The most recent example of the FVO’s reporting on Brazil for imports of meat products (reference period 17 to 25 

March 2015) is available on the Europa website: see FVO Report DG(SANTE) 2015-7585, of 30 September 2015. 
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promotion is very broadly defined in objectives and scope7. Thus, democracy promotion can be 
seen as a tool of foreign policy that is often perceived as a negative incentive; a way in which a 
donor or promoting country could influence or pursue its own interests whenever providing aid. 
However, as Pospieszna highlighted there are also positive incentives that should be noted. 
Promotion of democracy could take the form of foreign aid with no conditionality attached, aimed 
at boosting democratic potential rather than exerting force to the recipient country to accept 
democracy.  
 Until recently, research on this field mainly focused on democracy assistance provided by 
Western democracies, either through private or public actors. It was only around a couple of years 
ago that the work turned towards young Central and Eastern European democracies as donors. 
From 2003 onwards these countries started to be involved in foreign aid for various reasons. In the 
international context, these countries joined the OECD in the 1990s, proving that they were able to 
share with other countries and economically assist them. By this period, the group was also 
expected to fulfil the Millennium Development Goals established by the UN, and in compliance with 
the Millennium declaration the group adopted a resolution on promoting and consolidating 
democracy8. The accession of the CEE countries to the EU is another reason for their involvement in 
foreign aid, since they were obliged multilaterally to provide recipient countries assistance as part 
of European Union support. In the domestic context, the young donors could bilaterally choose 
which areas and which countries they wished to prioritize for receiving such assistance, based on 
compatibility with their foreign policy goals. Most of the Visegrád countries focus their assistance 
on the Western Balkans, except for Poland which sees most of its support directed towards its 
immediate neighbours, Ukraine and Belarus. 
 In view of the above, Professor Pospieszna conducts a thorough investigation among young 
donors, especially Poland`s assistance, and their patterns of aid to third countries. She concentrates 
her focus on the main actors of this type of democracy assistance, the non-governmental 
organizations and their links with civil society. The NGOs performing in the CEE countries and taken 
into consideration in her studies have their origins in dissident movements and were established in 
the early 1990s with Western support. However, their history can be traced back to support for civil 
society in those countries already back in the 1980s.  
 The Solidarity movement in Poland, supported by Western donors, led to a rather peaceful 
transition in the country. Democratization became possible after engagement with civil society and 
negotiations with the tough regime in power at the time. Pospieszna’s focus is due to Poland being 
seen as a successful role model for democratic transformation and the best performing country in 
the region regarding politics and economy. The Polish wish to share its expertise acquired from its 
own experiencewith other countries, can be seen through its active involvement in shaping EU 
policy towards its Eastern neighbours. Pospieszna lists some reasons why Poland acts in this 
direction: idealism and the sense of bearing an obligation to help; encouragement, since post-
communist countries were involved in transition just as in Poland; pragmatism, due to geographical 
proximity; demand for skills and experience from recipient countries; personal reasons concerning 
NGOs next to the borders, and; national interest in healing the wounds of the past. 
 Poland also provides bilateral aid through a cooperation between the Polish Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and domestic partners as a method of supporting democracy. This means of 
assistance works differently from Western aid in the sense that it functions through partnerships, 

                                                           
7
Regulation 1189/2006, Arts. 1 and 2.  See also Commission Communication of 23 May 1995 on the Inclusion of Respect 

for Democratic Principles and Human Rights in Agreements between the Community and Third Countries, and 
subsequent opinions and legislative instruments building on this democracy promotion acquis. 
8
General Assembly resolution 55/96. 
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sharing responsibility and decision-making in project implementation. By engaging in these 
partnerships with civil society, the assistance provided consequently takes account of local needs, 
presenting aid tailored to the recipient country at hand. This approach can be seen in the adoption 
of different measures regarding democracy promotion in its neighbouring countries. In Belarus, the 
fact that NGOs are governmentally organized made it difficult to cooperate with them, thus 
demanding a different method by Polish NGOs who decided to work directly with people instead 
(teachers, youth, local leaders). In this case, democracy promotion takes an indirect path through 
the empowerment of people, recognition of Belarusian cultural identity and the support of new 
media developments. The Ukrainian context differs in the way that is possible to work directly with 
NGOs and support democracy in a more straightforward way, encouraging all kinds of 
governmental reforms. 
 Where aid delivery to civil society evolves through such a bottom up approach that is 
grassroots driven, pro-democratic groups are empowered which could lead to a shift in power 
relations between civil society and government. The effectiveness of these efforts to promote 
linkages with civil society through non-governmental organizations can be perceived by norm 
diffusion to other civil society actors, such as young people. Engaging youth in civic educational 
programmes and perceiving them as agents of change, helps to democratise potential contributors 
encouraging democracy promotion and a strong civil society. When asked about the motivation of 
youth to remain in their countries after taking part in educational programmes, Pospieszna 
confirmed that some had in fact emigrated but others became involved with politics in their 
homeland, proving the impact of democracy diffusion.  
 Concluding her talk, the Professor Pospieszna expressed her belief that aid delivery to civil 
society actors via Central and Eastern European NGOs makes democracy assistance from young 
donors credible and possible in times of populist waves and anti-democratic measures taken by the 
governments in this region. This is so due to linkages and empowerment of groups of civil society 
and youth, in addition to a type of assistance that takes into account the differences among 
recipients, avoiding a "cookie cutter formula" aid. Currently, Professor Pospieszna’s research 
focuses on evaluating democracy assistance programmes and its impacts on youth, as well as the 
impacts NGOs efforts have in the recipient countries. The results can be verified in her DemoAid 
webpage, a project funded by National Science Centre (NCN), Poland.  
 

*Lívia Radaeskiis focusing her research on EU enlargement 
and integration as concerns Central and Eastern Europe  

countries. She completed her Bachelor degree in  
International Relations at PUC, São Paulo in 2014 
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Article Review: Prof. Miriam Gomes Saraiva 
The Brazil-EU Strategic Partnership from Lula to Dilma Rousseff: a shift of focus 

 
 
 

João de Souza Trigo* 
 
The 2016 academic paper by the UERJ (Universidade Estadual do Rio de Janeiro), Professor, Miriam 
Gomes Saraiva, investigates what lies behind the change in the dynamics of the Brazil – European 
Union relationship under the perspective of the different Brazilian foreign policies outlined by the 
presidents Lula and Dilma Rousseff.9 
 The article is divided into parts that cite more specific aspects of this relationship, but based 
on the Strategic Partnership policies that these two global actors have developed since 2007. The 
aim of this political approach was to leverage the collaboration between Brazil and the EU both to 
multilateral level within forums and international organizations seeking a position aligned within 
themes such as human rights, global environmental policies, the development of MERCOSUR, 
among others, and including on a bilateral level for promoting the scientific, technological, 
academic and public policy interchange between the countries of the EU bloc (as well as on an 
individual basis) and Brazil. 

However, the joint objectives could not have been traced had it not been for the facts that 
motivated and encouraged the strategic approximation of Brazil and the EU, which according to the 
author would be: Brazil's growing role as an active actor in international relations; A chance to 
resume free trade negotiations between the EU and MERCOSUR; An opportunity for Brazil to 
strengthen its international prestige, and; the Brazilian desire that this relationship encourage 
foreign investments and the transfer of technology. 

Saraiva points out that under Lula's administration, Brazil began its programme of taking up 
diplomatic leadership in new scenarios, especially with other countries in the global South, which in 
turn attracted the partnership of a Europe that sought to strengthen its relationship with countries, 
and to develop and disseminate their democratic ideals. Although Brazil longed for this European 
recognition, its foreign policy followed a revisionist ideology in relation to the global order. That is, 
Brazilian interests were limited to raising the country's image to a new position in the global 
hierarchy, seeking more benefits in international financial organizations and a more participatory 
role in the UN system through a permanent seat in the Security Council. 

But on the European side, the Euro crisis forced the EU to take a less revisionist stance at 
that time and prioritize an alliance with the United States. Ideological polarization vis-à-vis the 
functioning of the international system has opened the door for Brazil to become even more 
aligned with developing countries and has frozen the country's recent proposals for alignment with 
the European bloc. Thus, Brazil had much more dialogue in forums such as the BRICS and the G20, 
and each time takes less interest in a Europe in crisis. 

Following Saraiva’s analysis, she cites the lack of continuity in Brazilian foreign policies once 
Dilma assumed the Presidency, although her speech initially indicated an alignment with what Lula 
had implemented. At the beginning of Dilma's term, the main objectives were to achieve 
interaction with the BRICS bloc, with China as a major economic partner and investor not only in 

                                                           
9
 To be found at http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0034-

73292017000100208&lng=pt&nrm=iso&tlng=en, last viewed on 3 May 2017 

http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0034-73292017000100208&lng=pt&nrm=iso&tlng=en
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0034-73292017000100208&lng=pt&nrm=iso&tlng=en
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the organisation, but mainly in Brazil when it became the main economic partner. In this way, the 
position of valorization of relations with countries of the global or developing South was 
maintained. However, the deterioration of the Brazilian economy through the crisis that swept the 
country has diminished the importance of foreign policies to first settle the accounts internally, 
besides deteriorating the recent good image that the country was conquering in the international 
scenario. Since then, there has been some difficulty in establishing a good dialogue with the 
European bloc, even as the economic crisis has intensified with the ensuing political and 
institutional crisis that plagues the country and spends time and energy on the Government, 
priority. 

As for the issues of multilateral alignment between the two actors, there was a weak 
adherence of both sides to the poor economic context of Europe and Brazil, which diminished 
foreign policy efforts. Here, we also have to consider Brazil's position on issues that are 
indisputable to the EU, such as human rights. In effect, Brazil presents a position that values the 
right and respect of national sovereignty more, while the European bloc is intransigent to any 
denunciation of human rights no matter where in the world a violation of these rights may happen. 

Another purpose of the Brazilian and EU strategic relations was to export and advise the 
main South American country on the model of European regional integration to strengthen 
MERCOSUR's power and presence, as well as to bring the two blocs closer together in order to carry 
out mutually beneficial trade negotiations. And once again, the efforts and results have fallen short 
of what has been expected. Conjecture on both sides influenced the slowness of regional 
negotiations, and can be seen in the context of Argentinian protectionism, the Greek crisis, the 
Venezuelan crisis, the Euro crisis, the Brazilian crisis and Brexit, for example. 

Although Brazil and the EU in fact present different visions of the global order and the 
questions of the current international system, Brazil is inserted in Western standards and seeks to 
internally follow an alignment with these values. The fact that the foreign policy vision diverged did 
not diminish the gains from the development of bilateral relations in strategic areas of technology 
and innovation through the "Sector Dialogues" programme, under the Strategic Partnership 
architecture, which is already in its third phase. 

*João de Souza Trigo 
is doing his Bachelors in international relations at IRI/USP 

 and is Junior researcher with Caeni at IRI/USP 
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