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Emerging donors: the promise and limits of bilateral and
multilateral democracy promotion

Andrew F Cooper and Asif B Farooq

Abstract This paper examines the evolving pattern of democracy promotion by three
emerging donors: India, Brazil and South Africa. It first asks how the emerging donors
promote democracy through their development assistance. The paper argues that despite
the risk of compromising security and trade interests, the emerging donors have adapted to
a 2 £ 2 (two by two) model of democracy promotion by which they circumvent risk by
promoting procedural democracy through bilateral means and non-procedural democracy
through multilateral frameworks. Second, the paper asks why these three countries exhibit
the same pattern of democracy promotion in spite of not having coordination among them.
In response, the paper provides a structure–agent explanation. The paper contends that the
structural constraints imposed on emerging donors are conducive to the operation of the 2
£ 2 model in promoting democracy. While the model safeguards the emerging donors from
criticism of being undue interveners in other countries’ domestic affairs, it also privileges
them with international recognition for being responsible partners in democracy
promotion.

Introduction

The rise of a significant cluster of big emerging donors has attracted considerable
attention as part of wider themes pertaining to shifting global power. An extensive
literature has grown, for example on the geographic targeting of development
cooperation by big emerging countries, especially towards Africa (Quadir 2013;
Kragelund 2011; Manning 2006). Yet a large gap persists in the analysis of the
behaviour of emerging donors, particularly in regard to the connections (or
disconnects) between development cooperation and other policy domains.
Arguably the most contentious of these missing links is the relationship between
rising powers as donors and democracy promotion. In other words, how do
emerging donors like India, Brazil and South Africa promote democracy through
development assistance? This article examines the question in a comprehensive
manner and argues that the evolving pattern of democracy promotion by a
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particular cluster of emerging donors—India, Brazil and South Africa—can be
framed under a low-risk 2 £ 2 (two by two) model.

According to this model, Brazil, India and South Africa promote procedural
democracy through bilateral means such as capacity-building for the electoral
process in their Southern partners. Such measures encompass funding
information-exchange tours, providing training for policy, organizational and
operational improvement in electoral processes, gifting or introducing electronic
voting systems, and assisting the legislative branch, which may include
infrastructure development programmes such as the construction of the
parliament building of Afghanistan by the government of India. These are
government-to-government programmes at the request of a recipient country.
They also promote non-procedural democracy: initiatives that directly focus
beyond electoral process—mostly run through multilateral frameworks—and are
voluntary programmes, often initiated in partnership with Western partners.
Multilateral programmes engage not only governments but also civil society.
However, in multilateral frameworks the individual donor countries’ responsi-
bility for outcomes is much diffused. Thus, emerging donors promote democracy
while circumventing the potential political risks associated with doing so.

In the following sections, we first provide conceptual clarity about emerging
donors’ international cooperation and various aspects of democracy promotion;
we then explain what constitutes ‘risk’ for emerging donors. Finally, we provide a
comparative analysis of the parallel, but nationally differentiated, dynamics with
respect to the three big emerging countries central to this study: India, Brazil and
South Africa. Before proceeding further, we need to clarify what this paper is not
about. The paper does not attempt to analyse the effectiveness of emerging
donors’ democracy promotion programmes. Instead, we only identify and
demonstrate the emerging patterns of their development assistance programmes
and explain the underlying rationale. The article also does not question the
internal democratic character of these three emerging donors. Finally, we make a
conscious effort to avoid conceptual bias based on the Western perspective on the
definition of democracy promotion. Instead, the article is framed through the
Southern concept of development assistance and democracy promotion, which is
explained below.

Emerging donors within the structure–agent framework

The discipline of international relations (IR) has produced a rich literature on
structure–agent analysis. However, a deep rift exists between those who give
more importance to structure and others who give more power to agents. The
debate over structure and agency, driven by contributions by Hollis and Smith
(1990; 1994; 1996), Wendt (1992; 1998), and also notably joined by Carlsnæs (1992),
Patömaki (2002) and Wight (1999), remains unsettled. Nonetheless, it has helped
to capture the dynamic relations between structure and agents. Braumoeller (2012,
2) succinctly summarizes the debate: ‘the division in international relations
between explanations that focus on context and those that emphasize state agency
perpetuates an artificial distinction—artificial because the circumstances that
constrain and compel state action are also produced by state action’. In other
words, while structure can constrain agent behaviour, agent preferences and
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actions too have long-lasting effect in reshaping powerful structures over time.
Structure and agent are analytically separate, yet mutually constituted.

Furthermore, the definition of ‘structure’ and ‘agent’ varies. On the one hand,
neorealists define ‘structure’ as the distribution of capabilities (Waltz 1979), which
emphasizes constraints rather than the agency of states to reshape those
constraints. Similarly Cerny’s (1990, 4) definition based on ‘constraints and
opportunities’ and Giddens’s (1979, 64, 67) definition based on ‘rules and
resources’ demonstrate states’ limited agency for choice and actions. On the other
hand, rational choice theorists (Fearon 1995; Smith 1995; Bueno de Mesquita 1981,
Schelling 1960) and communicative theorists (Risse 2000) in IR provide much
more power to agency, which is the state’s independent ability to make strategic
choices and actions. Although this article takes structural constraints into account,
it also considers that such constraints can also stimulate states to come up with
ideas and strategies on the basis of which they can make policy choices.

Rising powers are constrained by the distribution of their capabilities because
of scarce resources, that they have to employ both for domestic needs and foreign
policy agenda, challenge their geopolitical aspiration. Limited economic resources
constrain the extent and the degree of their foreign development assistance.
Indeed, the development assistance of emerging donors is highly influenced by
their security and trade interests. Additionally, emerging economies such as India,
Brazil and South Africa are regional powers that are wary of how their regional
neighbours perceive their rise. India, Brazil and South Africa have specific
regional concerns that they factor into foreign relations. For India, security and
regional stability are of highest importance in its relations with its neighbours.
Due to contentious issues, notably border and river-water-sharing disputes, India
is well aware of anti-Indian sentiment in Bangladesh, which has experienced a
number of military coups amid extended political crises. The relationship with
Nepal under the Maoist government is similarly sensitive for India, especially in
the context of its own Naxalite-Maoist insurgency. Sri Lanka, with its recent
controversial war against the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), is another
difficult diplomatic situation for India’s democracy promotion.

Brazil has (for the most part) avoided over-extending its reach with regard to
regional interventions, mindful of the asymmetry in its relationships with the
immediate neighbourhood. Nonetheless, Brazil has been involved in a number of
interventions within South America, notably on the Venezuelan impasse going
back to the formation of the ‘group of friends’ in 2003 through the Union of South
American Nations (UNASUR) with respect to the 2008 crisis in Bolivia. It also
used the Mercosur (Southern Common Market) democratic clause in a decisive
response to the 2012 impeachment of Paraguay’s democratically elected president
Fernando Lugo. That being said, Brazil has avoided go-it-alone methods, fearing a
perception of high-handedness over other countries’ internal affairs. Stuenkel
highlights the culture of caution built into the Brazilian approach by quoting Celso
Amorim, Brazil’s Foreign Minister, to the effect that ‘democracy cannot be
imposed. It is born from dialogue’ (2013, 344)

South Africa faces similar risks if it acts as an overbearing regional power,
notwithstanding its active interest in promoting peace and stability on the
continent. President Nelson Mandela took a strong position against Nigeria’s
military rulers in the mid-1990s, which resulted in a regional backlash. South
Africa also has sensitive relationships with Zimbabwe and Lesotho. Akin to India,
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South Africa has built-in risks of damaging its trade and security interest if it
chooses to use its development assistance programme as an explicit tool for
promoting democracy in the region.

India, Brazil and South Africa are furthermore constrained by the ideational
structure of the Global South. Colonial history, neoliberal aid policy and images of
coercive democracy promotion by theWest have generated a global backlash from
the South, civil societies and a number of international organizations (Carothers
2006). The ideological divide during the Cold War led the democratic West to
adopt an aggressive agenda of democracy promotion by setting aid conditionality
in Latin America, Africa and South East Asia, often with significant domestic and
regional negative consequences that further consolidated the North–South
ideological divide (Cranenburgh 2011; Ethier 2010; Brown 2005; Crawford 1997;
Carothers 1999; 1997; Robinson 1993).1 The fall of the Soviet Union, however,
prompted scholars such as Fukuyama (1992) to contend that democracy had
triumphed as the most desirable form of governance without a strong competitive
alternative. Nonetheless, China’s resilience as an authoritarian state (Nathan 2003)
that helped lift over 600 million out of poverty and the emergence of ‘illiberal
democracies’ (Zakaria 1997) or ‘competitive authoritarianism’ (Levitsky and Way
2010) make the wisdom of democratic promotion based on cosmopolitanism or
internationalism more debatable (Beck 2006; Held 1995).

Moreover, foreign aid has increasingly been securitized since 9/11 with an
underlying emphasis on the controversial War on Terror (Ikenberry et al 2009).
The West’s remarks on the human rights records of some autocratic countries—
such as China, Iran and Venezuela—have often earned critical responses from
developing countries given the West’s longstanding and close ties with many
other non-democratic regimes. The Bush administration’s later effort to connect its
foreign policy agenda of democracy promotion with its controversial wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan2 made democracy promotion a more sensitive issue—both
strategically and normatively (Banai 2013; Bridoux and Russell 2013; MacQueen
2009; Monten 2005; Rieffer and Mercer 2005). Thus, Quadir (2013, 324) contends
that the emerging donors have little interest in democracy promotion. Instead, he
asserts, emerging donors ‘often pursue an active development agenda based on
their distinct conceptualization of development, which pays little attention to such
values as social justice, environmental sustainability, democracy and human
rights’. Carothers and Youngs (2011, 18) also argue that a set of common
characteristics, such as preservation of sovereignty, emphasis on multilateralism
and trade relations, and reluctance to be closely associated with the United States
(US) while maintaining a relationship with China, provides the emerging donors
the basis for ‘underdog solidarity with leader of other developing countries’. This
occurs regularly at the cost of democracy or rights issues and with a ‘deep-seated
suspicion of the very concept of democracy promotion as being a rhetorical cover
for assertions of Western geostrategic hegemony’.

1Of course, the democracy promotion by the West during the Cold War also coincided
with their strategic support for several authoritarian regimes on account of security
interests.

2 The White House, ,http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/
2003/11/20031106-2.html. .
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Despite such ideational and normative constraints, we argue that India, Brazil
and South Africa do not overlook the value of democracy as a global public good.
Indeed, making the case that democracy is becoming a world value and an
established norm, McFaul (2004–2005, 155) argues, ‘the legitimacy and practice of
external actors promoting democracy—be they states, NGOs [non-governmental
organizations], or international institutions—has grown in the last two decades as
the idea that people have a right to democracy has gained support’. Furthermore,
the rich scholarly discourse on the democratic peace theory—however
contested—shows that their global attraction towards democratic values and
the active promotion of democracy does exist. With the connection between
democracy, peace, human rights and poverty reduction in mind, Burnell (2008,
37–52) argues that international assistance to promote democracy holds the merit
of being a public good at minimum. Clark (2009, 567) also writes that, through its
historical ebb and flow, democracy has endured to be ‘a revised standard of
civilization, as the appropriate test for recognition for membership’.

As a result, India, Brazil and South Africa have deliberately constructed new
kinds of power relationships based on a ‘South–South’ narrative that showcases
the normative and strategic constraints detailed above. Through this lens, the
development assistance of emerging donors is cast as fundamentally different in
its guiding principles and operational methods from that of traditional
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) donors (Davies 2010, 2–3). Indeed
the emerging donors’ development assistance is viewed as following a divergent
aid model, particularly in regard to its focus on non-conditionality, respect of
national sovereignty, local ownership and mutual benefit (Chandy and Kharas
2011, 742–743). This approach is influenced by the ten principles of the
Declaration on the Promotion of World Peace and Cooperation, adopted at the
first African–Asian Conference in Bandung, Indonesia and the Buenos Aires Plan
of Action for Promoting and Implementing Technical Co-operation among
Developing Countries, which was adopted at the UN General Assembly in 1978
(Zimmermann and Smith 2011, 726).

This differentiation goes hand in hand with a strong tendency of emerging
donors to amplify the uniqueness of their foreign development initiatives,
framing their relationship with the recipient countries in terms of being ‘peers in
mutually beneficial relationships’ (Zimmermann and Smith 2011, 727). The
Brazilian government, for example, is reluctant to accept the concept of ‘foreign
aid’ or ‘official development assistance’ and prefers to label its programmes as
‘South–South or international cooperation’ (SSC) (Vaz and Inoue 2007, 5). Such
cooperation is commonly promoted as a relationship based on solidarity between
equal partners of the developing world (Marques 2012). Similarly, the India–
Africa Summit initiated by India resulted in the India–Africa Framework for
Cooperation Forum (and the Delhi Declaration), with a focus on cooperation and
the sharing of experiences between equal partners, rather than being a traditional
donor–recipient relationship (Kragelund 2010, 12). According to one official at
India’s Ministry of External Affairs, ‘We do not like to call ourselves a donor.
We call it development partnership because it is in the framework of sharing
development experiences’ (Taneja 2012). South Africa similarly refers to itself as
‘development partner’ instead of ‘donor’, because of the colonial history
associated with Western donors on the continent (Braude et al 2008, 6–7). Any
initiative to promote democracy through development cooperation that
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challenges the national sovereignty of partner countries is, therefore, a major ‘risk’
for the emerging donors. Similarly, emerging donors are not willing to attach
explicit conditionality of human rights and good governance, as it may hurt their
South–South ‘partnership’. Differentiating their own approach from the North’s
foreign aid, especially under the Washington Consensus, emerging donors have
often highlighted that their development assistance is unconditional and only
caters to recipient partners’ explicit demands. For example, the IBSA (India, Brazil
and South Africa) members define the IBSA Development Fund in terms of
development partnership rather than development aid.3 Thus, the emerging
donors’ narrative of SSC demonstrates a deliberative effort to reconstruct the
ideational structure within which they provide democracy assistance.

Conceptual and methodical clarification

The normative reluctance of emerging donors to associate their development
practices with those of traditional donors is reinforced by their lack of
transparency and institutional capacity, which makes it extremely challenging
to develop a clear and accurate comparative analysis of the nature and extent of
non-DAC development cooperation in terms of DAC principles. For example,
Brazil’s various agencies involved in development assistance lack a coherent data
collection system (Zimmermann and Smith 2011, 727). South Africa similarly lacks
a systematic organizational approach for its development cooperation, and
was yet to establish the South Africa Development Partnership Agency (SADPA)
six years after the idea of its inception in 2009. At present, only the African
Renaissance and International Cooperation Fund contains information on yearly
projects but in limited details and likely represents a small fraction of South
Africa’s overall development cooperation.

Furthermore, several of the emerging donors’ foreign policy initiatives and
diplomatic engagements are entangled with their SSC agenda. For example, South
Africa’s foreigndevelopmentprogrammeunder theAfricanRenaissance framework
is complementedby itsproactivepromotionofdemocracy through the constitutional
architecture of the African Union (AU) and the South African Development
Community (SADC). Similarly, India’s engagementwith its neighbours,who receive
the bulk of its foreign development assistance, is guided by its regional security
interest and therefore includes security assistance as part of development
cooperation. Notably, India’s flagship Technical and Economic Cooperation
Programme (ITEC) offers both military and civilian training support as part of
development cooperation (Quadir 2013, 326–327). The participation of the Brazilian
military in initiatives for human rights and electionmonitoring is also included into

3 The projects under the IBSA Development Fund, a multilateral initiative of the IBSA
members and managed by the UNDP, include several development projects in Burundi,
Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Palestine, Sierra Leone, Cambodia, Cabo Verde, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic (LPDR), Vietnam, Sudan, South Sudan and Guyana. Although the
2014 IBSA Development Fund report claims the Fund’s involvement in local capacity-
building for democratic participation, the extent of this involvement is not clear. However,
the Fund is a significant step towards enhancing the IBSAmembers’ soft power (Alden and
Vieira 2005; Vieira 2012). UNDP, ,http://tcdc2.undp.org/ibsa/documents/Q1%202014/
IBSA%20Report%202014_sm.pdf. .
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the operational concept of Brazil’s international cooperation (Instituto de Pesquisa
Econômica Aplicada (IPEA) 2011, 54–56). The emerging donors also engage
regularly inmultilateral initiativeswithOrganization for EconomicCooperation and
Development (OECD) countries. Such engagement may aid the emerging donors’
broader development objectives in their Southern partners. Therefore, untying
foreign policy initiatives from development assistance will give an incomplete
picture of SSC.

Moreover, there is a lack of scholarly consensus on the definition of democracy
promotion through development cooperation. Democracy encompasses a wide
range of factors.While Dahl (1971), Schumpeter (1942), Przeworski et al (2004) and
Alvarez et al (1996) define democracy in procedural terms (free, fair and
competitive elections, full adult suffrage, freedom of press and association), the
problem of ‘electoral fallacy’ has more recently prompted a much broader
definition of democracy based on either ‘liberal’ or ‘substantive’ terms (Hobson
and Kurki 2012). While procedural democracy is limited to the electoral process
and administrative capacity that ensures free and fair election, the definition of
substantive democracy also encompasses democratic values, from fundamental
human rights to basic needs entitlements, that may directly or indirectly aid the
consolidation of democracy. Hence, depending on one’s preferred definition,
democracy promotion through development cooperation may include a wide
range of activities, from capacity-building for procedural democracy to aiding
civil society, to achieving theMillenniumDevelopment Goals (MDGs) of a partner
country. Moreover, the means of democracy promotion have changed over time.
During the 1980s and 1990s, support for transitional elections was the main focus
of the developed world’s assistance for democracy promotion. Subsequently,
however, the building and reform of democratic institutions and assistance to
strengthen civil society became priority areas (Carothers and Ottaway 2000, 3–20).

All of these conditioning factors point to the need for more nuanced
methodology to examine if, how and why connections exist between emerging
donors and democracy promotion. This study focuses on the three emerging
donors with the highest level of credibility as robust democracies: India, Brazil
and South Africa. Among the major emerging donors, these countries stand out
globally in terms of not only the monetary value but also the ideological
underpinning of the dramatic expansion of their development cooperation based
on the South–South narrative.

We take a blended approach to define the development cooperation of emerging
donors. This includes both foreign policy initiatives that directly complement the
objectives of development programmes and also multilateral initiatives in
collaboration with OECD partners that directly or indirectly advance the emerging
donors’ development objectives for their Southern partners. We also open up the
definition of democracy promotion for the purpose of this paper. All development
cooperation that facilitates electoral process, promotes good governance under
specific project titles or promotes democratic values under bilateral or multilateral
means as specifiedby thedonor countrywill be categorizedasdemocracypromotion.

To examine the development cooperation projects by emerging donors, we use
AidData’s 2.1 non-OECD dataset, which we have crosschecked with the annual
reports of donor countries. The cross-checking shows that AidData 2.1 does not
include all development projects initiated by the emerging donors. For example,
due to the lack of accessible information in the case of South Africa, the dataset
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includes only those projects financed by the African Renaissance and
International Cooperation Fund while ignoring the projects undertaken by other
South African departments. In the context of such limitations, we use the AidData
dataset to examine the type of projects initiated by the donors, instead of relying on
their monetary value.

Hedging foreign policy on a 2 3 2 model of democracy promotion

The robust economic growth of India, Brazil and South Africa has enabled them to
undertake an expansionary foreign policy and extend their international
development cooperation. Still, all three countries continue to face numerous
domestic challenges. Their democracy promotion activities are thus conditioned
by structural constraints, which include their national sovereignty, bilateral trade
and security interests and the neocolonial label of serving the West’s vested
interests. Nonetheless, for this cluster of emerging donors, the benefit of
democracy promotion, albeit contested, is compelling in that democratic
institutions can complement economic development, trade (Baum and Lake
2003; Rodrik, Subramanian and Trebbi 2002) and regional security (Defoe et al
2013; Weiffen et al 2011; Russett 2005; Oneal and Russett 1999; Nathan 1998; Owen
1994; Russett 1994). And, as they are among the largest democracies in the world,
India, Brazil and South Africa find it increasingly difficult to resist calls to act as
responsible actors in the promotion of peace, security and development when
they themselves call for equality in global governance and want to attract positive
recognition of their actions in global affairs.

However, India, Brazil and South Africa have little choice but to be very
selective in providing development assistance. Their approaches are strongly
guided by the instrumental dictates of their foreign policy, which focuses on trade
as well as national and regional security interests. To elaborate on these themes,
the following section will examine the foreign policy of India, Brazil and South
Africa and demonstrate how structural constraints influence the shape of their
development cooperation, which explains the emerging pattern of what we term
the ‘2 £ 2’ (two by two) model of their democracy promotion.

The 2 £ 2 model (Table 1) describes a low-risk strategy for democracy
promotion. This encompasses two major aspects: (1) bilateral assistance for the
promotion of procedural democracy, and (2) multilateral initiatives for the
promotion of non-procedural democracy. Emerging donors regularly provide
capacity-building assistance for the electoral process through bilateral memor-
anda of understanding (MoU) with their Southern partners. In most cases, the
assistance is provided following the request of a recipient country or in a post-
conflict reconstruction setting. Therefore, such cooperation entails the mutual
agreement of the partner countries.

The emerging donors also participate in multilateral programmes to promote
democratic values and good governance among their Southern partners. Such
multilateral programmes have working partnership with OECD governments and
civil societies. The emerging donors’ participation in such multilateral programmes
helps them avoid direct involvement with civil societies. The multilateral initiatives
provide a buffer to the emerging donors to avoid any accusation of directly funding
civil society organizations and their outcomes. Furthermore, some of the
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programmes that promote good governance and democracy are voluntary and
partner countries from the global South feel little pressure to participate. Thus the
role played by donor countries in multilateral initiatives is widely diffused, which
also bars individual donors from claiming exclusive credit for any positive outcome.
Despite such shortcomings, the incentive to participate inmultilateral initiatives lies
in their international recognition. Collaboration through multilateral institutions
provides emerging donors with an opportunity to elevate their power status in
international relations by earning recognition from their Western partners. Due to
their limited resources, emerging donors generally concentrate their contribution on
only one or two of these initiatives.

Given that India, Brazil and South Africa are conditioned by similar structural
constraints while being motivated by a common interest in promoting democracy,
the outcomes—although uncoordinated—produce a common pattern, which we
frame under our 2 £ 2 model. Indeed, the similar structural constraints that all
three countries take on democracy promotion resonate with Aron’s homogeneous
system. According to Aron, homogeneous systems are ‘those in which the states
belong to the same type, obey the same conception of policy’ (Aron 1966, 597).
In the following section, we will present the how and the why of development
cooperation for democracy promotion in regard to India, Brazil and South Africa
according to the 2 £ 2 model outlined above.

India: cautious but constructive efforts to maintain regional stability

India, with its rapid economic success, has become the swing state in the global
balance of power, second toChina. Its key role inmultilateral fora such as IBSA (Nel
andTaylor 2013), BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China andSouthAfrica) (Mielniczuk
2013; Cooper and Farooq 2013), BASIC (Brazil, South Africa, India and China),
BIMSTEC (Bay of Bengal Initiative for Multi-sectoral Technical and Economic

Table 1. Two by two model of democracy promotion by emerging donors

Procedural democracy Non-procedural democracy

Bilateral
initiatives

India, Brazil, South Africa: Capacity-
building through training in electoral
process when the recipient country is
already in the process of holding
democratic elections.

Avoids directly funding civil societies
in partner countries which could
foster democratic values,
accountability and transparency.

Multilateral
initiatives

India: Bilateral exchanges and
training is restricted to electoral
institution with greater emphasis on
regional/multilateral reach.

India, Brazil, South Africa: Forms
partnership with Western countries
under multilateral initiatives to run
programmes that (a) promote good
governance and (b) fund civil societies
to foster democratic values. Often
uses regional organizations to
promote democratic values under
their label. Thus receives recognition
from Western peers but dodges
responsibility for promoting
democratic values directly in
Southern partners.
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Cooperation) and the G20 (Golub 2013; Flemes 2013), and its ‘Look East Policy’
demonstrate India’s expansionary foreign policy (Jaffrelot 2003; Chatterjee 2007;
Sikri 2009; Scott 2009). Indeed, according to former prime minister Manmohan
Singh ‘India is deeply conscious of its role in the international arena and we have
been seeking a restructuring and reform of the global polity that will allow us to
play a commensurate role’ (Lamont et al 2009). However, while, on one hand, India
projects itself as an exemplar of a democratic developing country and banks on its
soft power status as a foreign policy tool, it also balances its democracy promotion
with its security interests for regional stability (Chitalkar andMalone 2011, 83 £ 87).

The volatility of its South Asian neighbourhood compels India to underpin its
foreign policy with regional security interests. India has to play an active role to
ensure regional stability by carefully maintaining and developing relationships
with neighbours that are conflict-driven and/or weak democracies (Dormandy
2007). However, its political will is constrained by its neighbours’ reluctance to see
India meddling in their political affairs especially when these small neighbours
are not only wary of India’s ‘big brotherly’ attitude in the region but also harbour
an identity crisis vis-à-vis India’s cultural hegemony despite shared cultural and
civilizational history (Sibal 2009, 356). The neighbourly discontent was evident in
interviews with former diplomats of the neighbouring countries, who portrayed
India quite negatively (Sudarshan, Sridharan and Hassan 2002). Migration,
porous borders, Islamic militants andMaoists are several other issues that stand in
the way of cooperation between India and its neighbours (Singh 2009). Another
regional structural constraint is the tendency of India’s regional neighbours to
balance India’s power by playing India and China cards simultaneously. As Pant
(2011, 85) writes, ‘More significant are Bangladesh’s attempts to woo an extra-
regional power—namely, China—to prevent New Delhi from asserting regional
supremacy in its relations with Dhaka. This strategy is not typical of Bangladesh’s
foreign policy, but other states in the region—including both Pakistan and
Nepal—have frequently used China to try to counterbalance India.’4 Given these
risks, India has taken the most cautious, yet a very constructive, approach to
democracy promotion when compared with Brazil and South Africa.

India provides the largest amount of its bilateral development assistance to its
South Asian neighbours Afghanistan, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Nepal, Maldives,
Myanmar and Sri Lanka. These are also the countries that received Indian
commitment of assistance in total value of approximately US$42 million during
2008 to 2010 for security sector reform through capacity-building and training.
The only other countries beyond the South Asian region that received some forms
of Indian commitment for security assistance are Ghana and Fiji. At the same time,
as part of its bilateral initiatives to promote procedural democracy, India gifted
electronic voting machines to the Maldives and Nepal and provided close to US
$1.4 billion to Afghanistan for the construction of a new parliament building.5

Lastly, the Election Commission of India (ECI) also has a bilateral training
programme for election officials from Bhutan.6

4On this, see also Dabhade et al (2004).
5 ECI, ,http://eci.nic.in/eci_main1/inter_corp_pdf/Bangladesh.pdf. .
6 ECI, ,http://eci.nic.in/eci_main1/inter_corp_pdf/Bhutan.pdf. .
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With regard to regional initiatives, the India International Institute of Democracy
and Election Management (IIDEM) is essentially run by the Indian government
although its launch was collaborated by the ECI, the United Nations, the
Commonwealth and International Institute of Democracy and Electoral Assistance
of Sweden. The countries participating in this training programme have signed
bilateralMoUswith India to the effect that the IIDEM operates as a de facto bilateral
programme of India’s procedural democracy promotion. The IIDEM is an advanced
resource centre promoting components of participatory democracy and election
management.7 The ECI also offered to create a SouthAsianAssociation for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC) Resource Centre at the IIDEM and spearheaded and funded
the ForumofHeads of ElectionManagement Bodies of SAARC countries. One of the
objectives of the forum is to ‘enhance’ the capabilities of the election management
bodies of SAARC countries to hold free and fair elections (The Hindu, 2 May 2012).8

Moreover, India participates in bilateral exchanges and training with neighbouring
countries under the multilateral arrangement of the SAARC Election Study and
Observationprogramme. India’s bilateral engagementsundermutualMoUs include
18 countries including its neighbours.9 India’s initiatives with these countries
underpin training and exchanges programmes centred at the IIDEM.10 From a
comparative perspective, it was a victory for India when IIDEM was selected,
according to the Indian Election Commissioner HS Barma, amid stiff competition
from South Africa, Nigeria, Kenya and other countries’ programmes in 2013 for the
Commonwealth members’ electoral training.11

Multilaterally, one of India’s most significant activities is its contribution to the
United Nations Democracy Fund (UNDEF). India is the second biggest donor to
UNDEF (after the US), having contributed over US$31 million since its inception
in 2005.12 India’s contribution earned a special status for the country both in the
eyes of the West and with the UN, as observed when Secretary-General Ban Ki
Moon expressed appreciation of India’s continuous support for UNDEF.13 Projects
under UNDEF include various aspects of strengthening substantive democracy
through the involvement of civil society and government agencies around the
world.14 India thus indirectly promotes non-procedural democracy via the proxy
of the UNDEF’s very comprehensive and active multilateral programmes.

7 Election Commission of India (2011) India International Institute of Democracy and
Election Management (IIDEM). RM/AD/SKS (Release ID:72763) of 17 June 2011,,http://
pib.nic.in/newsite/erelease.aspx?relid¼72763 . .

8 ECI, ,http://eci.nic.in/eci_main1/inter_corp_pdf/Forum_SAARC.pdf. .
9 Afghanistan, Bhutan, Bangladesh, Brazil, Chile, Egypt, Indonesia, Ivory Coast,

Jordan, Kenya, Libya, Mauritius, Mexico, Nepal, Russia, South Africa, South Korea,
Venezuela and Yemen. ECI, ,http://eci.nic.in/eci_main1/international-cooperation.
aspx. .

10 For the MoUs with these countries, see ECI, International Cooperation, listed as of 10
July 2013.

11Economic Times, ,http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2013-06-23/news/
40147153_1_election-management-india-international-institute-iidem. .

12 UNDEF, ,http://www.un.org/democracyfund/news/worlds-largest-democracy-
contributes-undef. .

13New Delhi Television (NDTV), ,http://www.ndtv.com/india-news/president-
pranab-mukherjee-pushes-for-reforms-in-meeting-with-un-secretary-general-726600. .

14 For a complete list of the projects, see the project database of the UNDEF.
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Other multilateral organizations responsible for promoting procedural and
non-procedural democracy of which India is also a member include the
Association of Asian Election Authorities, Commonwealth Electoral Network,
Advisory Group to the Global Commission on Democracy, Elections and Security,
the proposed Association of World Election Bodies (A-WEB) and the International
Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance. However, the extent and depth
of India’s role in these are not always clear due to lack of consistent data. India was
also founding member of the Community of Democracies and hosted the first
Asia–Pacific Regional Conference under the title ‘Learning Together’ with the aim
of promoting education for democracy in the region.

In sum, India demonstrates a strong case of the 2 £ 2 model of democracy
promotion. There are two major incentives for India to cooperate with both
Northern and Southern partners to participate in multilateral initiatives for
democracy promotion. First, this route helps India to avoid the label of a
dominating regional power, as it is not directly pressing its Southern partners
towards higher democratic standards. Second, it helps India maintain a sense of
affinity with its Western counterparts, especially with the US on bilateral terms,
by capitalizing on common democratic ties. C Raja Mohan writes in Foreign
Policy (2010), ‘But make no mistake: Engagement with the United States has
been the Indian establishment’s highest foreign-policy priority over the last
decade and a half.’ Oliver Stuenkel also notes that India chose UNDEF as its
prime focus to contribute to largely in the context of its bilateral relations with
the US:

India participated in the first Ministerial Conference of the Community of
Democracies organised in Warsaw in June 2000 but observers pointed out that
rather than genuinely promoting democracy, India saw the initiative as a means to
strengthen US–India ties. (Stuenkel 2013, 348)

Thus, democracy promotion allows India to stand on equal terms with its Western
partners, most notably the US, and earn special recognition as not only the largest
and most vibrant democracy but also a responsible partner.

Brazil: balancing South–South partnership with global reach

Brazilian President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva, who led the left-wingWorkers’ Party
with an agenda of solidarity with the Global South, internationalized its domestic
social agenda by calling for greater equality and representation of the South in the
global architecture. This call demonstrates the political dimension of Brazil’s SSC
(Milani 2014, 7), which is to push Brazil into the global-power club, for example
via the G20 and through a change in the global balance of power betweenWestern
countries and rising powers. While Brazil sought to leverage its role in global
governance as a representative of the Global South, it aimed also to strengthen its
South–South partnerships with regional neighbours through trade, reviving
regional organizations such as Mercosur and transforming the Rio Group into the
Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) to exclude the US
and Canada. Indeed, two of the major priorities of Lula’s 2002 presidential
election were the promotion of Brazil as a regional leader and the promotion of
democracy in South America (Sores De Lima and Hirst 2006; Flemes 2009b;
Christensen 2013).
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The bulk of Brazil’s international cooperation includes bilateral technical
assistance in capacity-building and knowledge-sharing. In fact, Brazil’s bilateral
initiatives for democracy promotion are limited to the area of capacity-building
for procedural democracy. Moreover, the extent of its programmes is confined to a
small number of politically unstable countries. The countries that have received
Brazil’s technical assistance in various forms include Haiti, Afghanistan, Guinea-
Bissau and Kenya.15

Beyond bilateral initiatives, Brazil also participates in triangular cooperation with
the aid programmes of OECD countries, such as themodernization of legislation and
electronic government projects for transparency and accountability in partner
countries in the South.With respect tomultilateralism, Brazil participates in theOpen
Government Partnership (OGP), which promotes transparent, effective and
accountable governance worldwide. OGP ‘aims to secure concrete commitments
from governments to promote transparency, empower citizens, fight corruption, and
harness new technologies to strengthen governance’.16 Brazil providedUS$705,000 to
organize and host the 2012 OGPAnnual Conference in Brasilia. Brazil was one of the
initial key players beside the US in establishing the OGP.

Despite Brazil’s active effort to expand its regional influence as a bulwark
against US domination, and as a result often heady bilateral relations (Hirst 2004),
it has maintained a balanced foreign policy regarding its ties with the US–unlike,
for example, Venezuela’s confrontational stance. The US–Brazil joint initiatives
for democracy promotion earned Brazil special recognition from President Obama
during his visit to Brazil in 2011.

Brazil cooperates with the US in funding capacity-building for electoral
processes through the Election Observation and Cooperation Department of the
Organization of American States (OAS) Political Affairs Secretariat. For anti-
corruption measures, the two countries envisioned establishing a US–Brazil
Global Partnership Dialogue and planned to work together in the Inter-American
Convention against Corruption.17 They also agreed to support the establishment
of a SPECIAL RAPPORTEUR on LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender)
issues within the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, which will be
joined by other OASmembers. Moreover, they recently transformed their bilateral
Joint Action Plan to Eliminate Racial and Ethnic Discrimination and Promote
Equality into a multilateral programme under the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO).

Brazil also spearheaded and hosted the first South American Presidential
Summit in September 2000 in Brasilia. Among the five key decisions taken there
was an agreement that South American countries must work together to
safeguard and consolidate democracy, human rights and freedom in the region

15 Brazil has provided technical assistance for local and legislative elections in Haiti and
in Afghanistan’s electoral process. It also provided training assistance to Guinea-Bissau’s
officials attending the Eleventh National Human Rights Conference in Brazil and further
technical assistance to boost its judicial system and support its legislative assembly
(Abdenur and Souza Neto 2013) and funded the Kenyan electoral officials’ travel costs to
gain technical knowledge during Brazil’s municipal election.

16OGP, ,http://www.opengovpartnership.org/about. .
17 US Department of State, ,http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/164866.

htm. ; White House, ,https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/04/09/fact-
sheet-us-brazil-global-partnership-dialogue . .
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(de Oliveira 2007). These initiatives to promote broader aspects of democracy
beyond the procedural process are funded by Brazil, partnered with OECD
countries, and implemented under multilateral frameworks. This allows Brazil to
earn international recognition from the West while safeguarding itself from
criticism for advancing a Western agenda of democracy promotion. Thus, Brazil’s
democracy promotion initiatives with respect to international cooperation—
although quite small compared with its total development assistance
programme—follow the 2 £ 2 model of low-risk democracy promotion.

South Africa: aspirations and limits on regional cooperation innovations

South Africa demonstrates regional aspirations akin to India and Brazil that some
equate to middle power aspirations (Nel et al 2001; Schoeman 2000; van der
Westhuisen 1998). South Africa’s foreign policy is constrained by its historical
legacy and driven by regional development imperatives (Flemes 2009a; Habib
2009). Its foreign policy is also shaped by its soft power, which lies in its
democratic characteristics. In fact, South Africa assumes a high moral ground due
to its apartheid struggle in the broader historical context of its region (Smith 2012).
Although South Africa’s foreign policy stumbled in dealing with Nigeria and
Lesotho during the Mandela years, it slowly consolidated a more regularized
albeit more restricted pattern under Thabo Mbeki. Mbeki came to power extolling
three distinct features, which are democracy, Africanism and anti-imperialism
(Nathan 2005, 363) and transformed South Africa’s somewhat overstretched
foreign policy into a more moderate and pragmatic one (Alden and le Pere 2004).
He also wanted to advance a neoliberal agenda to encourage investments in the
African continent, which was beset by a negative image internationally (Alden
and le Pere 2009).Mbeki realized that Africa’s image of being a conflict-ridden
continent needed to change towards being investment-friendly and democrati-
cally stable Thus, South Africa demonstrated an innovative and concerted effort in
democracy promotion through regional cooperation, which continues in the post-
Mbeki agenda of South Africa’s foreign policy (Sidiropoulous 2008; Landsberg
2010). South Africa’s foreign policy is an integral part of its development
assistance when it comes to promoting democracy. Therefore its development
cooperation for democracy promotion has some severe limitations.

SouthAfrica’s engages in limited bilateral engagements to promote democracy,
mainly for capacity-building in electoral processes.18 The Independent Electoral
Commission (IEC) of South Africa plays a crucial role in electoral capacity-
building in the continent. The bulk of South Africa’s bilateral initiatives are driven
by strategic interest to enforce peace and stability in Africa. South Africa provided
assistance to Kenya by facilitating a study tour for the Kenyan Commission for the
Implementation of the Constitution (CIC).19 South Africa also provided R31
million (around US$2.5 million) for technical assistance through training to

18 IEC Annual Report 2012, ,http://www.elections.org.za/content/WorkArea/
DownloadAsset.aspx?id¼2075 . .

19Department of International Relations and Cooperation (DIRCO) Annual Report
2011–2012, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2011-2012/annual_report_2011-
2012.pdf. .
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facilitate the presidential elections in the Comoros20 and supplied technical
assistance to the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).21 More recently, South
Africa has shown even greater ambition: it partially funded the 2013 election in
Zimbabwe and provided logistical and technical assistance. However, the
jurisdiction over assistance to Zimbabwe will likely be transferred to SADC.

On the multilateral front, South Africa introduced the ‘Africa Renaissance’
doctrine, a multilateral development cooperation effort that, among other things,
proactively targets the promotion of democracy andgoodgovernance on theAfrican
continent.22 Mbeki’s government transformed the African Renaissance into a
multilateral initiative to promote ‘peace, prosperity, democracy, sustainable
development, progressive leadership and good governance’.23 When the Organiz-
ation of African Union was transformed into the AU, with the help of President
OlusegunObasanjoofNigeria,Mbeki influenced theAssemblyofHeadsof State and
Government to include democratic clauses in the constitutive act of the AU.
According to Tieku, SouthAfrica’s dominance in the drafting of the ConstitutiveAct
shed light on theAU’s strong focus on the advancement of human rights, democracy
and good governance and also underscored the similarities between the objectives of
the AU and that of the African Renaissance (Tieku 2004, 262).

As part of this drive, the Political Affairs Department of the AU was
reinvigorated and was mandated to promote democratic principles, rule of law,
human rights and civil society’s participation.24 South Africa is also a key player
in SADC and its largest source of finance. SADC, which receives most of its
contributions from South Africa’s Africa Renaissance Fund (Braude et al 2008, 16),
identifies elections as a key source of instability among its member states and has
vowed to address this challenge. Moreover, it states, ‘Peace and Security ushered
in through democratic principles is central to the effort relating to deepening the
integration process, poverty eradication and development agenda.’25 Given that
South Africa is the largest contributor to the AU and SADC among the African
countries, it wanted to ensure more bang for its buck in promoting democracy by
playing an influential role in both organizations.

South Africa channels its development funds through AU and SADC to
monitor elections in other African countries. It provided R10 million to the SADC
observer mission for the March elections,26 and R3.5 million for the June 2008

20 DIRCO Annual Report 2007–2008, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/
report_2007-2008/arffinancials.pdf. .

21 DIRCO Annual Report for African Renaissance and International Cooperation Fund
2005–2006, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2005-2006/african_renaissance.
pdf. .

22 As of 14 June 2013, the website of the Department of International Relations and
Cooperation promulgated, ‘It is envisaged that the type of projects for which the new Fund
will be used will be imaginative, proactive and multilaterally inclined, and be designed in
such a way that its benefits will be sustainable and will have a multiplier effect on other
sectors.’ ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/. .

23 DIRCO Annual Report 2002–2003, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_
2002-2003/p1_1-16.pdf. .

24 AU, Political Affairs Department website, accessed 22 June 2013.
25 SADC Activity Report 2007–2008, ,http://www.sadc.int/files/3813/5333/8237/

SADC_Annual_Report_2007_-_2008.pdf. .
26 DIRCO Annual Report for ARIC 2007–2008, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/

report_2007-2008/arffinancials.pdf. .
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run-off elections in Zimbabwe (in total around US$1 million).27 It also coordinated
and participated in the AU and SADC led election observer missions in the
Seychelles presidential and parliamentary elections in May and September 2011,
and the DRC presidential election in November 2011.

Moreover, South Africa funds programmes of multilateral organizations to
promote democracy and good governance. It bore the cost of hosting the Pan
African Women’s Organization (PWO) and funded technical assistance to the UN
on human rights issues.28 It provided over US$1 million to the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) for the election process in Guinea-Bissau and
funded the Burundi peace process by facilitating talks. Ten million rand were
spent on the finalization of the peace process.29 However, after taking office in
2009, President Jacob Zuma took a regional approach to mediation in the
conflict.30 The South African government contributed US$50,000 to the OGP,31 and
contributed US$500,000 to the Trust Fund of the Community on Security, Stability,
Development and Cooperation in Africa (CSSDCA).32

Up to now, it is noteworthy that South Africa only funds multilateral initiatives
for election observer missions, mostly through SADC and the AU. Such regional
organizations provide a legitimate foundation for South Africa to make strong
declarations or to take an active role as a mediator in the event of political crisis in a
partner country. This policy is the result of South Africa’s lesson from its past
mistakes.WhenPresidentMandela came intopower, SouthAfrica’s foreignpolicy of
criticizingone-partypersonal rule receivedconsiderablebacklash fromgovernments
that were not democratic but had provided critical political support to the African
National Congress (ANC) during the apartheid era. In particular South Africa’s
strong position and active lobbying against Nigeria’s military power triggered
adverse reactions and accusations that South Africa was acting like a new colonial
power.South Africa thereafter opted to use regional organizations to advance its
democratic agenda to avoid being labelled as an unduly interventionist power.

That being said, it is also noteworthy that realism drives South Africa’s foreign
policy and that in some situations the defence of democracy has been
subordinated to other objectives. This tendency is particularly evident in Mbeki’s
dealings with Zimbabwe. On the one hand, Mbeki promoted democracy on the
continent and championed the New Partnership for African’s Development
(NEPAD) initiative (Olivier 2003, 895). On the other hand, he was soft on Mugabe
and even protected him from sanctions from the AU (Howard-Hassmann 2010,
910; Grove 2011, 286). Since becoming president in 2009, Jacob Zuma has similarly
had a mixed agenda towards Zimbabwe (Howard-Hassmann 2010, 911).

27DIRCO Annual Report 2008–2009, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_
2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf. .

28 DIRCO Annual Report 2010–2011, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report-
2010-2011/annual-report-arf-2011.pdf. .

29 DIRCO Annual Report 2008–2009, ,http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/
report_2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf. .

30 Ambassador Adonia Ayebare, ,http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/favoritadonia.
pdf. .

31 OGP website on OGP budget, ,http://www.opengovpartnership.org/budget. ,
accessed 20 June 2013.

32 CM/Rpt (LXXVI), 4–6 July 2002,,http://www.au2002.gov.za/docs/summit_council/
minrep.pdf. .

16 Andrew F Cooper and Asif B Farooq

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
T

or
on

to
 L

ib
ra

ri
es

] 
at

 0
7:

52
 1

0 
A

ug
us

t 2
01

5 

http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf
http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf
http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report-2010-2011/annual-report-arf-2011.pdf
http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report-2010-2011/annual-report-arf-2011.pdf
http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf
http://www.dfa.gov.za/department/report_2008-2009/annualreportarffinal08-09.pdf
http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/favoritadonia.pdf
http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/favoritadonia.pdf
http://www.opengovpartnership.org/budget
http://www.au2002.gov.za/docs/summit_council/minrep.pdf
http://www.au2002.gov.za/docs/summit_council/minrep.pdf


This kind of realism in South Africa’s foreign policy suggests that it may often
compromise its democratic ideology for the sake of national interest, but when
promoting democracy it follows a low-risk 2 £ 2 model.

Conclusion

The pattern of democracy promotion by India, Brazil and South Africa does not fit
into the template provided by traditional donor countries.

Yet, to say that these three countries have not bought into accepted practices
does not suggest that there is a clear disconnect between emerging donors and the
promotion of democracy. While these three emerging donors possess different
motivations, definitions of democracy and implementation techniques, this paper
demonstrates that India, Brazil and South Africa have all moved to link their
development cooperation to democracy promotion.

What stands out are common features encapsulated by what we term the
‘2 £ 2’ model of democracy promotion: a focus on bilateral assistance for
procedural democracy promotion, and multilateral initiatives for non-procedural
democracy promotion. This approach is motivated by concerns about risk, shaped
by the homogeneous structural constraints that are shared by all three countries.
Thus, their emphasis is on voluntary means of agency, the reinforcement of state-
centrism and the downplaying of high-profile bilateralism where an emerging
donor may be singled out.

While highly particularistic, this approach appears to correspond to their
overall strategic behaviour, that is, an orientation towards hedging that allows
them, as rising powers, to balance being critical of the traditional international
establishments while being exponents of stability in both regional andmultilateral
terms. India, Brazil and South Africa all contribute to the technical delivery of
procedural democracy promotion, which showcases their sophisticated instru-
mental capacity as well as their recognized legitimacy in running smooth elections
at home. However, bilateral efforts are sometimes subordinated to multilateral
initiatives. This tilt in turn is linked not to any substantive quid pro quo but to the
enhancement of status and reputational image as good international citizens.

Risingpowers thus try to gain recognition in the global systemonadifferentiated
basis in their engagement with the Global South and the West, using democracy
promotion as a key channel to achieve this recognition. From this perspective, the
interaction between development cooperation and democratic cooperation are two
sides of the same coin. The enhancement of development cooperation reveals the
material capacity of emergingdonors and the enhancementofdemocracypromotion
signals the concern of democratic emerging donors that they be viewed not as
outliers but rather as constructive and low-risk contributors in the global system.
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