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Abstract

This working paper examines the nature of European Union democracy promoation policies snce the
mid-1990s. The andlyss covers. EU democracy assistance projects, debates over the impostion of
political conditiondity; the importance attached to ‘socidisation’ dynamics; the rdationship between
commercia policy and democracy promotion; and a comparison between European and US
goproaches to palitica change. It is noted that the EU has developed significant new initiativesin the
field of democracy promotion, many of which compare favourably with those of the US. The EU'’s
gpproach to encouraging political change in the developing world has focused on enhancing the
socid and ideationd foundations of sustainable democratisation, and has not favoured the systematic
use of punitive conditionality. There have been notable attempts to link the democracy agenda to
both grass roots development work and good governance initiatives. However, European
democracy promotion dill suffers from  ggnificant weeknesses. In paticular, the different
components of EU policy need to be dovetailed more effectively, based on a more balanced and
comprehensive conceptudisation of the complex relationships between socia, economic and political
change.

Senior Research Fellow at the Norwegian Institute for International Relations, Oslo and Portsmouth University,
UK. Richard Y oungs wishesto thank CEPS for providing a base for fieldwork carried out at the beginning of 2001.
This research was carried out under a project on EU Democracy Promotion funded by the European Commission,
whose support is gratefully acknowledged.
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1. Introduction

A decade has passed since Western governments and some multilateral organisations committed
themsalves to the promotion of democracy as a priority focus of their pos-Cold War foreign
policies. Issues pertinent to the promotion of democracy have consequently received increasing
attention within academic work. At the broadest, conceptua level debate has ensued over the
degree of genuineness in Western governments democracy promotion commitment and over the
relationship between this new agenda and perceived geo-drategic interests. In normative work
differences have emerged over the ethics of actively seeking the universdisation of liberd democratic
principles. At another level, academics and practitioners have engaged in debate over the kinds of
drategy best able to give effect to the stated am of encouraging democratic processes in the
developing world. It is on this question of strategy that the current paper focuses. Within work on
democracy promotion dtrategies, one group of experts has addressed the issue of ‘pogtive
measures, and most specifically the growth in ‘democracy assstance ad projects amed at
enhancing democracy and the observance of human rights. Such politica aid has generdly come to
be seen as an increasingly well-established and important democracy promotion instrument, athough
it has most commonly been seen as a useful supporting, rather than primary factor in asssing
political change. Some andyss has focused with greater precison on the question of where
democracy assistance funds should most appropriately be directed, reveding increasing concern
over the appropriate balance between different types of political aid funding. A different focus has
centred on high-leve diplomatic initiatives designed to further the democracy promotion agenda, and
in particular on the issue of palitica conditiondity. The overwhdming mgority of andyds have
expressed scepticism over the use of punitive conditiondity, holding such coercive action to be
inappropriate to the generation of embedded ‘ consent’ behind democratic norms. There has been
andysis of the potentid utility of a more ‘pogtive form of conditiondity, based on the notion of
releasing additiond parcels of ad in response to progress on democratic reform or, a the micro-
leved, the fulfilment of certain conditions providing for grester societd participatiion in the
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management of alocated aid. On dl these issues, andysts have acknowledged debate to be a a
relatively early stage, in line with Western countries own comparatively recent interest in developing

amore systematic focus on democracy promotion. '

Seeking to contribute to this range of ongoing debates, the paper provides an overview of EU
drategies in the fidd of democracy promotion as these have evolved since the early 1990s. By
drawing on interviews with policy-makers — over sixty of which were carried out between May

1999 and February 2001° — the andysis pays particular attention to the EU’s own conceptua
judtification for the nature of its policies. The EU has sought to establish itsdlf as an influentid actor in
the domain of democracy promotion and by the middle of the 1990s had availed itsdf of new
democracy assistance funding, provisons for political conditiondity and an extensve network of
democracy-related initiatives and didogues with developing countries. Both within in its overdl
foreign policy objectives and its regiond ad protocols the EU established a broad remit for
democracy work, specifying an am to focus not only on the minima forma requisites for democracy
but aso to srengthen the effectiveness of legidatures, to assst public adminigtration reforms, NGO
activity, civic education and democratic awareness programmes, human rights projects, grester
civilian control of the military, minority rights and the trangparency of governance dructures. In
offering an audit of EU democracy promotion policies, the paper’s purpose is twofold. Firs, it

provides a detailed outline of EU palicies as a means of informing recommendations for the future

' The literature touching on the range of issues pertinent to democracy promotion istoo vast to list in its
entirety here, but a number of works are worth noting. On the issue of democracy assistance two
recent volumes have synthesised the debates carried out during the 1990s. Carothers, T. (1999),
Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning Curve (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace); and Burnell, P. (ed) (2000), Democracy Assistance: International Co-
operation for Democratization (London: Frank Cass). On political conditiondity, see: Stokke, O. (ed)
(1995), Aid and Political Conditionality (London: Frank Cass); Nelson, J. (1992); Encouraging
Democracy: What Role for Conditioned Aid? (Washington, D.C.: Overseas Development Council,
Policy Essay no.4); Burndl, P. (1994), ‘Good Government and Democratization: A Sideways Look at
Aid and Palitical Conditiondity’, Democratization, 1/3: 485-503; Barya, J. (1993), ‘The New Political
Conditiondlities of Aid: An Independent View from Africa, IDS Bulletin, 24. For broader discussion
of issues such as imitation effects and the dissemination of ‘consent’, see: Whitehead, L. (ed) (1996),
The International Dimensions of Democratization: Europe and The Americas (Oxford: Oxford
University Press).

? Interviews were carried out with officias in: foreign and development ministries in Denmark,
Germany, the Netherlands, Britain, France and Spain; the Commission, the Council Secretariat and
member states delegations in Brussels, Commission and member state democracy desk officers in
Morocco and Egypt; the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung; and USAID.
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development of democracy promotion work. As a rdatively new area of activity, most analyss of
democracy promotion has been largely speculative and normétive, assessing the potentia and
legitimacy of different kinds of gpproaches. Little comprehensive overview of what activity has
actudly been undertaken by the EU has been attempted, those factua compilations that have been
prepared having focused amogt exclusively on US palicies. Forward-looking advocacy needs to be
based on a better understanding of actuad on-going activity, since, as will be shown, many features
ritudly assumed to apply to Western democracy promotion efforts actualy bear little resemblance to
the way in which practical, on-the-ground European policies have evolved. The paper’s second
overarching concern is to link together andyss of democracy assstance work and high-leve
democracy-related diplomatic initiatives. Thus far, these micro- and macro-levels have been largely
asessed as two separate domains. As the paper will argue, this has militated againgt a redisation
that the most pressng chalenge for democracy promotion strategy relates to the need to secure
better linkages between different policy leves.

The paper begins by offering a description of EU democracy assistance work, and then proceeds to
outline the use of politica conditiondity provisons. It then assesses the Sgnificance of those areas of
policy amed a promoting democracy in a more indirect fashion, before comparing EU drategies
with those of the US government. Building on the factua overview of European palicies, the paper
concludes by suggesting ways in which EU drategy might fruitfully be developed. A more holidtic
approach to democracy promotion is advocated, within which *pogtive’ and ‘negativeé measures,
and ‘politicd’ and ‘economic’ palicies, would be elaborated and operationalised more as a seamless
whole. This, it is contended, would secure a more effective dovetailing of the different components
of democracy promotion strategy and facilitate a number of tangible improvements in EU policies,
including: an expanson of the range of democracy assstance funding; a more subtle and incrementa
use of political conditiondity; a firmer embedding of democratic ‘discourse ; and a more effective

harnessing of the democratic potentia of structurd economic reform and good governance initiatives.

2. Democracy Assistance: The Bottom-up Philosophy

Western donors commitment to the promotion of democracy has been manifest through an increase
in and more systematic use of politicd ad, and the funding of projects amed specificdly at
strengthening democratic procedures has been presented as a central component of EU strategy.
Political aid did indeed establish itsdf as a sSgnificant dement within the profile of EU aid work
during the 1990s. Notwithstanding this, assessing the precise magnitude of EU democracy assstance
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funding has remaned problematic. Member daes have used dightly different categories and
definitions for politica ad, making any effort to compile precise figures for an overal EU — member
dates plus Commisson — effort a somewhat arbitrary exercise. European governments have
compiled categories of politicd ad combining human rights, democracy, governance and peace
building work in different combinations, rendering direct comparison difficult. Stetes have placed
amilar types of project in different categories. No EU donor separated out a digtinct, US-style
‘democracy assstance category of aid — as we shall see below, the EU’s use of broader and more
diverse delinegtions of politica work in pat flowed from and reflected the EU's didinctive
conceptud approach to democracy promotion. Notwithstanding these definitiond problems, it can
be safely determined that democracy-related aid grew significantly during the early- to mid-1990s,
before in the case of nearly dl donors reaching a plateau by 1997-8. Summing donors own
definitions of politicd ad, the EU’s overdl effort had reached gpproximately 800 million euro a year
by the end of the 1990s, gpproximately a threefold increase from the beginning of the decade.
Germany was the largest funder, giving gpproximately 200 million euro per year by 1998 to ‘ State
and Civil Society’ work, about hdf of this amount being channelled through the party foundations.
Amounts dlocated by the UK to ‘Human Rights and Governance' rose to over 100 million euro per
year. Commisson-managed funding under The European Initigtive for Human Rights and
Democracy (heregfter ‘the Democracy Initiative’) expanded rapidly from 59 million ecu in 1994, to
98 million euro in 1999, and 201 million euro alocated for 2001, with total funding for the period
1996-9 totdling 307 million euro.” The Dutch government was didtributing 140 million euro per year
by 1998, split evenly between ‘Human Rights and ‘Good Governance and Peacebuilding’ and
France and Denmark were each giving 70 million euro per year to ‘Human Rights and Democracy’

by the end of the decade, in the Danish case this accounting for a notable 6 per cent of total aid.

° Figures from: Commisson of the European Communities (1999), European Initiative for
Democracy and Human Rights; Council Secretariat (1999), EU Annual Report on Human Rights
1998-99; Commission of the European Communities (2000), Report on the Implementation of
Measures Intended to Promote the Observance of Human Rights and Democratic Principles in
External Relations 1996-99; Cox; A. and Chapman, J. (1999), Les Programmes de Coopération
Extérieure de la Communauté Europeéne (Commission and London: ODI); Cox, A. and Koning, A.
(1997), Understanding European Community Aid (London: ODI); OECD (1999), Development
Cooperation Efforts of the Members of the Development Assistance Committee (Paris, OECD).
See Appendix for breakdown of budget categories and ingtitutiona structures governing European
democracy assistance.
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Sweden was the highest proportionate contributor, 11 per cent of its aid budget going to political

work.

While these increases were sgnificant, democracy ass stance amounts remained relatively modest. In
al principd regions, democracy funds committed under the Democracy Initiative accounted for less
than 2 per cent of the EC aid budget. This was the case even in the priority states of Eastern Europe,
with percentages even smdler in the more difficult areas such as the Mediterranean and Asa The
largest recipients of democracy assistance in absolute terms were the sub-Saharan African dates
within the Lomé Convention, but even in this case such funding accounted for only 0.3 per cent of
EC ad. In al aress, between eight and ten times more was given for economic reform, and political
ad was dwarfed by the big ODA categories such as humanitarian aid, natura resources and socia
infragtructure projects. Democracy assstance ad was distributed geographicaly widey and
relatively evenly across regions. As the largest recipients, the ACP countries received atotd of 252
million ecu for politica aid projects between 1992 and 1997. In the first years of the Democracy
Initiative, funding was strongly oriented towards Latin America, which received nearly 40 per cent of
funding up to 1996, but a rlatively balanced spread across regions gradudly emerged theregfter.
For the 1996-99 period the ACP dtates received 21 per cent, Latin America 17 per cent, the
Centrd and Eastern European states, the Balkans and the CI'S together 35 per cent, with a smaller
14 per cent of the budget going to the southern Mediterranean partners of the North Africa and
Middle East region. ASa, recelving only 1 per cent of funding, was the area where democracy
funding remained most congpicuoudy limited. Member dtates efforts were o oread rdlatively
evenly across developing regions, dthough al but the biggest national donors concentrated politica

ad efforts on asmdler number of countries.

The projects funded by the EU indicated a strongly bottom-up approach to assisting democratisation

processe$.4 Until the mid-1990s, the largest share of democracy funding went to eection assstance,

engendering criticiam that the EU exhibited an unwarranted concern with the minimd, forma

! The analysis of the EU approach to democracy assistance that follows is gleaned primarily from
interviews with policy-makers. Official documents give a flavour of this approach but are generaly
notable for what they do not explain. Examples include: DfID (2000), Making Good Government
Work for the Poor, Consultation Document, June; German Development Ministry (BMZ) (1998),
Promotion of Democracy in Development Cooperation (Basis-Info 22); more comprehensively,
Danish Foreign Ministry (1999), Evaluation: Danish Support to Promotion of Human Rights and
Democratisation, Volume 1, Synthesis Report, 1999/11.
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indtitutional eements of democra,y.5 However, theregfter the proportionate focus on eections fell
markedly, coming to account for no more than afifth of overall EU efforts. This, it was suggested,
certainly did not appear an excessve share in the context of growing dectord manipulation, in

particular in ‘second round’ sub-Saharan African dections” More generdly, the most driking
feature of EU politica aid was amarked preference for funding NGOs. By the end of the decade, in
most areas over 90 per cent of democracy and human rights expenditure went to advocacy NGOs.
Most such NGOs were supported for initiatives relaing to basic human rights issues. This conssted
primarily of human rights education and seminars, and training in humean rights Sandards for
adminigtrators, amy and police officers and judges. That is, in practice consderably more funding
went to human rights issues than to broader democratic inditution-building. A related feature of the
EU'’s approach was a siress on socialy-focused ‘grass roots issues. The Democracy Initiative and
governments bilatera democracy initiaives included a notable emphass on funding service ddivery
NGOs, assstance for sreet children and psychologica support for victims of torture and conflict,
and for women's groups. In turn, an integrd part of this focus was the significant amount of work
undertaken on conflict resolution out of the democracy budget. Such efforts focused on the socid
and economic reintegration of combatants, with vocationa training linked into projects amed at
fadilitating the active participation of disbanded fighters within incipient local decison-making forums.
The latter often included EU support for mediation forums set up to promote power-sharing
arrangements, combining reconciliation and the development of democratic procedure. The key am
was to enhance ‘communa self-administration’.” European work was predicated on a conviction
that priority should be given to ensuring that nationd-level political change was ‘ underpinned by local
democracy’ ° Underlying these concerns, European policy-makers acknowledged that ther
democracy assistance work was seen in large part as extending the concept of ‘ownership’ that had

edtablished itsdlf as aguiding maxim of standard development aid work.

° Crawford, G. (2000), ‘European Union Development Co-operation and the Promotion of
Democracy’, in Burndl, Democracy Assistance: 110.

6 : . .
Burndll, P. (2000), ‘ Democracy Assistance: The State of the Art’ in Burnell, Democracy Assistance:
348.

7 .. .
Commission, Report on the Implementation: 21.

8 . .
Council Secretariat, Annual Report: 42.
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This approach was presented as congtituting a priority focus on civil society. In fact, the concept of
cvil society favoured was itsdf narrow, with groups other than NGOs attracting relaively little
support. Trade union funding, for ingtance, was very limited, and not even classfied as a separate
category of assstance, with support for employers groups aso not notable within the EU’ s palitica
ad profile. A sgnificant lacuna was the lack of funding to church-based organisations, given the

latters important role in democratic trangtions prior to the 1990s” The overwhdming share of
funding for the media was channdled to freedom of expresson NGOs, and a link made to the
developmentd focus though a large dice of such funding being aimed at better press coverage of

deficiendies in ‘sodidl rights.” While Western-style advocacy NGOs were heavily funded, nothing
of any magnitude was aimed a enhancing the democratic potentia of loca forms of civil society
organisation, such as mosque-based neighbourhood groups in the Idamic world or councils of elder
gatesmen in Africa. Some Nordic states had by the end of the 1990s just begun tentatively to
discuss the appropriateness of funding such groups, but even they remained far from initiating any
ggnificant concrete action in this regard. Mogt sgnificantly, the EU’s civil society emphasis ensured
that only very limited support was forthcoming for politica ingtitutions, such as parliaments, parties,
judiciaries, locd tiers of government or the issue of civil-military relations - what has generdly been
referred to as ‘palitica society’, defined as a distinct sphere existing between civil society and the
exercise of executive power. Of the Democracy Initiative stotal budget of over 300 million euros for
1996-1999, only 4.5 million went to parliaments, 24 million for the media, 6 million on public
adminidration trangparency, and only 2 million for civil-military relaions. Moreover, it was precisdy
some of these more politica areas whose funding dropped most notably in the last two years of the
decade. Congderable funding was alocated for lega reform, this condtituting the one notable non-
civil society area of funding. Even here, however, the concern was more with providing legd ad, the
financing of ombudsmen and other aspects oriented specificaly to the defence of human rights, than
with initiatives amed directly at the systemic-level paliticised characteristics of judiciaries. the ‘target
group’ for lega reform programmes was expresdy ddineated to focus on those seeking redress for

° Crawford, ‘ European Union Development Co-operation’: 113.

10
Commission, Report on the Implementation: 24.
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human rights abuses” The direct fundi ng of palitica parties from the Democracy Initiative was not
permitted, with a limited amount of funding forthcoming only for training programmes on highly
generd, non-politica issues and incorporating dl of a country’s main parties. There was no
ggnificant focus on drengthening systemic level guarantees of political party autonomy. Politica
society work was even more conspicuoudy absent from member states politicad aid profile, with
southern European governments in particular judging this area to risk an gpproach that was, as

French policy-makers cautioned, unduly contre-pouvoir.

The same profile of work was evident, with modest variaions, across the different developing
regions. The budget established specifically for democracy assstance work under the new Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership (MEDA Democracy) focused dmost entirely on reatively narrow human
rights issues. Up to 1999, of the 306 projects funded under this initiative 290 went to NGOs, and
only sixteen to public inditutions. Even in Morocco, the most reformist of the EU’s Mediterranean
partners, over athird of democracy assstance was spent on the single question of women's rights

and even dfter the 1999 succession brought to power the more reformist King Mohammed VI no

sgnificant funding for politica society or date inditutions was for‘thcoming.12 While the European
Parliament made a point of exempting democracy and human rights funding from its block on funds
dlocated to Turkey under the 1995 customs unions, in practice only a limited programme of human
rights training was financed theresfter. In sub-Saharan Africa the profile of democracy work
reflected the more basic range of chalenges, with nearly one haf of Commission funds between
1992 and 1997 4ill going to eectord assistance and funding oriented overwhemingly towards South

Africa after the 1994 multi-racial elections’ Work in post-apartheid South Africa did shift away
from civil society towards technicad assistance in establishing a new condtitutiond and inditutiond

H See Commission, Report on the Implementation, for this breskdown of spending. See page 17 for
an outline of the legal reform *target groups .

12 : o .
For a more detailed account of European initiatives in the southern Mediterranean states, see

Youngs, R., ‘The EU and the Promotion of Demaocracy in the Mediterranean: A New or Disingenuous
Strategy? , Democratization (forthcoming, 2002). A more in-depth study of EU democracy promotion
policies in the Mediterranean and East Asia can be found in Youngs, R., The European Union and
the Promotion of Democracy: EU Policies in the Mediterranean and East Asia (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, forthcoming).

v ACP-EU Courier, no.171, September-October 1998: 36.
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frane\Norkl4, but policy-makers lamented that efforts to develop a more comprehensive range of
political society projects sill encountered obstacles. In Asig, the range of work was particularly
narrow and limited in magnitude. In 1998 more was given to cover the running codts of the Hague
Tribuna for Yugodavia than was spent on democracy assstance in the whole of Asa In Chinaand
Vietnam EU funding amounted only to a very tentative beginning of work on basc humean rights
traning. In Indonesia, prior to the 1998 trangtion funding was negligible and confined to a smal
number of human rights NGOs, from 1999, a number of European donors initisted smadl
programmes amed a strengthening parliamentary and politica party capacities, but despite the new

democrdtic setting work in Indonesia remained focused mainly on human rights.

Arguably more surprising, the range of democracy assstance undertaken by the EU was aso
relatively narrow in gtates firmly engaged on podt-trangtion chdlenges. In Eastern Europe over 50
per cent of the Commission-managed PHARE and TACIS Democracy Programme went to NGOs.
A szable 10 per cent went to the media, but only negligible amounts went to other more paliticised
aress of work, such as parliaments, the public administration, security structures or trades unions. In
some of the democraticaly less advanced Centrd European states these more political projects
were completely absent — indeed, the rdative level of funding in the region’s non-gpplicants and
epecidly the CIS was rdaively low, with under 3 per cent of funds going to the broader
government and civil society category compared with 13 per cent for the East European applicants

after 1999.” The impact of the Commission's democracy programme in Central and Eagtern
Europe was recognised as having been limited to ‘raisng the vishility of recipient NGOs . " By
2001, the focus in Eastern and Central Europe was if anything even more markedly concentrated on

the issue of minority rights17 Latin America’s pogt-trangtion states attracted a broader range of
democracy work, but even here over hdf the budget went to human rights and most of the rest to
‘democracy education’ initiatives and legd reform. Political society funding in Latin America was il

" Hearn, 3. (2000), ‘Aiding Democracy? Donors and Civil Society in South Africal, Third World
Quarterly, 21/5: 815-830.

15 .. . . .
Commission of the European Communities (1997), Evaluation of the Phare and Tacis Democracy
Programme 1992-7: Final Report: 42; Cox and Chapman, Les Programmes: 33.

16
Commisson, Evaluation of Phare and Tacis: Il.

o Commission of the European Communities (2000), Compendium of the European Initiative on

Democracy and Human Rights.
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limited in comparison, with less than 1 million going to parliaments, for instance. In 2000 three
quarters of the Commission's democracy budget for Latin America went to a single project
supporting the creation of a network of human rights and development NGOs in Centra America,
and in 2001 a smilar project of equa proportionate magnitude was dlocated to the Andean
Community. In Latin Americds one remaining formaly non-democratic state, Cuba, European

political aid projects did not take off.

The prioritisation of NGOs, human rights and grass roots projects was conceptualised by policy-
makers as a positive philosophy and a relative strength of the EU’s approach. NGOs were seen as
likely to play the crucid role in igniting democratisng momentum in pre-trandition tates, and the best
means of counter-balancing the power of dites in semi-democratic contexts and ill-fragile post-
trangtion states. The incluson of socidly focused projects was presented as pat of a broad
understanding of the requidites for citizens effectively to be able to exercise theair forma democratic
rights. This gpproach was seen by policy-makers as addressing the often-advanced criticiam that
Western donors were unduly concerned with the formal ingtitutional features of democracy rather
than its more subgtantive socid dements: the profile of the EU’s democracy funding suggested thet if
anything by the end of the 1990s in most regions the reverse was true. The drategy was, in broad
terms, predicated upon a belief in the need to link over-arching inditutiona reforms to concrete
development issues. Also indicative of this was the insertion of governance components into many
traditiond development projects. For example, micro-credit schemes were invariably structured
around the building-up of loca decison-making groups that were then trained to strengthen access
to forma power dtructures. As an overal approach, policy-makers most commonly described these
different elements as condtituting a strategy that was ‘ non-prescriptive’ in terms of ‘inditutiona end-
gods . Rather, it was concerned with expanding the scope for individua sites of democratic process,
and amed, in the words of one policy-maker, at *congructing a political will for democratic policy-
making' rather than implanting ‘given inditutiond forms. European democracy promotion policy
was, as another officid put it, about ‘giving people a voice' in socia development work and not
about ‘replicating inditutiond patterns’.

While judtified in such normétive terms, the EU’ s strategy dso owed much to a reluctance to engage
in more controversd work. Most recipient governments became significantly more amenable to
cooperating on human rights projects, but remained hogtile to democracy assstance amed at
politica ingtitutions. Such resistance was witnessed across dl regions, with the EU facing obstruction

10
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to a broader range of funding not only from the more obvious democratic laggards — Syria, Egypt,
Cuba, Burma, China, Vietnam — but also from more advanced reformers such as Turkey, Morocco
and Mexico. Even dates well beyond forma democratic transition, such as the East European
applicants, the Mercosur sates and Chile, did not welcome the offer of funding for more politicised
initiatives. The EU did not push with any sgnificant force to overcome such redrictions. The
Commission’s mandate did not require it to seek the authorisation of recipient governments for new
democracy work, and in a number of cases — most notably, the Mediterranean and Eastern Europe
— this provison was codified within Association Agreements that adso included suspension clauses
for democracy-related issues. In practice, however, this potentiad for exercisng pressure on third
countries was not used. The Commisson and European governments invariably refrained from
funding projects that recipient governmental authorities objected to. They operated in a largely
passive fashion, choosing between those proposals received rather than proactively deciding arange
of projects of their own choosing.

The Nordic states did seek to push dightly harder for broader access, but even they — with the
partial exception of Sweden — espoused a strongly ‘cooperative’ gpproach to political funding.
Crucidly, this was seen as dgnificantly different to projects reating to basc human rights issues,
where European donors came to exercise increasing pressure for access. These consderations
helped explain the rdatively low level of democracy assstance funding, this being due more to the
level of funding solicited than to indicative limits imposed by European donors. They aso
compounded the bias to NGO funding: most proposas were forthcoming from NGOs and NGO
funding was both less strongly objected to and less eadily frugtrated by third country governments.
Increasing pressure on recipient governments was seen more as a matter of funding NGOs than
trying to prize open access for more work in the area of political society. Notwithstanding the
conceptud justification of the NGO- and socialy-focused approach, policy-makers lamented that in
this sense funding decisons were in practice made in a piecemed fashion, amed at wherever some
kind of foothold could be gained for politica work in each particular country, and in the absence of
any overarching ‘grand plan’. Donors had opted for the flexibility of an ad hoc funding Structure,

rather than one governed by generd ‘sectora’ dms’ As one officid noted, European donors in

18 Danish Foreign Minigtry, Evaluation: 17.
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redity felt they were ill ‘finding their way’ in the field of democracy promotion, in the absence of
agreed ‘good concepts' to guide their work.

A degree of more political work was undertaken through semi-private bodies, such as the German
paty foundations and the Westmingter Foundation in the UK. Many European donors only
acquiesced to supporting tentative political society work ‘a two removes: thet is, from nationa
funds managed by the Commisson, then in turn channdled by the Commisson through the
foundations. Much was made of this type of work, and it certainly did facilitate a dightly broader
range of work. However, the limitations to governments' use of semi-autonomous foundations were
congderable. Apart from the case of the German Stiftungen, financing of these bodies remained
extremely limited. The Wesminger Foundation, for instance, was il recelving a pdtry annud
budget of £4 million by the end of the decade. Governments sought to rein in the foundations as
much as they sought to use them as cover for their own objectives. The foundations often carried out
work European governments themselves were uneasy with. The UK government had expressed its
unesse over a Westmingter Foundation project funding an independent radio station in China, for
example. But often they were not completdly immune to the occasiond entregties from ther
respective governments for caution. The German government retained some formal power over the
work of the Stiftungen in strategically important areas such as Eastern Europe, precisely to exercise

atempering influence.

In fact, the foundaions themsdves focused on rddively ‘soft’ projects, primarily training
programmes with civil society actors, and were often unwilling to engage in difficult projects targeting
date inditutionsin any directly politica fashion. The German foundations certainly engaged with their
respective sster parties, the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung with trades unions and the Konrad Adenauer
Stiftung with business associations, but overdl their approach was strongly oriented towards NGOs,
civic education programmes and saf-help schemes. Indeed, in many aressif anything the foundations
became dightly more cautious as the decade progressed. The German foundations, for example,
withdrew from politica party funding in sub-Saharan Africa, somewhat paradoxicdly precisgly
because this sphere was judged to be so weak. They found that a head-on, top-down approach in
China did not prosper and, in order to preserve an effective working access in the country, adopted
more tentative culture-based projects. They smilarly modified their gpproach in Eastern Europe,
having on occasions become embroiled in eection contests, with the different foundations having
been seen to be too closaly associated with their respective co-rdigionaries and the effort having
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been counter-productive as a result. Offsetting the common impression that they provided for

sgnificantly better access than governmentd political work, the foundations lamented that in many

countries they themsalves found access for politica society projectsincreasingly curtailed.”

A dightly broader range of access was carved out by governments in post-conflict scenarios. In
these cases, political ad work did go beyond the relatively narrow focus on NGOs, and was
approached as a means of more proactively crafting ‘power-sharing' forms of democracy as a
conflict-management strategy. In the Bakans, the Dayton and then post-Kosovo dedls gave the EU
afirm foothold to work on inditutional issues. By the end of the 1990s, alarge number of European
lawyers were on the ground in Bosnia administering and monitoring the dill-fragile judicid sysem. In
the Former Republic of Yugodavia, more systematic links with Serbian opposition parties were built
up late in the 1990s, with significant capacity-building cooperetion initiated. The list of Commission
projects funded in the Bakans during the latter part of the decade showed that, while much work

was dill oriented towards human rights training, sdf-hep, asssance for victims of torture and

democratic education, there was an increasing emphasis on parliaments and trade union networks”
Such EU work was predicated upon the wider internationd, and especidly UN and OSCE,
engagement in the Balkans. It was the Office of the High Representative that was able to cgole and
pressure the different ethnic groups into democratic power-sharing arrangements and the broader
Stability Pect initiative that provided the framework for much of the new politica society work.
Notwithstanding this, there was some concern that in Bosnia civil society was till being prioritised as
a means of actudly circumventing ethnic-based politicd parties, this militating aganst necessary
citizen participation in loca saf-government forums connected to forma power sfructures”

Other conflict Stuations where influentid on-the-ground involvement in rebuilding inditutions was
gained as part of peace dedsincluded Cambodia, Guatemala and Paestine, and a degree of political

society assstance was aso forthcoming in these cases. Policy-makers themselves acknowledged

19 Quigley, K. (1996), ‘For Democracy’s Sake: How Funders Faill — And Succeed’, World Policy
Journal, 13/1: 109-18. For an overview of the work of the German foundations, see Mair, S. (2000),
‘Germany’s Stiftungen and Democracy Assistance: Comparative Advantages, New Challenges, in
Burnell, Democracy Assistance.

20 i .
Commission, Compendium

- Chandler, D. (1998), ‘Democratization in Bosnia: The Limits of Civil Society Building Strategies,
Democratization 5/4: 78-102.
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that much support for security services in such ingances had been complemented with a limited
amount of human rights training and ‘repackaged’ as democracy assgtance. An executive-ilt was
particularly notable in the Occupied Territories, where the European Union was the largest donor
funding the setting up the quas-dtate inditutions of the Paegtinian Authority and where assistance
was heavily biased to shoring-up Yasser Arafat’s pro-peace process executive rather than what
were judged to be the potentidly destabilisng groups within Paestinian civil society.22 The dightly
different profile of democracy assgtance work flowing from such cases of conflict-resolution
engagement demondrated that where specific conflict-reducing outcomes were sought the funding of
date inditutions was seen as more appropriate and, indeed, imperative. The am in these instances
was to craft a particular form of ‘power-sharing democracy’, rather than smply igniting potentialy
destabilising divil society dynamics”. The priority attached to deepening the link between democracy
ad and conflict management work was demongrated by the commitment made in March 2001 to
creste a Rapid Reaction Mechaniam to facilitate the deployment of civilian expertise, such as human
rights and legdl experts, in criss Stuations.

While mogt andysts and development experts have gpproached the new democracy promotion
agenda from an ‘NGO angle, concerns have increasingly been expressed over imbaances between
cvil and political society. It has been suggested that in many places problems have reflected the
weekness of political society, and of the articulaion between civil and politica society, and not of
cvil society per se. Some have argued that the fact that externa funding was so heavily biased
towards NGOs encouraged many activists to form NGOs rather than concentrate their energy and
talent on forming politica parties and trying to codesce a broader range of demands to be filtered
into incipient democratic politica pI‘OCGSSGS.24 This was flagged up most specificaly as a problem in
‘collgpsed’” sub-Saharan African gstates, where it was widdly held that externa funding overloaded

civil society in a context where political structures were too week to ensure any beneficia mediation

2 See Assenburg, M. and Perthes, V. (eds) (1998), The European Union and the Palestinian
Authority: Recommendations for a New Policy (Ebenhausen, Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik,
$421).

% DfID, Making Good Government Work.

24
Carothers, Aiding Democracy.
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of these groups activism.” In this light, the EU’ s aid profile during the 1990s cannot be held to have
represented a comprehensive or balanced democracy assstance agenda. Moreover, despite the
focus on grass roots socia issues, most of the NGOs financed to undertake such work were in fact
capitas-based NGOs with relatively little organic links with populations, the EU in this sense having
fdlen into the trap most commonly warned againgt by andysts. areview of the groups funded in each
area shows a preference for a relatively smal group of high profile NGOs, with strong internationa
links, often with single groups taking large shares of a country budget. Despite policy-makers
protestations, critics suggested that such favoured NGOs did not have a strong locd-levd rights
focus” East European NGOs often complained that they fdlt stifled by the dominance of EU NGOs
in their partnershi p327 While the EU focused increasingly on grass roots capacity-building in relation
to socid development, it often undertook such work through large, well-established NGOs,
sometimes setting up tensions between the latter and smaller rura groups. In addition, an assumption
prevaent amongst European policy-makers that the heavy focus on human rights was coterminous
with the democracy promotion objective could also be questioned as unduly smpligtic. While human
rights improvements and democracy might broadly go hand in hand, the tendency unthinkingly to
conflate these two agendas failed to recognise that overarching progress in democratic process can
be seen as underpinning basc human rights guarantees rather than itsdf smply being inherently
contained within ‘human rights policy. EU policy-makers involved in democracy assstance
acknowledged that little thought had in fact gone into the relationship between the human rights and
democracy agendas, and at least one foreign ministry admitted to a *blurred” conceptudisation of

. . 28
this question.
As the 1990s ended, there was some evidence that some of these concerns were being taken on

board by European policy-makers. Many claimed to be favourably disposed to suggestions that a
broader range of projects was needed to give better balance and effectiveness to European efforts.

® Barkan, J. D. (1997), ‘Can established democracies nurture democracy abroad? Lessons from
Africa, in Haddenius, A. (ed), Democracy’s Victory and Crisis (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press): 395.

* In the context of Africa, see Hearn, J. (1999), Foreign Aid, Democratization and Civil Society in
Africa: A Study of South Africa, Ghana and Uganda, IDS Discussion Paper 368 (Sussex: IDS).

27 .. . .
Commisson, Evaluation of Phare and Tacis.

* Danish Foreign Ministry, Evaluation:16.
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This began to be seen, for example, in the planning for future projects in post-trangtion Indonesia
and Nigeria. Many were more open to accepting that the Eastern European experience of the 1990s
had demonsirated that building democracy did entall very much more than supporting democracy
activigs in civil society. Development Commissoner, Poul Nidsen, was among those expressng
concerns tha the heavy focus on NGOs might actudly be undermining state inditutions in many
fledgling democracies. The Commisson introduced provisons encouraging a more proactive
identification of projects to address specific loca chdlenges, and to avoid funds continuing to be
ploughed into the same group of human rights NGOs, with most policy-makers recognising this to
have been a shortcoming of policy during the 1990s. In deciding between projects, policy-makers
were enjoined more carefully to assess the likdy sdf-sugtainability of organisations. A new
Commission initiative was launched in 2000 amed specificdly at asssting smaler NGOs attract
funding. Within those projects that did win funding, new eements were to be included in the closing
stages amed at preparing smaller organisations to prosper autonomoudy after funds were due to be
withdrawn. For 2001, the democracy and human rights eements of the Commission budget were
formally separated, and in principle equa dlocations given to each.

Other policy-makers il inssted that the NGO focus was a particular strength of the European
gpproach and one that actudly warranted further emphasis, arguing that the EU should reverse,
rather than extend, its tentative entry into political society work. Significant differences emerged
between member states on this question, some advocating the pursuit of more politica projects,
others strongly opposed to venturing beyond rdatively uncontroversd civil society projects not
actively opposed by recipient governments. Cutting across these nationa divisions, a divergence
could aso be detected between the foreign policy (CFSP) and development policy communities.
The latter's initial scepticism towards the democracy promotion agenda had been assuaged by the
prevaence of the kind of grass roots, socid capita-oriented gpproach influencing new devel opment
thinking. Many representatives on the Development Council were thus eager to ward off sSgns that
some chancelleries were pushing for a more ‘top-down’ gpproach, aimed at strengthening politica
checks and balances on the kind of executive power that in some states threstened unwelcome
drategic consequences. These debates reveded growing divisons over democracy promotion policy
within the different policy-communities of the EU’s complex inditutional machinery. In sum, by 2001
there were some signs of an evolution in thinking on democracy assstance, but no evidence of

universal support among EU indtitutions or member states for any significant change to the European
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politica ad strategy. Nether was there any sgnificant pressure from donors for big increases in the
level of politicd ad funding, a common feding among policy-makers being that democracy
assistance could best be retained as a useful but modest tool, and used essentidly merdly as a
symboalic externd protection to NGOs operating in difficult domestic contexts.

Compounding these limitations, EU inditutiond structures were such that the coordinaion of
democracy assstance work was negligible. Nobody in Brussels or nationd capitals was aware of
the extent of the EU’s overal democracy assgtance effort. Diplomats in capitas complained a
having little idea what the Commisson was doing, while the Commisson accused European
governments of opagueness. The foregn policy community had little idea what development
specidists were working on in the democracy assistance field. This clearly increased the scope for
duplication of effort and implied an extremely ad hoc process of project sdlection. Even just within
the Commission, which had perhaps the best-developed funding structures, work was financed from
such a plethora of budget lines thet officids were forming strategy with little or no idea of how ther
own projects related to an overal picture. There was, arguably, some evidence of convergence:
while much analysis of ‘European’ palicies often pays undue attention just to Commission-managed
work, the latter was seen by some nationd policy-makers as having crysalized the grass roots
socidly-focused gpproach and influenced some of the larger member states previoudy more drawn
to ‘top-down thinking'. However, beyond such a broad and nebulous dissemination of basic idess,
policy-makers adso acknowledged that the degree of concrete coordination of democracy ad
remained far less than on the more established areas of development assstance. This problem was
recognised and from 2000 Commission officids began preparing country papers incorporating
information on member sates bilaterd efforts as well as Commisson programmes. Offsetting this -
and often overlooked amidst the standard criticisms of poor EU coordination - nationa governments
saw the indtitutiona splits as often helpful for the democracy promotion agenda. On occasions, when
trying to get aminima degree of purchase over difficult governments, member states would strongly
favour channdling democracy work through the Commission. The Mediterranean and the Bakans
were the two best examples of this. In these cases, this approach did depoaliticise political aid work
to a degree, with the Commisson often atracting less hodtility than member state governments.
However, this argument was in some cases clearly overstated and in fact sometimes seemed to have
the opposite effect. In Algeria, for example, Commission work was not seen as an entirely benign

dternative to French ‘colonid type intervention, but to some degree as an extenson of French
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policy: as a result, northern states felt their work became more associated with French policy and
consequently more politicised. Adding to the complexity, on the occasons when a reformist
government had come to power and expressed a desire for democracy-related cooperation,
member dates were in these circumstances keener to kegp democracy assistance initiatives to
themsdlves and thereby maximize their own credit and good relations with recipient governments. In
sum, amix of flexibility and deleterious dispersa characterised the indtitutiona structures pertinent to

EU democracy assistance.

3. Political Conditionality: The Dog that Didn’t Bark

The new democracy promotion commitment was notable for expresdy including a remit to use
politica conditionality. One of the most visble and high profile devel opments was the introduction in
1995 of the EU’s sandard democracy and human rights clause, to be included in dl new contractud
agreements with third countries and specificaly providing for the suspenson of provisons under the
agreement where democratic principles were not uphdd. In addition, in 1997 a membership
sugpension clause was introduced in the Amaerdam Treaty with the future development of East
European gpplicants in mind. As commented, most andysts of international democratisation issues
reected criticdly to the emergence of such politica conditiondity, with a large number of works
cautioning that heavy-handed coercion would fail to engender the requisite positive and sustainable
adherence to democratic values. However, while critics frequently admonished Western
governments for this gpparent intention to sart ‘imposing’ political values on other societies, in redlity
the EU deployed its palitical conditiondity mandate to only a very limited degree. A notable fegture
of European policy was that democratic shortfals were only extremely rarely deemed sufficient in
their own right to justify punitive measures. Sanctions and strategies of isolation were reserved for
what were consdered to be serioudy ‘rogue’ states threatening security and regiond stability, such as
Libya, Irag, the Former Republic of Yugodavia, Afghanistan and North Korea Nelther sanctions
nor the rescinding of contractua aid and trade provisons were employed systematicaly against
amply non-democratic states. When conditiondity was imposed in relaion to ethnic conflict or
security concerns, democracy was increasingly incorporated as part of a broad package of
conditions. Significantly, this reflected a growing conviction that the lack or paucity of democracy
was in such Stuations a contributory cause of internd conflict and externa bellicosity. In these cases,
however, democratic conditionaity was gill relatively measured, suggesting that democracy was
seen as a potentidly useful if il indirect adjunct to the resolution of broad Strategic issues, rather
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than itsef the principle end of EU palicy. In essence, the EU could be said to have targeted the most
serious security—related effects, more than the fact, of democratic shortfals,

Decisons to suspend the EU’s trade and aid provisons were largely confined to sub-Saharan

Africa. Even in respect of the Lomé States, however, such provisions were suspended in only fifteen

Instances between 1990 and 1996,29 only a smdl proportion of the number of cases where
democracy was less than fully developed. These suspensions were gpplied in relation to two types of
Stuation. Firgly, they were gpplied in response to coups and other dramatic reversas or
interruptions of democratic procedure. Aid provisons under the Lomé Convention were, for
ingtance, suspended following coups in Niger in 1996, Sierra Leone in 1996, Cameroon in 1997
and Lesotho in 1994. Provisions were then made more systematic, with the new democracy clause
being incorporated into the Lomé 1V mid-term review that entered into force in 1997, providing
more explicitly for both sugpension and a strengthened ‘ consultation procedure prior to such a
decison being adopted. Under these provisons aid was then suspended following interruptions of
the democratic process in Togo, Niger, the Comoros and Ivory Coast. The latter case provided an
example of conditiondity decisons shifting in response to unfolding events on the ground. Following
the 1999 coup in the Ivory Coast development aid was withdrawn and a package of eectord ad
offered as and when new eections were cdled. This electord assstance was later withdrawn as
preparations for the new dections were judged to be unsatisfactory. When eections were eventualy
held, the key oppostion leader was barred on dubious nationdity grounds, and while coup-leader
Generd Gieu did step aside, the second poll was conducted with the same redtrictionsin place. Asa
result, the EU did not restore aid and reopened a further round of the consultation procedure.
Crucidly, in this and other cases, the French government came round to supporting action often
agang leaders with whom it had cdose and longstanding rdlaions and againgt militaries tightly
engaged in defence arrangements with French forces. This withdrawa of French support to

29Cra\/\rford, G. (1998), ‘Human Rights and Democracy in EU Development Co-operation: Towards
Fair ad Equa Treatment’, in Lister, M. (ed), European Union Development Policy (Basingstoke:
Macmillan): 141.
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democratic laggards in francophone Africa was judged to have played an important role in the early

1990s trangitions in Madli, the Centra African Republic, Cameroon and Gambia™

While this course of action indicated a willingness to impose coercive measures, even in these most
dramatic of cases there were invariably limitations to EU action. Only aid, and often only new ad,
was suspended, reflecting a notable reluctance to suspend dl Lomé provisions and hence break-off
engagement entirely. Moreover, the conditiondlity applied at the European levd through the Lomé
provisons was not matched by EU governments at the bilaterd level. Member dtates invariably
reduced aid flows to the worst offending countries, but assistance was rarely broken off to the same

extent or in the formaised way it was through the Lomé democracy clause. In the case of the main

EU donors conditionality was adso applied to a much smaler number of countries”™ Moreover, in
most cases, including sgnificantly Niger after the 1999 coup, ad was restored after eections
recognised as less than completdy free and fair and which served primarily to regularise the position
of military authority. In this, the limits to the shift in French policy were of particular importance.

France was gtill seen to tolerate eections in West Africa seen by others as grounds to reduce aid.”
For example, the French government reinstated bilateral aid to Niger only two months after the 1996
coup, when the junta agreed to hold new dections, with the EU as a whole then following suit,

despite most states concluding that these eections were subject to serious irregulariti&e33 Likewise

in Cameroon, France was widely judged to have offered tacit support to the 1997 coup and

subsequently to the only partiad return to politica plureiism.34 France was seen by most other
member states as unduly reluctant to be tough on Presdent Mobutu in Zaire and extremely late in its

% Bratton, M. (1997), ‘International versus Domestic Pressures for Democratization in Africa, in
Hae, W. and Kienle, E. (eds.), After the Cold War: Security and Democracy in Africa and Asia
(London: I.B. Taurus): 165.

. For the case of German policy in Africa, see Engel, U. (2000), ‘ Still in Search of a Political Agenda:
Germany’ s Africa Policy under the Red-Green Government 1998-99°, African Affairs, 99/134: 116.

¥z Diamond, L. (1997), ‘Promoting Democracy in the 1990s. Actors, Instruments and Issues, in
Haddenius, Democracy’ s Victory: 339 and 351.

2 Olsen, G. R. (2000), ‘The Promation of Democracy as a Foreign Policy Instrument of ‘Europe’:
Limitsto Internationd Idedism’, Democratization, 7/2: 160-2.

. Joseph, R. (1999), ‘Africa, 1990-1997: From Abertura to Closure’, in Diamond, L. and Plattner, M.
(eds), Democratization in Africa (Batlimore: Johns Hopkins University Press): 9.
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conversion to tougher measures in the Ivory Coast. Indeed France was seen more generaly to have
rowed back from the use of conditionality in its client states as the decade progressed.

The second type of Stuation where punitive action was witnessed in sub-Saharan Africa was in
response to particularly egregious human rights abuses perpetrated within the context of internd
conflict. These were not actions taken under the democracy clause, and were nearly aways manifest
amply in a de facto winding down of ad. Aid to the Sudan had effectively been withdrawn by the
early 1990s, the country’s suspected support for internationd terrorism being compounded as the
1990s evolved by the government’s growing Idamic fundamentalism and the conflict with Chrigtian
groups in the south of the country. Smilarly, the aftermath of conflict in Somdia left a legecy of
ingability, alack of cooperative interlocutors and a Smple absence of sate indtitutions through which
to channel assstance. Aid ceased in Ethiopia and Eritrea because of these two countries war, and
to Rwanda and Burundi during the genocidd conflict of the mid-1990s — dthough in the latter two
cases assstance was subsequently restored. Liberia's scheduled Lomé assistance projects were
revoked in June 2000 in response to Charles Taylor's support for rebels in Sierra Leone.
Zare/Democratic Republic of Congo was the most dramatic case of conflict determining a
diminution of effective aid work. If the EU was studioudy ambivaent towards Presdent Mobutu
during the early 1990s, in view of his potentid tabilisng role in the Tutg-Hutu conflict, when the
presdent started to drag Zaire into and aggravate this conflict, conditions for cooperation broke
down. After a few months of optimism when Laurent Kabila took power in 1997, the new DRC
leader soon erected new obstacles to cooperation. The ensuing regiona conflict then ensured that
Lomé (European Devdopment Fund) aid did not restart. EU initiatives in the Great Lakes region,
from a new package of humanitarian aid to the remit of the new EU Specia Envoy to the area, were
overwhemingly oriented to restoring stability and in practice eclipsed immediate consderations of

democracy.35 In Nigerig, only a partid range of punitive measures was adopted after the annulment
of the 1993 dections, with a tota suspenson of EU ad being agreed only in response to the
execution of Ken Saro-Wiwa and other Ogoni environmenta activists in November 1995. In dl
these cases, action was taken in response to profound conflict and violence, and while nomindly

® Olsen, G.R. (1998), ‘Europe and the Promotion of Democracy in Post Cold War Africa How
Serious is Europe and for What Reason? , African Affairs, 97/388: 366.
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linked to the democracy promotion objective, the use of conditiondity was not determined in

accordance with levels of palitica plurdism per se.

The common occurrence of democracy undramaticaly but incrementaly weskening following the
series of ‘founding eections across sub-Saharan Africa in the early 1990s did not in itsdf dicit
punitive measures. The EU did nat, that is, react in coercive fashion to the widespread rise of what
was labdled *virtud democracy’ — a Stuation where formally democratic ingtitutions and eections

coexisted with a persstence of actual power relations based on patron-client relations”. Zambia
was the most notable case of a forma democratic trangtion at the beginning of the 1990s gradually
deteriorating back into semi-authoritarianism and rampant corruption: over this period it received
generous incresses in EU ad. Zimbabwe witnessed a smilar steady decline in democretic quality
and, while mogt aid projects were wound down due to Robert Mugabe's generd hindrance of
cooperation (especidly with the IMF), there was no formal suspension of EU aid presented as being
taken on democratic grounds. The possibility of more significant punitive action was discussed only
in response to the eruption of violence over the issue of land reform. After the decidedly unfree
elections of 2000, once again no forma conditiondity was imposed, but the consultation procedure
was eventudly invoked in March 2001 in an attempt to gan some form of engagement on
Zimbabwe's deterioraing political Stuation. Uganda's ‘no-party democracy’ was funded heavily,
and, mogt sgnificantly, its manifest limitations openly declared by the UK Labour government not to
merit any criticd action. This suggested that the EU sided with Presdent Musevini’s daim that his
redrictions on politica parties were an gppropriate means of containing ethnic sectarianism, more

than with those who suggested that no-party democracy could more convincingly be seen as a

contradictory and sdalf-serving concept of the country’s political dite” Some categories of aid to
Kenya were suspended in 1991, but then reingtated and gradually increased after President Arap
Moi’s introduction of forma democracy in 1992, despite the presdent’s piecemed redtriction of
politicd and civil liberties during the mid-1990s. In this case, the deterioration was sufficient for aid

once more to be removed — somewhat tardily — during the fina years of the decade.

* Barkan, J.D. (2000), ‘ Protracted Transitions Among Africa’'s New Democracies, Democr ati zation
713: 227-243.

7 For an account of the debate on Uganda, see Kasfir, N. (1999), ‘’No-Party Democracy’ in

Uganda, in Diamond and Plattner, Democratization in Africa: 202.
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Outsde sub-Saharan Africa punitive measures were used even more sparingly as a democracy
promotion instrument. Aid to Peru was briefly suspended in response to President Fujimori’ s auto-
coup in 1992, but quickly reingtated when a timetable for new eections was agreed. Despite the
country’s gradud drift towards ‘soft authoritarianism’ theresfter it became the biggest Latin
American recipient of Commisson aid during the 1990s and aso received particularly generous
increases in Spanish aid. Firm European pressure on democratisation only emerged in response to
the eections in 2000, when Fujimori was dready subject to overwheming pressure from civil
society and a newly credible politica opposition party. After General Musharraf’s coup in Pakistan,
the EU took only the relatively timid step of holding back the implementation of a recently concluded
new Trade and Cooperation Agreement (which in fact was aready in aeyance due to Pakistan's
holding of nuclear tests). The same measure was adopted in Cambodia after Hun Sen’s 1997 coup
broke the power-sharing government instaled under the UN’s auspices in 1993; in this case
internationa pressure did succeed in ensuring that new dections were held, with the EU unblocking
Its agreement with Cambodia only after a new and balanced codition had been agreed. Algeria was
invariably cited as the dearest failure to invoke punitive action, with the military-controlled regime
benefiting from significant increases in aid and EU-supported multilatera lending in the wake of the
revocation of the 1991 eections. At the other end of the spectrum, Burma was one of the highest-
profile cases where democracy-related conditionality was deployed. The EU’s response to the
over-turning of the 1990 eections was tardy and rdatively limited, with GSP provisons being
withdrawn only in 1996, and no investment ban or comprehensive trade sanctions being adopted.
However, the EU did refuse to engage in structured diplomatic didogue, ratcheted up a range of
more limited sanctions, withheld devel opment assstance (decreasing even humanitarian ad), and for
much of the decade held up relations with the whole of ASEAN rather than St down with the
Burmese regime. While critics lamented the lack of comprehensive sanctions, Burma was one of the

few cases of the EU pursuing apolicy of ostracism directly in response to a paucity of democracy.

Agan, in other countries where the quality of democracy declined gradualy and without dramatic
episodic events, no punitive response was forthcoming from the EU. Despite some debate over
whether it might be gppropriate, no critical reaction to Hugo Chavez's dismantling of democratic
indtitutions in Venezuela was forthcoming. Far from having aid and trade withdrawn in response to a
progressve tightening of politica space, Egypt, Tunisa and Syria were offered new agreements and

generous aid increases under the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. Turkey was offered its Customs
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Union a atime of tightening repression, and the critical focus in the wake of this agreement was on
the Kurdish situation far more than on democracy per se. Only after Turkey was granted candidate
datus at the December 1999 Helsinki summit did attention start to focus on the need to reduce the
politica role of the Turkish military in order to complete the country’ s democratisation. States whose
democratic ingitutions were ether weakening or pure facade atracted critica attention only when
more dramatic and immediately destabilizing problems emerged. The range of coercive measures
gpplied to China after the Tiananmen Square massacre were reversed within two years, and no
further punitive action taken againg the Chinese Communist Party, despite its periodic tightening of
political space during the 1990s. The EU had been increasing ad and negotiating a Trade and
Cooperation Agreement with Cuba during the early 1990s, before bresking off talks following the
shooting down of a US civil arcraft and the imprisonment of a group of prominent dissdents in
1996. With both China and Cuba, the prospect of the degree of cooperation which had been on the
agenda was not reopened after the events which triggered the EU’s action, but relations did return
broadly to normal and a range of sectora cooperation developed. Debate within CFSP forums did
a least contemplate measures in response to Russan actions in Chechnya — with a number of
European dates pushing for Russas sugpenson from the Council of Europe — when the
deteriorating tate of structures of governance within Russia had not dicited such ddiberation.

The tightest inter-linking of the conflict resolution and democracy agendas was seen in the Bakans.
EU trade preferences were restored to the FRY after Dayton, but then removed again after
Milosevic's revocation of locd dectionsin 1996. If this indicated a willingness to impose conditions
directed specificadly a preserving some semblance of democracy in Yugodavia and Bosnia, it was
Milosavic's determination to frugtrate implementation of the Dayton peace plan and, by 1999, the
actions perpetrated in Kosovo that triggered by far the most sgnificant punitive action. Over the
twelve months prior to sanctioning NATO's bombing campaign, European governments hed
incrementally imposed a series of sanctions, including a UN arms embargo, a selective EU visa ban
on FRY officids, an export credit moratorium, a freeze on FRY government personnd assets held
abroad, a ban on new EU invesment in Yugodavia and a ban on Yugodav ar cariers flying to EU
countries. The measures taken againgt the Serbs aimed at forcing democratic change served to
highlignt the EU’s willingness to adopt coercive measures primarily where democratisation was
pursued as part of a broad conflict resolution package. Sanctions were retained after the Kosovo
conflict and linked specificdly to Milosevic's departure. If this did contribute to events in the
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October 2000 eections, it demonstrated how the rolling of a conflict resolution package into a
democracy promotion strategy had apparently not been without some impact.

The lack of politicad will to deploy punitive measures was compounded by inditutiond lacunae and
shortcomings. The procedures governing the democracy clause remained vague until 1998, and
militated againg easy implementation: beyond the wholesde interruption of democratic process, the
democracy clause did not specify the criteria that might trigger action. It provided for an autometic
reaction in neither substantive nor procedurd terms. If there were a number of important inditutiond
changes, which demongtrated that the democracy promotion objective itself pushed forward a
‘degpening’ of externd reations co-ordination, the EU continued to suffer from gapsin its arsend of
policy ingruments. The EU’s competence to employ a comprehensive range of sanctions remained

limited, and in practice the EU was dmost never willing to act independently of a prior UN

Resolution.” The Code of Conduct on arms sdles agreed in 1998 did not specify democracy in its
lig of criteria which would trigger a redraint in exports, this gpplying only to dient governments
engaged in human rights abuses, interna represson or regiond conflict. The lack of competence
over investment promotion and export credit provisons rendered commercia undercutting between
member dates easer. Moreover, ingditutiona procedures were not set up SO as to systematize
congderation of conditiondity specificaly in relation to democracy. Inditutiona structures were
aranged around a ‘horizontal’ layer of coordinated decison-making on human rights, both in
nationd foreign minigtries and at the European levd, but no smilar mechanism was established in
relation to democracy. Officids within this human rights machinery explicitly and expresdy limited
themsdlves to firming up basic human rights positions. Policy-makers acknowledged that the lack of
any dreamlined inditutional structure to systematise discussion of democracy-related conditiondity
decisions was a congderable weakness. Even within those member states keenest on some use of
criticd measures, officias lamented that ddliberations on the use of such instruments to further the
demoacracy promotion agendaremained extremely ad hoc. The series of EU reports on human rights
had no equivalent designed to assess democracy-related trends and policy. This reinforced the fact
that substantively there was a generd consensus in favour of using firmer policies in rdation to human

rights, but gtill greater differences over democracy promotion strategy. CFSP decision-making on

* Fouwels, M. (1997), ‘The European Unions Common Foreign and Security Policy and Human
Rights, Netherlands Quarterly of Human Rights: 301.
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issues of conditiondity reflected the same tendency as that of devdlopment ad, namdy an
assumption that democracy promotion was being addressed as, in the words of one officid, ‘a
natural continuum’ of the tougher diplomatic postures developed on human rights. In fact, in a
number of cases— China, Egypt, Tunisia, Cuba and Turkey — politicd ad field officers lamented that
their tentative attempts to begin democracy assistance work were rendered more problematic by

acute diplométic tensons that arose in reation to human rights.

4. Incentives Conditionality: An Underused Tool?

There was an express am on the pat of the EU to operate a ‘podtive form of politica
conditiondity. As noted, analysts have advocated the use of ‘rewards or ‘incentives conditiondity as
a means of exerting pressure on developing states without heavy-handed and counter-productive
coercive intervention. Both democratisation theorists and aid experts have argued that this offers a
more propitious ingtrument for exerting influence in favour of democratic change. Conceptudly, EU
policy appeared well attuned to such recommendations. New regiond aid protocols expressy
dtipulated that additional assistance could and should be advanced to those states making progress

on democratic reform. In this sense, the declared overdl srategy was to base rewards on the

direction of change, rather than the actud level of democrax:y.39 However, while the principle of such
a drategy was enthusiagticaly embraced, its use in practice displayed sgnificant limitations. It was
most notably operationdised through the moves of samdler daes, such as Denmark and the
Netherlands, towards focusing on amore limited number of recipient countries, with bad democratic
performers being excluded from the list of these donors digible recipients. Overdl, however, EU
ad dlocations were not distributed with any strong corrdlation to democratic progress. Even the
Nordic states that had pre-sdected out many States at least in part on the grounds of their lack of
progress on democracy acknowledged that in the absence of a better ability to adjust aid flows to
evolving developments this was a rdatively blunt insrument. Two aspects of the limits to incentives
conditionality were evident.

Firgt, many non-reformers were dlocated significant increases in aid and trade provisons. In the
Mediterranean, Egypt continued to receive generous increases in aid. Vietnam was in proportionate

terms one of the fastest risng beneficiaries of European ad, and was offered a new Trade and

* See comments by Poul Nielson, ACP-EU Courier no.177, Oct-Nov 1999, p.3.
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Cooperation Agreement with generous preferentid trade provisons in textiles, a crucid sector within
the developing Vietnamese economy. The sub-Saharan African states that rose up or stayed high on
the rankings of Lomé Convention ad recipients — Ethiopia, Rwanda, Uganda — did so
overwhemingly because of needs related to humanitarian crises, the scae of which dwarfed any
minor tinkering in response to the degree of progress on democracy. Despite aregular insstence that
UK-French competition over their respective spheres of influence within Africa had ceased, most in
the EU lamented that these states aid distribution continued to be conditioned by the Anglophone-
versus-Francophone digtinction more than other, including democratic, criteria The French

government increased support to many Francophone dates clearly going backwards in terms of

democrac:y.40 The UK pushed hardest for increased assstance to many Anglophone states, most
notably induding Arap Moi's increasingly kleptocratic Kenyan state. Indeed, by the end of the
decade, not only were sgnificant democracy-backdiders Kenya, Zimbabwe and Zambia al in the

top twenty recipients of British ad, but, by virtue of increases in humanitarian aid, so was Sudan.”
The 1998 EU Common Position on Democracy, Good Governance and Human Rights in Africa
was seen by some member states as a means of making it harder for France and, to a lesser extent,
the UK to use such bilateral support to offset more critica actions taken by other European donors.
However, by 2001 the impact of this instrument was recognised by policy-makers to have been
negligible. Indeed, the ‘dient date feature was gill prevdent more generdly in bilatera ad
digribution. In many cases where a mgority of European donors declined to initiste a more
dgnificant ad programme, a paticular member date's hisoricaly- or culturaly-based support
cancdlled out this reluctance. The progressive increases in French assstance to Algeriaand Spain’'s

strengthening partnership with Cuba provided two notable examples of this.

In cases judged to be more findy balanced, rewards were often given very lightly, lessin responseto
an actud posgtive direction of change than a rhetoricd commitment to reform. Commonly, new
leaders that had adopted strong rhetoric againgt corruption and lingering authoritarianism would be
favoured with upgraded policy initiatives and increased ad, prior to them actudly making

disappointing progress and succumbing to the influence of conservative forces. This gpplied, for

“ Rajoharison, J. (1999), ‘The Role of France in the Lomé IV Convention’, in Cosgrove-Sack, C.
(ed.), The European Union and Developing Countries. The Challenges of Globalization
(Basingstoke: Macmillan): 50.
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example, to the EU responses to Presdents Nano in Albania, Zeroud in Algeria and Khatami in
Iran. EU governments in nearly dl cases avoided laying out precise expectations or requirements, in
order to maximise their discretion to emphasise the support of what were judged to be ‘promising’
leaders. That is, in some cases a leader-focused eement emerged as a prominent feature of EU
democracy promotion policy. Another factor militating againgt the holding back of increased support
for and engagement with democratic backdiders was that the EU’s experience of the incentives
gpproach suggested this did not in fact avoid the kind of diplomatic tenson associated with more
coercive policies. While many analysts asserted this to be the key advantage of the rewards-based
approach, in redlity European policy-makers were concerned that where a possible withholding of
new measures had been intimated, developing country partners had reacted sharply and in a way
that was disruptive of broader relations. Recipients, that is, did not see the EU’s rewards-based
commitment as quditatively different from the use of punitive measures. Due to the rolling nature of
EU contractud agreements, with most states being given a periodic upgrading in their rdations with
the EU, those not offered this perceived that they were being punished, in so far as they were fdling
behind' other developing states, rather than being presented with a positive incentive to undertake
politica reform.

The second limitation to the implementation of incentives conditiondity was that, in practice
reformers were not significantly rewarded. In generd, those dtates that registered progress on
democratic reform did attract new EU initigtives, but these were invarigbly as notable for their limits
asfor their generogity. In Nigeria the EU set up a new budget line to expedite increased ad after the
1999 trangtion, including through a ‘quick gtart’ programme which was rapidly indaled and an 8
million euro contribution to help with the dections and other immediate imperdtives in the area of
inditutional modification. However, after this promising initid reaction, additiona dements of a more
long-term and structured policy failed to emerge, in particular on the crucid issue of debt relief, very
little of which had been forthcoming by the end of 2000. Smilarly, after its firs free eections for
forty yearsin 1999, Indonesia was declared a new priority for European foreign policy, and a series
of new ad packages were launched a both the bilateral and multilateral levels, dong with a trade
facilitation accord and a structured political didogue designed to give Presdent Wahid high-profile
diplomatic support. While, compared to its responses to earlier trangtions, this represented a

“ DfID (1999), Statistics on International Development 1994/5-1998/9: 17.
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relaively speedy and far-reaching reaction, Indonesian officids complained tha the new initiatives
were of negligible import dongsde the EU’s rductance to commit itsdf to a preferentid trade
agreement with Indonesa. Morocco rose up the rankings of EU ad recipients after Mohammed
VI's successon in 1999, but much to the new adminigtration’s congternation the EU declined to
forward the kind of mgor new, comprehensve and targeted initiative sought by the king's inner
circle of reformists. The EU’s exceptiond offer of an FTA to Mexico was seen as an externa boost
to and vote of confidence in the country’s ongoing process of reform during the 1990s. While
politica reforms under both Sdlinas and Zedillo were fdtering, they were seen by the EU as
developing in the right direction. However, while the new preferentid agreement with Mexico was
judtified as a pogtive response to this dow but incrementd politica liberdisation, it was more
convincingly seen as motivated by the need to counteract the EU’s declining market share in Mexico
in the wake of NAFTA. Despite a high-profile disoute with Mexico over its new democracy clause
and the subsequent development of new socid and capacity-building projects in Chigpas, the

democracy-component to the new association with Mexico was in practice not conspicuous.

The most notable case of incentives conditiondity was, of course, operated in Centrd and Eagtern
Europe. However, even in this case, where the EU enjoyed a unique degree and quditatively
different form of influence than in other regions, democracy promotion was far from being the prime
determinant of strategy. The conclusion of the initid Association Agreements offered to Centrd and
Eastern Europe gtates in 1990-91 were linked to concrete early moves on ingtitutiona reforms, this
holding back agreements with Romania and Bulgaria in particular. The 1993 Copenhagen criteria
then enumerated a set of democratic preconditions for accession. However, the subsequent pace of
the accesson process was conditioned primarily by economic concerns and difficulties in the
trangpogition of EU legidation, not by gpplicants progress on meeting these democracy-related
criteria. Indeed, the scale of the chalenge of preparing both the applicants and the EU itsdf for
enlargement was such that, in the crucid period of the early 1990s when democratisation processes
were dill in acute danger of being reversed, it was the more immediate prospect of entry into
NATO, the OECD and the Council of Europe that provided the strongest incentive to the region's

political dite” The widdy touted idea of offering an intermediate Status between association and full

“ Hyde-Price, A. (1994), ‘Democratization in Europe: The External Dimension’, in Pridham G. and
Vanhanen T. (eds), Democratization in Eastern Europe: Domestic and International Perspectives
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membership, as a means of rectifying this and facilitating the staggering of concrete rewards, did not
prosper.

The EU explicitly dtated that its Strategy in Eastern Europe would be based on the incentives
principle, with faster reformers being separated out from laggards and offered a speedier timetable
to accesson. The 1997 decision to divide applicants into two waves was conditioned in part by
democracy-related consderations, but was influenced more markedly by non-politica criteria. Of
the gtates not admitted into the first wave, Sovakia was excluded on the grounds that it fell well
short of minimal democratic criteria, and the fragile state of democracy in Romania and Bulgaria was
aso cited as having been taken into consderation. Overdl, however, whether a state was placed in
the firg or second wave reflected its degree of progress on economic reform, srengthening
adminidrative capacity and trangposing environmental and socid standards, more than on
democracy. Broader strategic cdculations were aso evident. It was, for example, recognized by the
Commission that some of the most serious redtrictions on minority democratic rights were seen in

Egtonia, inviting speculaion that the induson of this date in the first wave indicated that intra-EU

trade-offs had been struck to include a least one Baltic state.” Aid within Eastern Europe was not
notably corrdated to democratic progress, with Bulgaria, Sovakia and Romania getting a leest a
proportionate share of overdl EU ad. The ERBD explicitly abandoned an initid commitment to

alocate fundsin reward for democratic progress44

At the Helanki European Council in December 1999, the ‘two wave drategy gave way to a
decison to commence access negotiations with dl Centrd and Eastern European candidates. The
Commission judtified such a change as representing a further development of the rewards-based
logic to democracy promotion. Those states excluded from the first wave in 1997 were dl held to
have made aufficient progress to comply with the politica criteria for accesson. Sovakia in

particular, after the autocratic nationalist Presdent Meciar had lost eections and been replaced by a

(London, Routledge): 233. Also see Rupnik, J. (2000), ‘Eastern Europe: The International Context’,
Journal of Democracy 11/2 115-129, for asimilar critique of the remoteness of EU influence.

® See Avery, G. and Cameron, F. (1998), The Enlargement of the European Union (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press).

“ Pridham, G. (1999), ‘The European Union, Democratic Conditiondity and Transnational Party
Linkages. The Case of Eastern Europ€’, in Grugd, J. (ed.), Democracy Without Borders:
Transnationalization and Conditionalities in New Democracies (London: Routledge): 68.
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more moderate and seemingly more democratic government, was deemed to have made notable
progress. The effect of Sovakia having been left in the second wave of enlargement was seen as
having had a sdutary impact on voters. The former communists were smilarly ousted in Bulgariaand
Romania, in each case with more reformis pro-EU governments being voted in. These
developments were seen as vindication of the incentives conditionality operated during the 1990s,
and requiring the long-delayed reward of accesson negotiations now properly to be granted.
However, the Helsinki decison could perhaps more convincingly be interpreted as a move even
further away from the rewards-based approach. This was encouraged by member states concern
thet, ten years on from the fdl of the Berlin Wall, full democratic consolidation was ill aosent from
Centrd and Eagtern Europe. Indeed, the Commission seemed to undermine its own argument that
the Helsinki decison was the fina reward for progress on democracy by recognizing the limited
Improvements in corruption, good governance and respect for minority rights in candidate countries.
Such concerns intengfied when nationdist parties scored a victory in Romania's 2000 eections.
Minigters were increasingly senstive to the observation that after a decade of reform, for over half
the region’s new democracies the prospect of concrete accesson negotiations was till not on the
table. In addition, there was growing concern that the prospect of some entering before others might

st up rivdries and dlow early entrants to implement policies directly prgudicid to the later
aqoplicants45

The shortcomings in the operationdisation of incentives conditiondity were particularly notable in the
Bakans. The Regiond Conditionality provisons introduced after Dayton laid out clear incentives,
with built-in periodic reviews. Again, while including a number of democracy-rdated gtipulations —
including requirements on media ownership and eectora reform — these focused mainly on
conditions of good neighbourly relations and respect for territoria borders. Rewards were given for
moderateness, when the qudity of democracy was not improving or actudly declining. While
Presdent Tudjman gifled any sgnificant momentum of palitica liberdization, his dightly more
cooperative atitude towards the Bosnia peace plan — and in particular his agreement to a plan

providing for the return of Serbian refuges to their homesin the Krajina— sufficed to attract generous

* See Commission of the European Communities (1999), Enlargement Composite Paper: Report on
Progress Towards Accession by Candidate Countries, Whitehead, L., ‘The Enlargement of the
European Union: A Risky Form of Democracy Promotion?, Revue Internationale de Politique
Compar ée.(forthcoming, 2001)
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reconstruction aid, trade preferences and support for Croatia' s accession into the Council of Europe
and OSCE. Upon being elected to head the Republika Srpska federation in Bosnia, moderate
leader Dodik was immediately offered 6mecu from the EU, despite his democratic credentias being
widdly seen as less than immaculate. The EU’s most generous programme of support was given to
Montenegro, not because this part of the Yugodav federation registered spectacular improvements
in democratic quality, but because its leadership was increasingly hogtile to Milosavic. In 1998 over
10 per cent of the CFSP budget was spent in Montenegro, an extra 5m ecu was found for
recongtruction aid and 3mecu to cover socid security arrears — such was its determination to
forward rewards for pro-Western attitudes in the Balkans that the EU went to unique and unusua

lengths to find a means | egitimately to provide such support to a non-sovereign entity.

Moreover, the most obvious criticism of European Bakans policy was that insufficient ‘rewards
were offered. Mogt dgnificantly, during the 1990s no offer of accesson was made to the Bakan
dates. The countless EU statements appedling directly to the region’s population taked in vague
terms of the region’s 'European vocation' and its rightful place in Europe, but in faling to mention
even the possibility of EU membership at some stage in the future they were interpreted as a shun as
much as an incentive to democratic moderation. Only after the Kosovan crisis, when the Stability
Pact for South Eastern Europe was inaugurated, was the prospect of EU membership held out,
aong with the prospect of fagter tariff cuts in the shorter term on exports to the EU market. A new
type of agreement specific to the region was introduced, Stabilisation and Association Agreements,
the main focus of which was, again, regiond cooperation. The firs of these agreements was
concluded with Macedonia in early 2000, and one was offered to Croatia, with the strongest
pressure being placed on the requirement that Croatia cooperate with the Hague tribunal. This offer
il seemed too uncertain and remote, however. Tudjman’s more moderate successor, President
Racon, openly coveted membership of NATO's Partnership for Peace more than EU accession.
Just as the EU was putting new parcels of money on the table at the end of 2000 nationalist parties
were drengthening their positions in dections in Bosnia. Moreover, the Stability Pact seemed to be
less a well-worked out incentives-based approach to democracy promotion than an atempt to
isolate Milosevic: Yugodavia was informed that it would be invited to join the Pact not if more
substantive democracy developed but, rather, if and when Milosevic was ousted. The EU channdlled
oil supplies directly to local paliticians gpesking out againgt Milosevic. Ahead of the 2000 dections,

the EU promised to lift sanctions if Milosevic was defeated, again focusing on the fate of one man
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rather than broader ingtitutional structures. Debates over new cooperation after Kostunica's ection
centred on fixing conditions to hand over officids to the Hague Tribund, refugee returns and

cooperation with Bosnian ingtitutions, more than on democratic indtitutiond reformsin themsalves

Overarching these particular regiond cases, the EU did state a commitment to give greater effect to
its incentives-based approach through the use of ‘micro-level’ conditiondity. The latter was
conceived as entalling a more systematic linking of the release of particular parcels of ad to
cooperation on specific types of reforms or a greater breadth of civil society participation in
projects. Most obvioudy, additiond ad for eectord assstance was offered but only released in
accordance with grict conditions relating to the fairness of dectord arrangements. The EU did try
increesingly to set conditions regarding the nature of NGO and civil society participation in
democracy assigtance and other projects. The Commission insgsted on arrangements for channdling
political ad direct to NGOs, where most recipient governments had fought hard to retain some
control by having funding go through centrd governmental budgets. Discontent with the lack of
genuine autonomy of NGOs caused additiond aid commitments to be held back in an increasing
number of cases, two notable examples where this was an issue being Egypt and Zimbabwe. In
Guatemda, a large dice of funding was designed to flow specificaly from the passng of a broad
package of conditutiond reforms, and thus advanced only after the government mgjority alowed
through these power-dispersng measures. This was increasingly used as an approach by the
European Parliament in Turkey — a power given it in this case due to its control of dements of
funding under the customs union — with particular projects not being approved until Kurdish
participation was alowed, or until the Turkish government agreed to set aside a particular proportion

of each alocation for democracy-related proj ects The micro-conditionality approach was
developed furthest by the Nordic states, which more regularly began withholding aid projects when
recipient governments obfuscated broader civil society participation in the management of these
projects. Denmark, for example, most notably withdrew parcels of aid allocated to Kenya, Zambia
and Zimbabwe on these grounds. There was a generd recognition that diplomatic pressure needed
to be more specificdly related to and supportive of democracy assstance efforts, and that micro-

46 See recommendations of the EU High Representative Wolfgang Petritsch expressed in the
Financial Times, 12 October 2000: 23.

i Agence Europe, 30 October 1999: 10 and 3 December 1999: 10.
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level incentives conditiondity offered a means of combining pogitive and negative indruments into a
sngle drategy rather than these being weighed up as mutudly-exclusve dternatives. However,
overd| the EU's actud movesiin this direction remained relatively limited. Beyond the issue of NGO
datus, the EU’s use of micro-levd conditiondity was cautious. Pressure from some European
governments for the introduction of provisons explicitly faclitating this form of conditiondity was
blocked by other member states. Funding procedures were till too reactive purposively to search
out areas in which to offer funding as a means of enhancing influence over recipient governments. EU
governments acknowledged that they would nearly dways cede their micro-level demands in the
face of recipient government opposition rather than withdraw a project.

Decison-making procedures aso hindered the use of incentives conditionality. Procedures for
switching ad from bad to good reformers were not well specified. It was recognised that the
rewards logic could not be easily implemented in the Lomé states as the EDF country keys were set
for given periods. The fund contained an increasing amount of unspent money as aid was withdrawn
from poor reformers, but this could not be spent in those making more progress, such as Ghana In
the face of opposition from African states, the EU dropped its proposa to incorporate into the new
Cotonou tregty (thefifth Lomé convention, in effect) a provision for an increased pool of undlocated

ad to be digtributed in accordance with progress on democratic and human rights reforms.” The EU
introduced into its GSP programme a provison for additiona trade preferences to be granted in
return for improvements on labour and environmenta standards, but this incentive did not gpply to
democracy as such. Moreover, by 1999 only one state, Moldova, had taken advantage of these
provisons, prompting the Commission to suggest that a more punitive gpproach might be the only

one capable of having any red impact.49 Conditions for debt relief were limited to economic reform
and a relatively narrow-range of good governance issues. Debt relief was, in any case, not an EU
competence, serioudy hindering coordination: when a common fund of 1 billion euro was offered for
debt relief to African dates a the first EU-Africa summit in April 2000, EU states could then not

reach agreement on the conditions that would be attached to this relief.”” EU debates over the use of
positive conditionality showed that the effect of consensus voting could be varied: if it was most

48 ACP-EU Courier no.179, February-March 2000: 6.
® Agence Europe, 5 December 1998: 11.
* Financial Times, 15/16 April 2000: 7.
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commonly criticised for enabling ‘redists to block punitive measures againg authoritarian states, the
unanimity requirement also enabled ‘ethicd’ dtates to block further rewards being given to dtates
where democratic progress was only very limited. Thus in some cases, CFSP procedures militated
againgt arewards based strategy as much as against a coercion based approach.

5. Economic Dimensions and the Indirect Approach

An analysis confined to the direct purposive ingruments of democracy promotion discussed so far
would present an incomplete picture of EU drategy. In the context of the limitations to the use of the
specificdly democracy-rdated policy insruments examined above, the indirect impact of the EU’s
generd economic and commercid policies on palitical change in developing countries must be seen
as being of primary importance to democracy promotion strategy. In this sense, EU policy was
heavily predicated on an assumption that economic reform and market- and adminidrative-related
capacity-building was likely in most cases to spill-over to broader politica reform. Policy-makers
saw this dynamic as the overwhemingly dominant logic driving European drategies, its influence
recognised as dwarfing that of policies more directly and purposively labelled as democracy
promotion policies. The clearest manifestation of this policy was the EU’s far more extensve and
frequent use of economic conditiondity than of its political counterpart. Conditiondity was, in both
its punitive and pogtive forms, oriented overwhelmingly to economic, not politicd, criteria. Generous
aid rewards were advanced both directly to ass<, as well as to reward, economic reforms carried
out in countries with bad and even deterioraing records on democracy: Egypt, Tunida, Vietnam,
Uganda and Peru were sgnificant examples of this within EU policy. On the punitive sSde, the EU
had no quams in holding back aid expresdy where economic reforms, particularly those for which
the particular parcd of aid had been dlocated, faled to materidise. In particular across Africa, the
digribution of ad was seen as determined primarily by recipients respective willingness to
cooperate over economic, not political, reform.” The use of economic conditiondity was itsdf
presented as being an integral part of democracy promotion strategy. It was judtified not merely as
the only feasble type of conditiondity — being far more firmly rooted within the world-view of
internationd technocratic dites than its political form — but aso in more postive terms as potentialy

the most productive way of encouraging democratisation. Pressng for economic change, it was

51 . . . . . .
Young, G. (1999), ‘Africa: An Interim Balance Sheet’, in Diamond and Plattner, Democr atization
in Africa: 76.
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argued, ensured that democratic inditutions would emerge from socic-economic structures
gppropriate to and consistent with plurdistic palitics, and avoid the danger of the latter being pushed

in contexts whose socid and economic foundations would be unlikely to sustain democratic process.

If this dement of the economic-palitica link established itsdf as a primary and well known aspect of
policy relatively early on in the 1990s, the pursuit of a less obvious and more micro-level linkage
emerged as a sgnificant influence over policy as the decade progressed. Assgtance in the fidd of
good governance was gradudly broadened in scope and was increasingly conceptudised as an
indrument aimed a adding momentum to broad democratisng dynamics. Work directed at
capacity-building relating to broad socid and economic reform was of far greater magnitude than aid
forwarded under ‘democracy’ budgets — and, somewhat confusingly, was dso itsdf often taken
from the latter. Analysislooking solely at the EU’s *democracy’ budget lines — a common tendency
— falls to pick up the scde of this other democracy-related assstance. If good governance had
garted in the late 1980s as a rdatively narrow technical and apolitical concept, the EU gradualy
invested it with more sgnificant politica import. The stated am was to pursue governance work in a
way that was conducive to or facilitative of broader democratic enhancement, mostly without such
efforts being labelled overtly as democracy-focused. The UK, which earlier in the 1990s had gone

as far as actudly avoiding mention of the term *democracy’ in this context, was particularly keen on

the governance-based approach.52 Policy-makers contended that governance work was aimed not

soldy at technica measures but increasingly at strengthening broad * policy-making know-how'.

It was through this lens that executive-related work was gpproached, with a stated aim of carefully
baancing the strengthening of state-cgpacity, on the one hand, with an increase in structura control
over executive authority, on the other hand. Support for what was seen as the democratic role of
employers groups was aso advanced through this agenda. A particularly notable example of the
governance-democracy link was the EU’s increased emphasis on assgting fiscd reforms in a way
that explicitly defended a government’ s cgpacity to meet socia commitments within a context of on-
going structurd adjustment, such commitments often being integra to sustaining ddlicate ‘democretic

deds between domestic forces. Within programmes of public adminigtration reform, assistance for

» Crawford, G. (1996), Promoting Democracy, Human Rights and Good Governance Through
Development Aid: A Comparative Sudy of the Policies of Four Northern Donors (University of
Leeds, Centre for Democratisation Studies, Working Papers on Democratisation).
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policy-making capability was often linked to mechanisms and new forums amed a enhancing
accountability and participation. Decentrdisation projects were seen as a key contribution to
drengthening democratisng dynamics, and one of the few political society areas where externd
assdance was viable, but were pursued to an overwheming extent in as gpolitica fashion as
possble through the good governance agenda. The emphasis on incorporating increased
participation within economically-focused work was notable in the Netherlands and the Nordic
dates perspective, these countries aiming to harness specific sectora reforms sought by recipient
governments to push mechaniams for increasing sysemic-leve ‘participation’. As one officid
described it, the am was to search for ‘ democratic Sde effects to a governance agenda that in most
developing countries offered a more propitious ‘foot in the door’ to overtly democracy-related

work. The Friedrich Ebert Stiftung aso purported to be especidly keen on this approach.

A number of individud examples can be cited to demondrate the use of this gpproach. After the
1999 succession, while the share of MEDA democracy funding going to Morocco was very limited
and actudly declined, the EU initisted a new 34 million euro project on judicid reform — this
representing an amount greater than the whole ‘democracy’ budget for the southern Mediterranean
region after 1996. This initiative was expresdy desgned as a way into srengthening the policy-
making capacity of a range of state ingtitutions, whose subservience to the Moroccan monarchy
remained a significant obstacle to genuine democratisation. As such, this type of governance-related
judicid project was actudly of more far-reaching politica sgnificance than most of the more
narrowly human rights-focused rule of law projects funded from the EU’'s Democracy Initidive. In
Centrd America, alarge programme of police reform was pursued as part of a broad administrative
capacity-building programme, and undertaken with a human rights dimengon and initiatives aimed at
facilitating the independence of civilian bodies from security forces, these eements seen to be of
particular priority for the democracy agenda in this region. While ill sendtive, many of the more
difficult states were amenable to cooperating on the governance agenda In Syria, where direct
democracy assistance work had been virtudly impossible, a first entry into governance work began
in 2000 through a micro-credit project, designed by the EU in such a way as to increase loca
decison-making capacities relating to business generation. Perhaps the largest scae such effort was
undertaken in China, where the cooperation sought by the Chinese authorities to prepare the country
for WTO accesson became the main component of EU policy. Here support for strengthening the

capacity of locd tiers of government to implement and enforce WTO rules was conceived as a
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means of boosting agenerd decentraisation of power away from Beijing, this being a prerequisite to
any eventud systemic-leve palitical change in China. Mogt of the new politicd work initiated in
Indonesa after 1998 focused on improving the trangparency and inditutionaisation of natura
resources management. The amounts given to administrative capacity building specificdly in relation
to the trangposition of the acquis in Eastern Europe dwarfed the democracy programme. While
political relations with Turkey were blocked and attention was on the accession question, economic
networks were built up and used successfully to press for changes seen as contributing towards
dronger inditutional capacity and trangparency, with the EU desgning, for example, new
competition rules and a more independent inditutiona structure governing issues of standards
harmonisation. As the range of good governance work expanded, so did the scope of ‘economic’
conditionality: conditiondity attached to good governance became seen as a means of pressing
indirectly on the paliticd sphere.

The focus on this intertwining of the economic and political dimensions gppeared highly sgnificant
given that the EU has most commonly been criticised for its weskness in effecting just such linkages.
However, while undoubtedly a notable evolution in conceptud thinking, the indirect economicaly-
based approach demondtrated clear weaknesses in its actual implementation. At the most generd
level it would be difficult completely to reect the contention that EU protectionism and overly-harsh
economic conditiondity actudly militated againg sustainable democracy in many countries. Access
for agricultura goods and textiles from developing countries did improve through WTO
commitments, but the EU ressted a fundamenta dismantling of barriers in these sectors. Its use of
anti-dumping duties and safeguard clauses rose dramatically during the 1990s. In its regiond trade
agreements, the EU was seen to be pursuing an increasingly asymmetric process of liberdisation,
overwhelmingly skewed towards its own comparative advantages. The trade deficits of Eastern
European, Mediterranean, Latin America and sub-Saharan African states with the EU dl grew
during the 1990s. At the same time, while new funding was made available for political ad work,
overadl DAC development assistance flows fell from 0.3 per cent of OECD dates GDP in the

1980sto 0.22 per cent in 1997.”

These features of EU externd policy are, of course, well known and have long been the subject of
criticd andyds. In the context of this paper, they are pertinent in S0 far as they increasingly became



DEMOCRACY PROMOTION: THE CASE OF EUROPEAN UNION STRATEGY

an obstacle to the EU’'s democracy promotion agenda. Developing country political dites ressted
EU drictures on democracy by referring to how EU trade policies restricted their room for
manoeuvre and destabilised socio-economic conditions such that political liberalisation was rendered
more risky. In South Africa, for example, relations were adversdy effected by the contrast between,
on the one hand, the provison of a huge increase in aid and the sizeable new democracy programme
after 1994 and, on the other hand, the EU’s refusd to grant the country full access to the Lomé
trade regime and its reluctance to include within a proposed FTA sectors of crucid importance to

the South African economy.54 Such *disconnects degpened throughout the EU’s externd relations
frameworks as multilatera forums became more important: not only were political congderations
even more absent from multilatera negotiations, but the increasingly tight restrictions on preferentia
regiona agreements made it harder to use the latter as foreign policy instruments. Indeed, in a move
of condgderable importance, in 1997 the EU placed redrictions on its own scope for usng
preferentid trade agreements for politicd purposes, in order to protect evolving multilatera

principl es” Theend of the EU’s non-reci procd preferentid Lomé trade regime herdded in the new

Cotonou agreement was aso interpreted as evidence of a growing gap between the EU’ s traditiona

partnership approach to development and mulltilatera dynamics56

It would be difficult to deny that the EU’s gpproach to democracy promotion would have been
invested with greater coherence if trade policies towards developing countries had been more
generous and symmetrica. The political impact of such tough economic policies has long been the
subject of fierce debate, an assessment of which is far beyond the scope of this paper. However,
whether one views far-reaching economic liberdisation and shock doses of free market competition
more as contributory to or disruptive of smooth and sustainable democratisation, the crucid factor to
note is that such deliberations did not in any ggnificant way inform the detalled dements of EU
democracy promotion strategy. In this sense, amore telling criticism than the standard admonishment

> OECD, Development Cooperation Efforts.

. See Holland, M. (1998), ‘Vices and Virtues. Europe's Foreign Policy and South Africa 1977-1997’,
European Foreign Affairs Review 3/2: 215-232.

> The Brittan Memorandum on EU Preferential Agreements, Europe Documents 27 February 1997
No0.2025.

> Gibb, P. (2000), ‘Post-Lomé The European Union and the South’, Third World Quarterly, 21/3:
457-482.
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of protectionian and the impostion of sructura adjustment refers to the absence within EU
decison-making of any measured consideration of the precise nature of the economic-politica inter-
relationship in developing countries. In sharp contrast to the growing recognition among andysts that
the relaionship between economic and palitical reform is a complex and varied one, European
policy-makers admitted working to only a very rough expectation that one would feed the other.
There was no examindion of how EU policies related to the shifts in digtributiona coditions and
dliances tha must be seen as crucid to determining the actua democratising impact of economic
change. At least until the very end of the 1990s, there was no evidence of EU commercia policy
evolving in any tangible sense specificdly as aresult of the new democracy promotion agenda. This
can be seen as a manifedtation of the particularly closed and technocratic nature of EU trade policy-
making, within with commercid experts are extremely detached from broader politicaly relevant

deliberations”’ Notwithstanding the linkage made a the conceptual level, policy-makers admitted
that the ‘democracy input’ into good governance work was in practice not great. As one policy-
maker suggested, despite ubiquitous rhetoric pointing to their mutualy enhancing linkages, politica
and economic components essentidly remained ‘two separate domains in their eaboration and
implementation. The disconnect between democracy promotion strategy and new business-focused
initiatives was particularly marked. Business forums were set up under dl the EU’ s regiond initiatives
and it was assumed that these would provide for a dissemination of good governance vaues as
European investors impressed the need for such improvements as a precondition to increased
investment flows. This assumption was loosaly made, however, with no actud engagement with the
private sector on this question being pursued. In redlity, the engagement of the European private
sector towards the good governance and democracy agenda remained highly ambivaent.

By the end of the1990s, there was some indication of a redisation that the economic-politica link
needed to be tightened up. A number of sates, most prominently France, claimed to be increasngly
wary of posgiting such automaticity in the spill-over from the economic to the politica sphere. The
growing difference between France and the UK on this question appeared to be of potentidly far-
reaching significance for the coherence of EU democracy promotion strategy. The EU’s agreement
to dlow ACP dates another twenty years of preferentid trading access in the Lomé V negotiations,

o Smith, M and Woolcock, S. (1999), ‘ European Commercia Policy: A Leadership Role in the New
Millennium?, European Foreign Affairs Review 4: 419-62.
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with 39 least developed countries to retain preferences beyond that, was presented as a redlisation
of the palitical dangers of pushing too hard for economic liberdisation. This was followed by a
commitment to move towards duty free access for virtualy dl imports from least developed Sates.
A number of modifications to the EU’ singdtitutiona machinery did increase the contact between trade
policy experts and the CFSP community, in particular through the fusing together of pillar one (trade)
and pillar two (CFSP) working groups within new regiond frameworks such as the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership. However, it was universdly acknowledged by those involved in these
initiatives that serious shortcomings remained, such that the input of democracy promotion experts
remained limited to providing ‘broad concepts in the hope of these guiding commercid policy
debates. It was recognised that more coherent policy would aso continue to be hampered unless the
political departments responsible for democracy policy themseaves became, in the words of one
officid, ‘more economicaly aware . In 2000 debate Sarted in the Commisson over the actud vaue
added by the smadl democracy budget to the more narrowly-defined good governance work, in
recognition that this had in redlity not been syslematically addressed. A new NGO forum was set up
within the Commission’s trade Directorate-Generd after the Seattle WTO meeting, but this focused
overwhemingly on environmental and development questions, rather than addressing in any depth
the trade-democracy link. A reorganisation of the Commission in fact moved responshilities for
democracy work away from regionad economic and governance work, and similar trends were aso
agoparent in a number of nationd minigries. This widened the gap between broad ‘politicaly-
determined’  priorities and ‘on-the-ground’ funding decisons. Decison-makers lamented that
consequently even greater distance was emerging between democracy considerations and the EU’s
detailed socid and economic engagement in each individua country, reducing the scope for more
effectively harnessng the former to the particularities of each country’s socio-economic evolution.
Substantively, if there was a growing concern with not pushing too hard, too fast on economic
reform and with extending greater socia assistance, this did not gppear to have extended to a more
comprehengve analyss of the complexities of the relationship between economic and politica

reform.

6. Socialisation Dynamics

A find dement of EU democracy promotion strategy relates to more cognitive aspects, centred on
efforts to embed a new ‘discourse’ on democratic norms. European policy-makers inssted that this

was a key component of the EU’s agpproach, and one overlooked by commentators. In this sense,
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European democracy promotion strategy was predicated heavily on a bdief in the influence of

‘socidisation’ dynamics. EU policy reveded a strong indlination towards seeking influence over

democrétic trends through patterns of ‘degp’ indtitutionalised cooperation, capable of locking third

country political elites into relationships strong enough pogtively to impact on cognitive attitudes
towards democratic norms. This sdf-avowed socidisation gpproach corresponded closdly to

congtructivist perspectives on internationd interaction, which posit a* co-congtitution’ of the nature of

that interaction and the evolution of its participants gods, perceved interests and identities.

European policy, suggested its architects, was to be about effectively congtructing shared democratic

identities, rather than about purdy materid policy instruments. This was strongly predicated on a
faith in the impact of imitation and demongtration effects, while aso reflecting a conviction that such
‘oft power’ needed to be assisted and its effectiveness enhanced through concrete policy initiatives.

It was such thinking that judtified the eschewd of strong forms of punitive conditiondity, the latter

seen to risk an interruption in sociaisation processes. The new democracy clause and an indstence
on didogue on democracy were seen as crucid in these terms. policy-makers invariably suggested

that these were important as a mechanism for beginning didogue, as one officid put it, ‘to get the
vocabulary of democracy’ into relaions with non- or weskly-democratic third countries. The
democracy clause was important, that is, as symbolizing a commitment to partnership oriented

towards the development of democratic norms. As another policy-maker suggested, the EU’s main
achievement had been to get difficult governmentsto at least ‘pay lip service' to democratic norms,

as a base from which some kind of politica purchase could proceed. This thinking aso encouraged

new postive policy initiatives amed a enhancing this approach. These included: decentraised

cooperation programmes; a big increase in ad channedled through NGOs, and civil society forums
edtablished under dl the main regiond frameworks.

As suggested, thiswas, for example, the direction that policy took in Eastern Europe: the decision to
abolish the two wave drategy indicated that full engagement in the negotiation of accesson
preparations would be pursued as the means of building up cooperation over consolidating and
improving democratic procedures, rather than such influence being brought to bear through the
withholding of this offer until democracy was improved. The gpproach was more one of seeking an
inclusve process of inditutionalised cooperation, enmeshing states within networks of low politics
cooperation. The socidisation gpproach was perhaps most explicit and well-developed within the

Lomé Convention, where, despite this being the area where some punitive action was taken, the
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concept of ‘partnership’ was specified most strongly as the guiding framework for democracy

promation strategy.58 The principle of ‘ contractudity’ became more prominent during the 1990s and
the depth of forma civil society engagement within the Lomé convention increased dramaticdly. In
the Lomé dates, even in the cases where punitive action was taken, didogue was amost aways
kept open and only new aid projects suspended, the ‘ consultation procedure being explained in
terms of facilitating ‘mutua didogue’ on palitical norms. The emphass on this didogue strengthened
further in the Cotonou agreement, within which this commitment was codified in a new aticle
(Article 8). This was dso the philosophy emulated in North Africa and the Middle Eadt, in particular
within the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. The Commission acknowledged that such ongoing
partnership was important in seeking to negotiate joint efforts to comply with democratic

expectations, rather than degrees of actua compliance governing European policy rasponsas59 The
stress on partnership-based discourse approaches was further encouraged by lessons drawn from

Irag, Libyaand Serbiathat coercive measures had rarely succeeded as intended.

The socidisation approach represented a policy somewhere in between unconditional postive
engagement and systematic, rigid ex-ante incentives conditiondity. From inditutionalised postive
engagement, pressure could then gradualy be ratcheted up, in a back-loaded rather than front-
loaded fashion, and through peer pressure around established discourse rather than materid threats
and incentives. That such an indgstence was not completely without bite was shown by the reluctance
of some states — Mexico, Egypt and the ASEAN countries were notable examples — to accept the
EU’s democracy clause, not because this was seen as likely to be wielded in any substantive fashion,
but because it was seen as acquiescing to the notion of democracy being alegitimate subject and am
of a cooperative relationship with Europe. This was the sense in which the EU exercised pressure
and ‘conditiondity’. A willingness to sign up to some kind of dialogue on and commitment towards
democracy was seen as the crucid variable. For example, after 1999 the EU developed an
incentives-based approach to Cuba, but rather than setting concrete preconditions — ether for
renewing trade agreement negotiations or joining Lomé — the EU judged that it could most
productively influence change in Cuba by obliging the latter to Sgn up to the democracy clause. This

*® Scappucdi, G. (1999), ‘ EU-ACP Relations in the 1990s , in Cosgrove-Sacks, The European Union
and Developing Countries: 112.
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would give aforma mandate to a least begin talking more systematicaly about democracy, with the
EU accepting that only major reversals would be likely to trigger a subsequent suspension of aid and
trade provisions. This approach was also evident towards Turkey. All member states except Greece
were keen to engage with Turkey without requiring fundamenta changes in the role of the military,
arguing that beginning a pre-accession srategy would at least establish a more legitimised discourse
on what type of democratic reforms were expected of Turkey. Interestingly, the fact that the
discourse approach was most prominent in policy towards the ACP dates — that is, the one area
where a degree of coercive conditionaity was agpplied — demondtrated that deep socialised
engagement could often embed amutud confidence and sability in relaions that enabled, rather than

precluded, consderation of firmer diplomatic pressure.

There was much that was digtinctly * European’ about the socialization gpproach. The laiter wasin dl

cases less evident in member dates individud nationd drategies. The language of socidisation was
much more evident from CFSP officids, and Brussdls-based officids, than from national ministries.

Socidisation was seen as the eement where coordination a the European level provided ‘vaue
added': it was what was specific to the nature of Europeanised democracy promotion policy, a
quditative not merely scde difference over bilaterd initiatives. Indeed, crucidly this gpproach
derived from and reflected the EU's own unique internal experience and philosophy. The gpproach
was aso encouraged by the nature of EU inditutions, it being the core ground on which member
dates could generdly find agreement. Notwithstanding such consensus, however, there were
nuanced differences over the degree of pressure required to give effect to the discourse approach as
a basis for securing a convergence of politica vaues. France favoured a rdatively ‘soft’ form of
socidisation, focusng on the process of partnership, building up State capacity to defend rights,

letting each dtate go at its own ‘rhythm’, and cautioning againgt rhetoricad posturing over va ues”

For other dtates, afirmer ‘nudge was deemed necessary and appropriate to make sure sociaisation
links were able to prosper.

In practice, there were limits to the EU’s adoption and pursuit of the socidisation gpproach.
Confronted with ACP dtates opposition, the EU dropped its indstence on the new Cotonou

59Offici al Journal of the European Communities, 24.11.94: 431, quoted in Lister, European Union
Development Policy: 31.
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convention extending the scope of the standard clause to cover good governance issues, the latter
eventualy being included as a non-essentia dement and within a remit covering only ‘ serious cases
of corruption. This demonstrated a certain reluctance on the EU’s part fully to use its diplomatic
weight to secure as firm a foundation as possible for a more effective discurdave gpproach. In some
cases, where issues of fundamentd values were at stake, rather than values-based persuasion
becoming easier and being ratcheted-up, once engagement was embedded EU states were actudly
increasingly wary of this unravelling. In a sense, this surreptitious approach raised the price and the
degree of conflict involved in introducing ethics a a later stage in relaions, where democratic
preconditions might have been less provocative if initidly lad out more clearly — the lack of
trangparency in EU expectations being a common complaint from developing countries.

The funding of NGOs was judtified as being part of the socidisation process and actudly vaued for
this more than for any direct impact that could be expected from the strengthening of particular civil

society groups. However, the EU at the same time imposed limits on the extent to which NGOs and

other civil society groups were incorporated into forma policy-making frameworks. Civil society
forums were set up as part of the EMP and ASEM processes, but in both cases were kept marginal.

Moreover, in these two regions the EU — including even the Commisson — deliberatdly refrained
from funding significant initiatives construed by the partner governments as an effort to promote a
discourse on Western vaues. Indeed, governments distanced themsalves from those vaues-based
initiatives that were funded, in sharp contrast to their keen association with other sectora, especidly
economic, initiatives. While in the redlly “difficult’ cases, such as Algeria, the values-based gpproach
was supposedly the main plank of European policy — as only a generd promotion of the basic value
of democracy could be pursued in a context where more materialy-based instruments were judged
unviable — in practice little was done actualy to engage with radica groups with a view to at least
exploring the scope for values convergence. Even within Lomé forums, limits were placed on
NGOs' involvement in negotiations over reforming the convention. Indeed, the lack of access for

non-date actors to engage in the democracy promotion agenda was identified in one report as a

particular weakness of EU policy.61 Compounding this, northern NGOs were often themselves

® Vedrine, H. and Maoig, D. (2000), Les Cartes de la France a I’ heure de la mondialisation (Pearis:
Fayard), chapter 6.

o International IDEA (1998) Dialogue for Democratic Development (Stockholm, International
IDEA).
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reluctant to be used to transmit democratic vaues for what they perceived to be foreign policy

reasons and beyond their own remit.

7. Comparing EU and US Democracy Promotion Policies

While any detailed examination of US policies is well beyond the scope of this paper, a brief
comparison of American and European gpproaches is indructive in shedding further light on the
relative strengths and weaknesses of EU strategy. Having adopted the democracy promotion agenda
dightly earlier than European governments, the US has generdly been perceved as the
overwhemingly dominant actor in this field. In the 1990s, democracy promotion was placed,
nomindly a leadt, a the centre of US foreign policy and, under the banner of ‘democratic
enlargement’, endhrined in areadily identifiable leitmotif of the sort that EU policy lacked. The US
dructured its ingtitutions and procedures so as to facilitate a more systematic focus on democracy
promotion to a far greater extent than the EU. Departments working specificaly on the democracy
promotion agenda were set up within both the State Department and USAID, with Presdent Clinton
later establishing an Interagency Working Group on Democracy specificdly to coordinate different

elements of democracy-rdated strategy.62 These features contributed to the common perception that
the US was far more efficient in the implementation of its democracy promotion policies. The US
availed itsdf, for example, of a unit charged with providing rapid assistance when conflict Stuations
appeared to offer new prospects for peace, expresdy so as to link such incipient movement into
demoacracy funding. It would be easy to overdate the extent of such coordination and efficiency. US
democracy work over the 1990s was itsdlf plagued by inter-agency differences and a lack of
coordination between USAID, the State Department, the White House and the Commerce

Depar[ment.63 It was argued that USAID specidists focused on traditional development work did

not have a detalled concern with democratic ingtitutions well programmed into their caculati ons”
However, it was undeniably the case that democracy promotion occupied a place more evidently *at

the heart’ of US foreign policy than was the case in Europe. This did not mean that democracy

” Diamond, ‘ Promoting Democracy’: 352.

63Hook, S. (1998), ‘Building Democracy Through Foreign Aid: The Limitations of United States
Politica Conditionalites, 1992-96, Democr atization, 5/3: 169.

64Carothers, T. (1997), ‘Democracy Assistance: The Question of Strategy’, Democratization, 4/3:
125,
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promotion was necessarily pursued as a higher priority for the US, but rather that in its worldview
the US government did make the kind of linkages between different policy domains that were
relatively absent in EU policy-making. Indeed, the effecting of such linkages itsdf engendered
condderable variance in US democracy promotion strategy, with democratisation pursued in a given

date or region to the extent that this was perceived to be compatible with national Strategic

interests”” If such variance was gredter, or at least more overt, than in the EU, this seemed indicative
of the fact that US democracy strategy exhibited a stronger geo-strategic dynamic, compared to the
more prominent development-based logic conditioning European approaches. This difference was
manifest most notably in the contrasting roles played by the European Parliament, which consistently
used its leverage to enhance democracy and human rights assstance, and the US Congress, which
was in many cases openly sceptica towards the gppropriateness of such funding.

The magnitude and nature of US democracy assistance was, in fact, not fundamentaly different from
that undertaken by the EU. While the US had established significant political aid programmes earlier
on during the 1980s, by the end of the 1990s European democracy funding was of no lesser
magnitude. US allocations for democracy assstance briefly fell after the Republicans took control of
the Congress in 1994, before rising again to total $700 million a year by 1999 — this comparing with
the roughly estimated EU effort of gpproximately 800 million euro. Of course, given the US's far
smaller overal aid budget this represented a larger proportional commitment, democracy assistance

accounting for just under 10 per cent of US aid, compared with the 2 per cent of EU aid. Like the

EU the US spent severd times more on economic reform.”. The distribution of funds between
countries was not radicaly different to the EU’s politica aid profile. Sub-Saharan Africa, Eastern
Europe and Russa were the largest recipients of US democracy assstance, while Latin America
received 16 per cent of these funds. Significantly, this implied that received wisdom on the re-
emergence of a‘spheres of influence’ dynamic to internationd relations did not appear to materidize
in the fidd of democracy assstance: the US did not give sgnificantly less to the EU’s eastern
periphery than did European governments, while the EU advanced no less of its democracy
assistance budget to Latin Americathan did the US. North Africa was the notable exception to this,

* Carothers, T. (2000), The Clinton Record on Democracy Promotion (Carnegie Endowment
Working Paper, no.16): 3.

* Hook, ‘Building Democracy’: 162.
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the US leaving the lead engagement on democracy promotion in this area— at least, outsde Egypt —
to the EU. One difference that did emerge towards the end of the decade was the winding down of
US work in some Eastern European states: by 1999, eight of this region’s democracies were
consdered far enough advanced to graduate out of the US's Support for Eastern European

Democracy programme, while European politica funding to these states was till increes ng.67 In this
sense, the EU appeared prepared for a longer-term commitment to the region, in a context where
even the most advanced Eastern European democracies were widely regarded to be some way from
full consolidation. Smilarly, the US did begin to wind down some of its conflict-resolution work in
Stuations such as Centrd America, Cambodia and the Balkans where the EU sensed an increasing,
not decreasing, need for politica aid.

While US democracy work followed more than it pre-empted trends in democratisation, the US
was dightly less hesitant than the EU in saeking a foothold for political work in strongly authoritarian
contexts. For example, it channdled increasing amounts of funds through the Nationa Endowment

for Democracy to states such as Burma, Vietnam and Sudan.” The sectord profile of USwork aso
exhibited some differences. While, like the EU, the US advanced the largest share of its democracy
assgtance to civil society projects, its efforts in the domain of political society were more notable
than those of the EU. The US had favoured a strongly top-down strategy in the 1980s, when theaim
was unashamedly to ensure ‘controlled’ trangitions that actually guarded againgt radica civil society
movements assuming too much influence. It shifted towards a more priority focus on civil society
during the 1990s. By 1999, the civil society category was the largest component of the democracy
assstance budget, receiving just over one quarter of US poalitical ad. By the end of the decade the
US was giving under 10 per cent of its democracy budget to dection funding, Washington having
corrected the disproportionate focus on forma electora processes for which it had previoudy been
criticised. Despite these shifts, however, the US continued a significant degree of work aimed at
political society. The profile of US work exhibited a balance between top-down and bottom-up
projects that was absent from the EU’s overwhe ming focus on NGO funding.

Conversdly, within the civil society category the EU’s range of projects remained broader than that

of the US, the latter Hill less inclined to incorporate a focus on grass roots groups and service-

o Carothers, Aiding Democracy: 41.
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ddivery organisations explicitly into the democracy agenda. Like the EU, the US showed little
interest in funding civil society organisations that did not fit into the mould of Western liberd
democracy. The EU dlowed greater ‘locadism’ in the desgn and implementation of projects,
aongsde Washington's continued preference for centraly desgned projects carried out by vidting
American conaultants. Of course, what EU funding gained in terms of providing for ‘locd
ownership', it logt in terms of its overal baance and coherence rddive to US funding. When it
engaged in politica society work, the US aimed more openly than the EU for particular outcomes in
specific stuations. Hence, while European party foundations focused on building up the generd
organisationa capacity of politica parties across the board, the US inclined to a greater (dthough

lessening) extent to offer short-term support for favoured parties during election campai gns69 While
it might be nai’ ve to believe that, despite their claims to the contrary, European governments did not
in fact approach democracy-building through the lens of their own forms of democracy, the US was
more explicit and forceful in pushing replica features of American democracy — strong checks and
balances, two moderate parties, privately owned media, decentralised union bargaining. This was
one of the principal features of US policy that caused European governmentsto feed that Washington
was overly prescriptive and heavy-handed in its approach to democracy promotion. To the EU, US
democracy assstance projects too esgerly sought high profile initiatives, often insengtive to loca
conditions and designed primarily to assuage Congress s doubts over politica aid funds. To the US,
European gpproaches were disingenuous in their supposedly nor-ingitutiona logic and in their dlaim
that non-conflictive grass roots work was actudly capable of having a broader politica impact.

A common perception has been that the US has been more willing to adopt a tougher line againgt
autocrats than European governments. In redity the US did not demondrate a notably grester
readiness to impose punitive conditiondity specificaly as a means of promoting democracy. Like the
EU, the US adopted punitive measures in response to perceived security threats, and especidly the
issue of wegpons proliferation, and generdly not in relaion to democratic shortfdls per se. Cuba
was a notable exception to this, asin a dightly different sense was the US s lead role in galvanisng
opinion within the UN for the intervention to restore democracy in Haiti. While policy towards

Havana was invarigbly held up as emblematic of the difference between American coercion and

. Carothers, Aiding Democracy: 85.

® Carothers, Aiding Democracy: 150.
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European engagement, Cuba was in fact something of an exceptiond case, rather than one more
broadly representative of any fundamenta tenson between the US and the EU over the use of
politica conditiondity. The US did push harder than the EU for the conditionality operated by the
World Bank and IMF to be widened into dightly more politicad areas. In generd, however, as the
1990s progressed the US was seen as gradudly dipping back into an uncritical stance towards

autocrats where important economic interests were a stake, such asin Nigeria and Centrd As a"
The US response to the coup in Pakistan was not notably stronger than the EU’s, with President
Clinton’s vigt to the country in March 2000 actudly sgndling a willingness to engage with Generd
Musharraf shared by few European governments. In Africa, the distribution of US ad did to a

degree devel op to the disadvantage of those countries with particularly bad records on democracy,71
and certainly more so than was evident in the case of EU ad to the continent. In addition, the US
differentiated more between front and back-markersin Eastern and Central Europe.

On other occasions, however, the US was dow and reluctant to ‘reward’ incipient signs of political
liberdisation. The US dedlined, for example, to emulate the EU’s ragpprochement with Presdent
Khatami. Washington's less optimigtic perspective towards Iran flowed from a more prominent
concern with the issues of arms proliferation and internationd terrorism, as well as from grester
scepticism over Khatami’s  ability to temper the influence of consarvative forces and the
Revolutionary Guard. More generaly, Washington offered only a third of the EU contribution to the
Highly Indebted Poor Countries debt rdlief package. Having footed the bill for military action in the
Bdkans, the US indsted that prime responshility for ‘rewarding’ post-conflict moves towards
democracy in the region lay with the EU. In generd, while the EU tended to offer supportive policies
and rewards to leaders exhibiting little more than arhetorica commitment to democratisation, the US
often held back and continued to focus more on the strength of opponents to reform. Conversdly,
drategicaly important states where reforms were limited attracted generous aid flows, with Egypt
and Turkey remaining as the second and third largest recipients of US aid for most of the decade.
Ukraine, vaued by Washington as a buffer between Europe and Russia, had by the end of the
1990s become the third largest recipient of US aid, despite the downess of its politica reform
process. in this case, European policy was based more notably on a degree of incentives

" Carothers, T. (1997), ‘ Democracy Without Illusions, in Foreign Affairs, 76/1: 85-99.
" Bratton, ‘International Versus Domestic Pressures’ 163.
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conditiondity and caution. In sum, the overdl digribution of US ad was no more sgnificantly
correlated to democratic criteria than was EU ad. Rather, the areain which US policy did have a
more coercive dement was a the levd of high-level diplomacy, where Washington's public
withdrawd of support for erswhile dlies sometimes helped unblock democratisation processes in
cases where EU policy was more notable for its indecisve procragtination. This was seen, for
example, in the contrasting European and American approaches to Presidents Suharto and Fujimori
in the midgt of the crises aflicting Indonesia and Peru in 1998 and 2000 respectivey: if Washington
had previoudy been even more strongly supportive of these two leaders than the EU, when the
balance of domestic forces tipped againgt them the US intervention was swifter and less ambivaent
than that of European governments.

In contrast, an area where EU strategy appeared further developed than US policy was in relation to
socidization dynamics. The discursive philosophy highlighted by European policy-makers as being of
central importance was less prominent in the outlook of American officids. The US did not develop
the dense network of forma and highly ingtitutionalised cooperative frameworks with developing
regions that characterised the EU'’s externd reations. The notion of such regularised and broad-

based partnerships being centrd to the democracy promotion agenda was significantly less present in
the US than in the EU. Despite the high vighility of the OAS in ection monitoring, in terms of the
breadth and indtitutiondisation of discourse on palitica issues it was actualy much more limited than
EU initiatives. The US often stepped outside the confines of the OAS partnership to adopt unilatera

measures in a way that the EU declined to do in relaion, for example, to the Euro-Mediterranean
Partnership. Where the EU was concerned to continue and incrementally ratchet-up dialogue on
democratic norms within the context of deeply embedded partnership, the US attached greater
importance to expediting wdl-timed diplomatic interventions. While the EU insgted, in the face of
initial oppogtion from Adan dates, that the ASEM process contain didlogue on and initiatives
relating to democracy, the US did not push for a smilarly formd, regionaised politica remit within
APEC. Where the EU did apply conditionality in sub-Saharan Africa it was within a context of a
continuation of didogue within Lomés forma consultation procedure, this contrasting with
Washington's more absol ute rupture of relaions in many cases. The Lomé Convention’s principle of
long-term, sudtained contractuaity compared with the more sporadic burds of attention,

interspersed with bouts of pressure, from the US in Africa. In this sense, in the field of democracy

promotion, there was some substance to the view of the US being drawn more to power-palitics
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approaches than the EU. The US was seen as more capable of responding quickly in the fast-
moving moments of trandtion, the EU more atuned to asssting the background conditions to
political reform over a longer period of time, including the condtruction of genuine ‘consant’ to the

. 72
vaue of democratic norms.

Arguably, of greaster import than the relatively modest differences in US and EU conceptud
gpproaches to democracy promotion was the question of the inter-reationship between the two
actors respective strategies. The US's shift away from such a strongly top-down approach was not
wholly unconnected with the EU’ s espousdl of the importance of generating bottom-up dynamics to
underpin political change. Indeed, the EU’s role in pressing the US to move away from its overtly
politicised approach of the 1980s was arguably one of its main influences over the internationa
dimension of democratisation. Conversaly, while most European policy-makers were strongly critica
of US approaches to democracy building, it was undeniably the case that the succession of changes
to CFSP during the 1990s were undertaken to equip the EU with the means to emulate to kind of
effective diplomatic intervention gill seen as being the United States particular strength. However, if
a degree of mutua influence was gpparent, an element of competition was aso increasingly evident.
The US was more strongly concerned than the EU about what it saw as the tendency for Europe
and America to undercut each other and thus militate againgt the adoption of tougher positions
towards developing countries. China was invariably cited as the clearest example of such
undercutting. There were moves to coordinate strategies on democracy and human rights more
tightly, with a new dosser on this being included within the New Transatlantic Agenda. In reaching
their agreement on the Hems-Burton legidation, the EU and US aso drew up a lig of shared
‘principles to guide the use of sanctions. However, al parties concerned saw the results of the new
diadogue on democracy as negligible. Moreover, the sanctions principles were interpreted in differing
ways, the EU seeing them as limiting the use of punitive measures, the US emphagising ther role in
placing more stringent conditions on trade and investment with rogue regimes. The US atempted to
introduce the issue of democracy promotion into G8 ddiberations precisely 0 as to minimise

undercutting between American and European gpproaches, but EU governments resisted this

" This view was invariably reached on the basis of study of the EU’s enlargement processes — for
example, see Whitehead, L. (1996), ‘ Concerning International Support for Democracy in the South’, in
Luckham, R and White, G. (eds), Democratization in the South: The Jagged Wave (Manchester:
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suggestion, some member gtates fearful of being drawn into what they saw as Washington's unduly
politicised gpproach. There were certainly strong grounds for arguing that, by the start of the new
century, the paucity of EU-US coordination on democracy promotion was gtill a serioudy under-
estimated deficiency, and one arguably of greater sgnificance than the individud weaknesses in each
of these two actors own palicies. Interestingly, while much focus was on the extent to which US-
European commercia competition diluted democracy promotion policies, often this ‘undercutting’
prejudiced EU srategy in exactly the opposite manner: the EU often fdt that it became associated
with tough US approaches, with developing states equating US policy to a ‘Western' perspective,
thus undermining the EU’ s attempts to develop discursive, partnership-based approaches.

8. Conclusions: Future Directions for EU Democracy Promotion

The foregoing account demongtrates that the EU has established a sgnificant presence in the field of
democracy promotion. Its commitment to assisting democratisation processes compares favourably
in quantitative terms with US policy, while quditatively the EU has developed a distinctive approach
that avoids the pitfals of Washington's firgt forays into the fidd of democracy promation in the
1980s. While there have been nuanced differences between EU member states, akernd of sufficient
commondity between their respective policies can be detected so as to make it reasonable to
counterpoise broadly ‘ European’ to American gpproaches to democracy promoation. Inevitably, an
overal assessment of EU drategy can dwell more on either the progress registered or the continuing
limitations gpparent in the design and implementation of democracy-related policies. It is contended
here that the core tenets of the EU’s conceptua perspective on democracy promotion have much to
recommend them, in particular as they do show evidence of having been increasingly predicated
upon recognition of the need for democratisation in developing countries to be congtructed on the
foundations of both effective socio-economic rights and a genuine cognitive adherence to democrétic
norms. Although the focus on dections has remained dgnificant, criticiam that the EU is overly
concerned with the merely procedural eements of political democracy looks serioudy out of tune
with the evolution of European drategies during the 1990s and policy-makers proclamed
conceptudisation of the democracy agenda. While, in this sense, EU strategy was designed at least
in part in response to the perceived shortcomings of US approaches, future policy could be informed

Manchester University Press) — but, as we have seen, by the late 1990s it characterised the European
approach across al developing regions.
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by an assessment of where the European approach itself exhibits clear weaknesses. The persistence

of the most evident weaknesses emerges clearly from the forgoing description of EU policies:

More resources need to be devoted to democracy building to make on-the-ground work

commensurate with the stated priority of thisareaof policy a the diplomatic leve;

A more significant correlation between levels of democracy and the distribution of both positive and
negative policy provisons is needed for the EU convincingly to be able to clam that democratic
trends condtitute a priority determinant of externa policy variations;

Better coordination between different ingtitutions and states, dong with speedier and more decisve
responses to politica changes, is needed to meet the stated aim of improving the efficiency of policy
ddivery.

Of course, such shortcomings mirror the standard wesknesses commonly held to afflict the EU’s
externd policies and amilar recommendations could be applied to most areas of foreign palicy.
However, in the case of democracy promotion, unlike some other areas, improvements are dso
needed a a more conceptud level. That is, what emerges from the above overview of European
policies is a need more comprehensively to assess the linkages between different levels of palicy. If
one abiding characterigtic of EU drategy can be identified it is its tendency to trest democracy
promotion, and democracy itself, as a dependent rather than independent variable. Within the EU’s
world-view, postive trends in democratisation have readily been seen as flowing from improvements
in a whole range of other areas. sociad change, better protection of basc human rights, initidly
modest NGO activity, successful conflict-prevention and -management, a tackling of internationd
terrorism, economic liberdisation, technica good governance measures and capacity-building,
changes in third countries' idestiond vaues with respect to internationa cooperation. In this sense,
democracy has been approached as a secondary or indirectly resultant objective. The EU’s sdf-
proclaimed socid, indirect gpproach makes European democracy promotion efforts, amost by their
very nature, difficult to evduate — ther sated objective being less the tangible establishment of
particular inditutional designs then the indilling of a more nebulous and difficult-to-measure
‘democratic potential’. On the EU’s own terms, however, this gpproach has clearly falen short of
the rhetoric, policy postions and explanatory documents which have been replete with suggestions
that democracy should itself be pursued as a means of furthering other objectives —which have, that
IS, portrayed democracy as cause not merely effect. In practice, concrete policy initiatives based on
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this supposed direction of causdlity have been negligible compared to those based on its inverse.
Two changes are needed to mitigate these shortcomings.

Fird, a better conceptudisation is needed of the spill-over logics upon which EU drategies are so
heavily predicated. As this paper has demonstrated, the nature of EU decison-making processes
suggests that limited avenues have existed for the complexities of such linkages adequately to direct
policy. This is best seen within the common trade policy, where there has been no atempt to audit
the democratic impact of commercia decisons. Cultivating a better conceptua link here goes
beyond the question of the need for EU protectionism to diminish. On the latter issue there has
undoubtedly been fault on both ddes if the EU has been intransggent, third country eites have
themsdlves used European commercid policies as often unconvincing cover for refusing to disperse
politica control. The more pressng imperative beyond this is, rather, for a greater agility, flexibility
and respongveness of policy, capable of assessing and taking on board the varying political impact
of economic reforms across different sectors and at different moments in time. If it has increasingly
been recognised that economic reform processes are neither inherently helpful to nor obstructive of
politica liberdisation, but unleash a range of Sate-private sector dynamics, this is something EU
policy has not in any sgnificant fashion moulded itsdf to. Policy needs to be about more than just
whether to speed up or dow down the pressure on economic change. Rather, it needs to be able to
focus resources on sectors and specific junctures with most democratising potentia, while avoiding
contributing in overal terms to ingtability and condraints which produce a backlash againg Western
vaues and ddlay paliticad reform. Thus far, both in economic and more generd civil society work
funded by the EU there has been no red assessment of the impact of this externa involvement on the
balance of power between different domestic coditions themselves.

Second, a better locking together of top-down and bottom-up approaches is needed. The eschewa
of policies amed directly a seeking democratic improvements is unsatisfactory. There is a strong
case for arguing that more work is needed on politica rather than civil society, in recognition of the
fact that structurd level indtitutiona change mogt effectively progresses in a symbictic relationship
with the generation of NGO activity and grass roots participatory forums, and cannot convincingly
be expected automaticdly to flow from this latter bottom-up focus. The reasoning that firm and
sugtainable foundations for democracy need to be congtructed is convincing, but in heeding the
ubiquitous advice of recent years pointing in this direction the EU has gone too far to the other
extreme. One critic goes as far to suggest that the EU’s labelling of much socidly focused work as
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‘democracy assigtance is a draight ‘miscategorisation’ " Even if one accepts the basic
development-oriented philosophy, however, it cannot be convincingly held that this in itsdf suffices
for a comprehensive and effective democracy promotion strategy. This is not to advocate a policy
predicated primarily on punitive conditiondlity, especidly where such coercion is amed sdectively at
weaker states and ensures no more than a precarious adherence to forma democratic forms. It is of
some concern that, as we have seen, where the EU has deployed coercive measures it has falen into
precisaly this temptation. The limited use of such mesasures cannot, as is often argued, be seen to

render the EU’s commitment to encouraging demacratisation processes disngenuous, and...

However, a democracy promotion Strategy consistent with the EU’s stated conceptua approach
could ill be enhanced through a closer combination of ‘grass roots and ‘high leve’ criticd
initictives as two sdes of asingle policy coin, rather than the preference for the former being seen to
make the latter inherently ingppropriate. Indeed, the most notable recommendation to emerge from

most recent work on democracy assstance is for just such an ‘integrated’ approach, based on an

apprediation of how the different levels of policy effect each other.” Most dearly, the EU needs to
be willing and able to use micro-conditiondity far more forcefully and systematicdly. If it falsto do
30, the posgitive gpproach to democracy building will remain of limited scope and may in the longer
term even st up imbaances of its own, as dangerous as those it was designed to correct. The
socidisation approach must be seen as admirable, and consent does clearly need to be built up
around democratic norms. There is some evidence that the EU has pursued a discourse on
democracy with sufficient force to have made some impact, for example in Morocco, among part of
the Turkish establishment, in Indonesia in the crucid period after Suharto’s fal, and in a number of
the sub-Saharan African states who were pushed back onto the path of at least semi-democracy
through the EU’ s ‘ consultation’ didlogue. However, as a second stage to this approach, the norm-
building dement of policy needs to be invested with greater concrete manifedtation if it is to go
beyond being merely a rather nebulous aspiration. Without a better operationdisation of the mutua
locking-together of these different levels of palicy, the EU’s vaduable emphasis on ‘partnership’ and
‘ownership’ will remain notable as much for the types of democracy-related actions and funding it
militates againg, asfor those it inspires.

° Crawford, ‘ European Union Development Co-operation’: 103.
74
Burnell, ‘ Democracy Assistance: The State of the Art’: 352.
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Appendix

European Democracy Assstance: Institutional Structures

A. Commission

Up to 1999, there were eleven budget lines covering democracy aid, managed between four DGs.
- DG1: Human Rights and Democracy in Adan Countries

- DGIA: Support for Democracy in Centra and Eastern Europe, including parts of the former
Y ugodavia; Support for Democracy in the CIS and Mongolia; Support for certain activities
in support of human rights, Support for Internationa Crimind Tribunds and Internationa
Crimina Court; Election monitoring

- DG8: Human Rights in ACP countries, Human rights and democracy in Southern Africa;
Specid programme for democracy and good governance in Nigeria

- DGIB: Democratisation processin Latin America; MEDA Democracy

A Human Rights and Democracy Unit within DG1A oversaw generd policy guiddines, but played a
very secondary role within ahighly dispersed funding structure.

From 1998-2001 structures were reorganised, with responshbility for al project sdection,
preparation, implementation and monitoring moving to SCR (Common Service for Externd
Relations), which from 2001 became Europe Aid.

Commitology procedure takes place through a Human Rights and Democracy Committee, with
member states representatives.

B. Member states

Germany A Democracy and Good Governance Unit was created in mid-2000 within the Ministry
for Economic Co-operation and Development (BMZ) to lead on democracy assistance.
Responghilities are shared, with mogst human rights and dection monitoring led by the MFA
(A.Amt). Germany gives more discretion to loca embassesto sdect field projects.

The Netherlands Two sections have been formed with the Development Ministry: Human Rights,
and Good Governance and Peace-building. Loca embassies have discretion for small projects.

Denmark A Panning Unit directs overal democracy promotion strategy. Danida and MFA
responsibilities are mostly fused, with desk officers for bilatera relations also overseeing in-country
democracy programmes (unlike other member states).

United Kingdom Most democracy assstance is managed by a Governance Department within
DfID, dbeit with overlap with human rights projects faling under a separate Socid Development
Department. Condderable discretion is given to loca fidd officers, with London-based officids
enjoying only aweak overview of democracy-related work.
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Soain No centrd democracy unit. Political ad managed under separate regiond divisons of the
Spanish Development Agency (AECI), and over hdf of funding coming from the Indiitute for Ibero-
American Co-operation (ICl).

France A Democracy and Human Rights budget line is managed under the Direction Generd de la
Co-operdtion Internationde et du Développement.
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