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Abstract
The post-Cold War ideological triumphalism which has characterized democracy promotion in most developing countries especially during the peak of the post Washington Consensus era has been criticized for its ‘political malaise’- critiqued for implicitly driving a form of free market neoliberal agenda which lacks the drive to engender the form of constitutional and liberal democracy that speaks to the local dynamics. While this process can be flawed for its ideological deception, there are other identifiable schools which have taken the issue of politics as the focus of their democracy promotion assistance. One such ‘proclaimed’ organization is the NIMD with the sole mandate of support to political parties as a means of political engagement towards democracy consolidation.
Using the theory of democratisation and components of such theory within the framework of governance, I conceptualized and ‘problematized’ the activities of NIMD using the Ghana programme as a case study. This was done by assessing the works of the NIMD’s political agenda in Ghana and related cases. The conceptualization was done through a historical (time), cultural-(social dynamics) and political approach to studying the concepts and inherent logic of democracy promotion as informed by components of actors, their strategies, interest etc and their interaction towards democratization.


While the study mainly identifies the strengths as adequate and ‘problematizes’ the conceptual paradigm of NIMD political approach as being ‘narrow-focused’, I argue that their assistance effort cannot be value-free and thus market plays a key factor .
 Furthermore, this research argues that if NIMD democracy promotion is more of market-driven, then the ideology may fail to function in most of their programme countries and for that matter Ghana and in the long-run it may decline in even the established industrial democracies due to the challenges and contradictions brought about by the politics of the market and ‘one fits all institutional repetitiveness’-the same policies which led to the collapse of the market (WC). 
In conclusion, I posit that in spite of the strengths of the NIMD as regards its political approach of democracy assistance over the more technical actors like the EU, World Bank suchlike, it is still not ‘value free ‘in terms of the ‘problematique’ of governance as ‘institutional fixes’ which appears in their mission statement informed by politics of the market. This leaves much to be desired as it fosters the economic aspect at the expense of the social aspect and may even undermine rather than bolster the universal declaration of the right of the individual against the tenets of democracy. 
Relevance to Development Studies

Despite the fluid nature of development one conceptualization which stands out is “process towards change” espoused by ‘gradual’ scholars like Burnell and liberal radicals like Huntington. Associated theories like modernization, posits democracy as a ‘normative standard’ in the modern epoch- ‘Modernity equals democracy’.
The study delves into the literature on development using democratization theory and actors interaction invoking their ‘agency’ for change in the developing world, ‘agency’ of collective and individual might be working to reproduce a given status-quo or enforce change in inequalities inherent in the politics of the market. 
Questions addressed by the study viz ‘for whom and for what purposes as agents of development actors decide to act?’,’ Why should we care, democracy for who are questions central to development’. Does the actors reproduce or challenge a particular given settings of unequal socio-economic development; paradigm [...]. The study provokes such thought. 
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Chapter 1 Framing the Study
1.0
Introduction
Democracy promotion
 has been an integral part of western development assistance in developing countries especially during the past two decades, picking up momentum in the seventies and eighties. The nineties also witnessed a dramatic increase in interest among Western Liberal democracies and International organization and different actors in promoting democracy, human rights and good governance as the global gold standards for states 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Burnell 2000b,Dimitrova and Pridham 2004,Silander 2005b, 2005c)
. This has helped to shape the governance trajectories of most African, Asia and other developing countries to say the least. With democracy promotion having an increasing appeal in development and modernization studies, the research subjects the case of the NIMD-Ghana programme to the theory of democratization and governance.
Democratization a relatively novel concept to democracy are all contested concepts but ontologically anchored as a process of change rather than the popular discourse, ‘a journey without end’ a notion shared by Burnell et al. (2008:269). Huntington has been quoted in (ibid) to have characterized the extension of democracy beginning from 1974 as the ‘third wave of democracy’, the two earlier waves in 1828-1926 and 1943-1962 each being followed by reverse waves. It is on record that recent waves of democratization in developing countries have been erratic and uneven; some regime remains authoritarian and others have experienced democratic decay. Democratic assistance is justified on such basis and becomes imperative to the sustainability of democracy in terms of its longevity and deepening in spite of the numerous challenges it faces. It suffices thus to point out that many organizations like the NIMD, USAID as well as other established democracies like the UK, Sweden, Denmark to mention a few have all been forerunners in this promotional drive as part of their stated policy objectives and foreign policy goals respectively (Silander 2005b: my emphasis).     

Carothers(Carothers 2000: 5) has ascribed to two major reasons which has contributed to the democracy aid boom, first is the global democratic trend itself and the second being the end of the cold war . It is said that during the cold war efforts by the United States and other powerful democracies to influence the internal political evolution of other countries were linked to security objectives (Cf. Silandar, op. cit.). Thus Aid agencies within the major Western camps shied away from politically oriented work, seeing it as potentially dangerous domain for ‘development workers’. Consequently most developing countries witness skepticism and resistance to externally sponsored political programme, Ghana to a lesser extent-providing ‘fertile’ grounds for such works especially following politically charged world events like the ‘colour revolutions’, ‘War on Terror’…

Against this backdrop little attention has been given to ‘politically- oriented democracy promotion relative to the more techno-managerial depoliticized market oriented ones.  
1.1 Rationale, Hypotheses & Issues of Democracy Aid 
Democratic aid is given for various reasons but central to the reasons that is the notion of development(Ndulo 2006). Thus an explicit assumption under which this study is based is that given the peculiar nature of governance and the socio-economic settings of most poor African countries to what extent can the current democratic aid engender development in a politicized environment (ibid:304); bringing to question the western concept of democracy promotion. I therefore argue that -most African countries do not exhibit the conditions which are conducive to supporting liberal form of democracy and thus the effort of most ‘external Democracy Promoters’ are superficial; against the backdrop of depoliticized post cold war democracy assistance which ignores the local political context (Leftwich 2000: my emphasis). I also argue that the reverse wave of democratization in most developing countries can partly be attributed to the neglect of politics in development especially during the rise of the post Washington Consensus seeing ‘backwardness’ heuristically as problem of techno-managerialism
 -a deficient form of Governance
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Forester 2006,Hout 2007,Hout and Robinson 2009,Hyden 1983,Peter 1992: my emphasis added)
.
Interestingly many emerging social science scholarships have noted that more than any other region in the world, Africa’s political transition has been abysmal(Kriegler 2006,Van De Walle 2001) which justifies the role of external actors, notably the international donor community
. It has often been said that democracy promotion in Africa, Eastern Europe and Latin America has been linked to the dual goals of political and economic liberalization but my anchorage is that ‘political emphasis-high on rhetoric’ has been the main panacea for such assistance to Sub-Saharan Africa of which Ghana; the focus of this research is situated. Connected to this, it has been noted that the main providers of democracy aid to Africa have been more of bilateral donors(cf. Rakner et al (2007)). 

It should be emphasized that many scholars have different views on the types of democracy and why certain democracy should be promoted over the other. Citing, Fareed Zakaria in his article ‘The Rise of Illiberal Democracy’(Zakaria 1997a); asserts that liberalism and democracy are together meaningful. He intimates that if all aspects of liberalism are completely removed from the concept of democracy, people are left with mob rule- at best anarchy, inimical to growth. For his part, Fukuyama
 stresses the correlation between the level of development as measured by per capita GDP and democracy. Implicitly, if a country wants to promote democracy, it is very helpful to promote economic development
. Following, Fukuyama points out that all of the industrialized countries are functioning democracies, and relatively few poor countries are democratic and that the ability to sustain a stable democracy correlates with the level of income in the society, a view also upheld by M. Seymour Lipset
. One is thus left wondering, the major drive behind democracy promotion
.
Rakner et al 2007, op. cit. attests that the expectations of donors were based on simplistic, heuristic and pluralistic model (my emphasis). By reintroducing democratic constitutions and multiparty systems of rule, interest groups were expected to be autonomous and able to freely channel their concerns to government. The financial assistance from the international donors was expected to build the capacity of the organizations in terms of staff and lobbying. Experience with democracy promotion, however, has indicated that local ownership of the democratic process remains a challenge as explained above. Arguably in the 1990s democracy came to mean, first and foremost, what donors wanted it to be. This finding relates to a real dilemma faced by the donor community, while trying to promote ownership under the Paris Declaration of Aid effectiveness, they have at the same time been playing a proactive role and thus, risk underlying local ownership under the said declaration(Hout et al 2007:emphasised).

Hence the paradox of international development aid to SSA is that; assistance has been geared towards strengthening the institutions of accountability-the electoral channel, legislature, the judicial system, special institutions of constraint and the local government. Nonetheless, till now, donor assistance and domestic constituencies have not been able to stem the continuous and, in some cases, increasing executive dominance over political processes in SSA’s new democracies; like Ghana. Whiles donors are spending  resources on creating checks and balances, it appears that continued aid disbursements enable the same government to maintain a strong degree of top-down control based on patronage politics(Van De Walle 2001) undermining the very principle of democracy promotion. How then can these issues be reconciled in such democracy promotion efforts by the donor community to improve effectiveness and also what type of democracy is being promoted by these international communities for which little study has been carried out especially at the local front. The rhetoric of the politics of aid disbursement then needs critical attention.
1.2 Problem Formulation
Recent trend of democracy reversal has taken root in many economies that embraced the third wave of democracy that swept along the continent despite the many democracy assistance efforts. The current skepticism about democracy promotion in the world despite its impressive performance in the 1970s is now being viewed by many ‘initial embracers’ angrily to be externally engineered political project as I conceived in my introduction. These events have cast doubts in minds regarding the integrity of those actors perceived to be champions of democracy and have called for a re-think of democracy assistance promotion if it is to remain effective. Advocates include many renowned leaders and scholars like Thomas Carothers, Steve Smith
 etc. Democracy promotion is rather seen as ‘old wine in a new bottle’-which could be hypothesized as governance heuristically taken as a depoliticizing project exporting a certain kind of model which is out of sync with the very context for which promoters are suppose to help shape.

Despite these uncertainties the Netherlands Government funded NGO-NIMD, seems to be consolidating its activities in 17 programme countries in African, Latin America, Asia and Eastern Europe and still expanding its activities in Africa. Ghana happens to be a major beneficiary of such assistance program which mainly focuses on these thematic areas
:

· Joint initiatives by parties to improve the democratic system in their country

· The institutional development of political parties

· Efforts to improve relations between political parties, civil society and the media

These thematic areas at a glance seems to be laced with the concerns raised in the preceding statements about ‘governance’ ‘democracy exports’ ‘ownership concerns’, institutional fits among others. Thus one of the major concerns of the study is whether the NIMD’s assistance is different from the technocratic form of governance that seem to be repeating similar policy strategy that led to the failure of market reforms in the 80s- the era of Washington Consensus.
In Ghana where the activities of the NIMD would be conceptualized on an objective governance framework, many critics have already questioned the notion of the external democracy aid donors like the NIMD and others like the USAID as being out of sync with the political context. It is argued thence that in Ghana except ‘probably Denmark’ which has a country’s well followed strategy policy paper on democracy and which is vigorously pursued, the rhetoric-reality gap is high for the others like the Netherlands (NIMD), in her democracy promotion efforts (cf.Crawford 2005). They seem to be involved in ‘techno-managerial’ form of Governance and not democracy promotion per-se. This is however stated with caution and subject to the findings of the study.

The study therefore explores and conceptualizes the democracy promotion effort by NIMD for ‘young democracies’ focusing on the Ghana program. 

 Emphasis is made to the fact that the study is not investigating the NIMD in terms of its claim of democracy promotion per-se but that it will focus on understanding and analyzing how NIMD democracy assistance programme or strategy is conceptualized under the arena of democratic governance and the concerns raised above in an environment characterized by a strong central-government or the ‘Big Man President’, Nepotism, Neo-patrimonialism etc(domestic factors) common to most African governments (cf. Van de Walle, op. cit.(Silander 2005b: 10 emphasis made) 
Thus we can fairly argue that Ghana provides a particularly favourable local context for democracy promotion assessment. Therefore, if policy performance is poor here, it is argued that it is unlikely to be better elsewhere in Africa; in places where the political environment is less conducive to external democracy promotion and will therefore bring the whole question of democracy promotion by the NIMD in ‘young democracies’ to question.

1.3 Research Questions & Aim of Study
The main objective of the study is to understand and analyze why the strategy of NIMD for young democracies like Ghana will be different from others like the USAID and evaluate such efforts on the basis of its rhetoric-reality gap of implementation in Ghana and for that matter Africa
.

In order to address the above objective; the activities of the democracy promotion efforts by the NIMD in Ghana will be analyzed on some key theoretical composition to be developed later in the analytical framework in terms of their assistance and also evaluated in relation to efforts by USAID Ghana. This analysis will be done under the governance framework 
The study seeks to answer the following questions:

· How is the democracy assistance framework of the NIMD, conceptualized in Ghana(developmental or political)
 and why would such conceptualisation be different from others like the USAID-Ghana
·  How can we conceptualize the rhetorical vigour of NIMD political assistance in Ghana examining the evolution and ‘operationalization’ of policy at different institutional levels and through different fora, taking their thematic manifestations into fore?
· How is the interaction between Civil Society, market and the State viewed from a NIMD and USAID Democracy promotion policy design perspectives in Ghana? 
The above questions are best assesses by looking at the various components of theory which will be developed in the analytical session. This will be analyzed in the level of actors, interest, strategy and impact and also on the level of whether is developmental or political all under the rubric of governance framework. This will also help me to address my main thesis statement which aims at conceptualization of the NIMD democracy promotion effort.
1.4 Justification of the Study

Many scholars have recognized the exponential growth in democracy studies in political science which has not been matched with equally significant body of work in international studies or foreign policy. Worst still democracy promotion as a discipline, has lagged behind studies of international relations. This notion has been alluded to by many scholars prominent is Cox et al (2004) op. cit.p.4,  who inferred that there are study galore of foreign policy in the modern epoch, but until ‘Tony Smith’s challenging volume of democracy promotion(published in 1994) there has been no serious academic study of the subject’(ibid). Not to mention case by case studies and an effort to compare with other players in the field.

This research will bring out some critical perspective which might have eluded scholars in the discipline that might help delineate a clear link between Governance and democracy promotion as a subject. What is more it will add literature on that field of democracy aid using NIMD-Ghana program, which will be subjected to the democratization theory towards a conceptualization. The study will also fill the gap of the literature on democracy promotion in developing countries.

Finally the study will shed light on critical perspective of the activities of NIMD political operations in Ghana and the link to democracy promotion. Although Political parties assisted institutions abounds, remarkably little research has been done so far to assess the lessons learn from such support
. This research is therefore a knowledge resource for further research.
1.5 Limitation of the Study
Time is a true limiting factor in this study; the inability to use extensive primary data and the inadequate publication of such scholarship might have impacted the quality of work since the study was more exploratory. However the use of secondary literature had complemented such effort to bring out time tested results at various levels of emphasis when democracy promotion and consolidation has been referred to. Also an interview with the top echelons of the NIMD filled the information gap.
The study would have been better appreciated with a thorough investigation and interviews of all the major players involved in the NIMD democracy operations in Ghana; tax payer/donor (Government of the Netherlands represented by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs), the donor-aid agency (NIMD as implementing organization with field officers) and the key beneficiaries. However that acknowledged, supplementing it with secondary data from published documents and journals and the operations of USAID-Ghana had sufficed in filling-up a major gap.
1.6 Organisation of the Study
The study is organised into six chapters. Chapter two reviews the state of the discourse chapter three highlights the methodological considerations, concepts, theories and analytical framework. Chapter four present the setting and the case analysis, the conceptualisation and Analysis is presented in Chapter 5. Summary and conclusion statements are then given in the last chapter, six. 
Chapter 2 Exploring the State of the Discourse
2.1 Introduction
This chapter is an attempt to review current literature and discourses of democracy promotion in the light of the questions raised and the broad objective of development and also to give us a better leverage to make an informed analysis; thus how can we understand and conceptualize the democracy promotion effort of the NIMD in Ghana.  It is not far-fetched for one to wonder whether democracy promotion discourse has moved from broader conceptualization of developmental assistance to democracy assistance. The link between development and democracy is still fluid so are the concepts themselves. There is no clear cut agreement as to what constitute those terms and how they are inter-related
.We do however know that there exists correlation between those two terms. Before proceeding further I would like to briefly refer to some trends identified by the European Partnership for Democracy that provide a context in which our reflection on the subject concur.

First is the euphoria surrounding democracy promotion as it was manifest at the end of the last century but which seems to have died down recently, hinted in the previous chapter. Evidence suggests that transition to democracy and the consolidation of democracy requires long term commitments. The second is that with the changing international power balance characterized by uncertainties as regards the vagaries of the international financial architecture, new forms of authoritarian and/or populist governance have emerged that actually resist the process of democratization. The autocrats have learned their way on how to block democratic reforms, even playing by the rules of the game; hence practitioners have been challenged by experts to step up the quality of support. The third is increasing awareness of the political dimension of development which seem to be neglected in this democratic endeavour. 
It is on record that a large number of failed and vulnerable states, and of states bogged down by internal violent conflicts, has driven the point home that no sustainable development is possible unless the political system functions well and legitimately and also the due recognition is accorded it as such. The fourth trend is the awareness that whereas the world aspires to be governed democratically, this trust erodes when democracy does not deliver social justice-the human right aspect of democracy which is most often faulted; democracy has to enhance development if it is to be successful. ‘Roel has remarked that people are not poor because they lived in democracies, but they are poor because of lack of democracy
’. With that assertion taken as given then it could be averred that democracy promotion has a lot of challenges which deserves consideration.
2.1
Democracy Aid and Assistance
Democracy aid is the most significant and common tool for democracy promotion(Carothers 1999b: 6).Despite the challenges raised in the preceding paragraph, the signs are that it is here to stay and thus the need to build on it. It should be recognized that different practitioners have looked at the industry from different lenses-support to elections or electoral assistance, institutional building, support to the other arms of the government aimed at curbing the powers of the executive, support from below or civil society support, support to the media etc. These are all areas with its own challenges which reinforce each other for the institutionalization of a true form of democracy. However which one is more pressing is beyond the scope of this review.
 The end of the cold war substantially lowered ideological tensions and barriers in many parts of the world and drastically reduced the assumption that much politically-oriented aid was driven by underlying security concerns (Silander, 2005:29 emphasized). Combined with the number of democratic openings, the end of the cold war thus greatly facilitated the spread of democracy, an explicitly democracy-oriented aid efforts (Carothers, 2000:4, op. cit., Silander,2005a (Collier 2007: 146). The West and many other wealthy-established democracies started sponsoring increasing amounts of democracy-oriented efforts. Such aid programmes are more tailored to non-democratic, hybrid or to help countries that are in democratic transition to consolidate their democracies (Burnell 2000b: :my elaboration). In the late nineties and early thereon, US alone was ‘devoting more than $500 million annually (budget tagged democracy aid only)’ to such activities implemented by their agencies, mainly-USAID and others like the US funded NGO such as the National Endowment for Democracy, the Asia Foundation, and the Eurasia Foundation - responsible for developing and implementing certain programmes in line with US foreign policy(Carothers 2000) . The NIMD, mainly funded by the Dutch Government also spends large sums of aid budget on democracy promotion to support young democracies in Africa and other parts of the continent. Its 2008 expenses exceeded nine million euro (see the 2008 financial statement)

Despite the trend, Burnell remarks that the notion of democracy that lies at the centre of much democracy assistance, while not all being identical, occupy a limited scope(2000c: 4). His argument was that Ideas of social democracy and economic democracy are excluded and posit them as a political construct. Second he contends that such trends are informed by individualism rather than by expressly communitarian notions of society. In terms of outcome he argues that many of the formulations specify freedoms and other qualities going well beyond electoralism which he cautions should not be confused with ‘illiberal democracy’
. There are few concessions though made to the most radical models of participatory democracy. Thus to Burnell such are limitations that will not satisfy every shade of democratic theorist. Nonetheless a plausible argument he advances is that despite the trend external actors can contribute very little development of truly popular or grass-roots democracy anyway. He then begs the statement that it is logical for international democracy assistance to try to avoid setting goals that must inevitably lie beyond its purchase. To that end Burnell cautions that promoting something other than elements of the standard western experience would be reprehensible if it meant exporting untried models of democracy that are judged too risky to entertain domestically(cf:Burnell 2000a: emphasis added).
In any democracy effort three considerations need to be borne in mind, the intentions or interest of the provider; acknowledgement that assistance and aid do not require a complete lack of self-interest on the part of the provider of such assistance. Link to this, assistance provided by foreign governments that do not themselves meet some democratic threshold is questionable (ibid: 5). The second consideration Burnell put forward is that, such assistance must be peaceful. The third follows the example of conventional meaning of international development assistance, negotiated on non-profit basis. In this last proposition, Burnell has contended that providers of such assistance want their offers to be accepted. This consideration is laced in the components propounded in the analytical framework.
Democracy assistance is neither a sufficient nor a necessary condition for democratic opening or for building democracy, although it could be very essential in some countries. Like the reasons provided above; reasons against the end of the transition paradigm by Carothers-also narrowly critiqued by other authorities in the democracy field like Doorenspleet et al  (cf.Doorenspleet Renske and Mudde Cas 2008) - that the factors that bring democracy into being are not the same factors that make democracy institutionalized- Burnell also contends same or holds similar opinion that the conditions required for successful democratization are not synonymous to the condition that enable democracy assistance to be successful .

The review then implies that democracy promotion/assistance requires different levels of expertise and attention to achieve a broader conceptualization. Thus the experience of countries with well institutionalized democracies could be a catalyst for such democracy promotion effort. The external factor may then be an indispensable factor in the drive towards truly realistic form of democracy against what Burnell had meant.
2.2
The Role of External factor in Democratization
SØrenson in his article ‘the Impasse of third world democratization, Africa revisited’ has noted that early and weak democratic openings and democratic decay has happened in Sub-Saharan African (2000:292)-citing ethnic conflicts as the causal factor and pointing Somalia and Rwanda as a clear case in point. He also cites the new fragile legislature as additional participants in the old, authoritarian systems of personal rule but cautioned against jumping into general conclusion of democracy relapse. What he identifies as a problem is that of democratic consolidation, as in his words ‘large numbers of current transitions have run aground in the shallow waters of ‘electoral democracy’’. This is where he identifies the need for the role of external actors to help in the ‘consolidation process’. This is without critic though but for the purpose of this review I will descend myself to the discourse as given.
 Link to the above, George Sorensen
 has identified two major paradigms as the dominant view of the role outsiders play in the democratization process especially in the third world. First view also upheld by Burnell et al. is that democracy cannot be imported from outside and thus the impetus should emanate from within and to Him there is therefore little that the external Actors can do
. Second view which he identifies  is that most weak third world countries are subservient to stronger states in the North, the North therefore not only heavily influence the socio economic  structures and processes of the weaker Southern States but also the political (Sorensen 2000: 292). SØrenson descending his argument from historical perspective averred that in spite of him agreeing to those views identified thereto there seem to be the need for a thorough historical analysis to make the views meaningful. In his assertion he thus argue that what is domestic or international or external is not an historically given (ibid) - and that most so called third world countries acquired their domestic status at the time of decolonization, independence. Hitherto they were part of the domestic sphere of their colonial motherland. He narrows his argument to that body of thinking as nurturing the conditions conducive for democracy.

The advent of decolonization is often not given much attention by heterodox advocates who argue that the economic dependence or architecture has not changed and remains under foreign influence which Sorenson found misleading. Formal independence entails sovereignty which is of utmost importance in this argument. The explanation he advances is that at the instance of independence a new economy, social, political and cultural sphere is created which has a substantial amount of autonomy. Here he posits that external forces can still have domestic influence but operates under different conditions requiring the hands of domestic actors thus invoking some bargaining between the external and internal actors. On the other hand he infers that international interventions in sovereign states cannot be conducted in complete ignorant of rules of international law which requires that acts of interventions have to be justified. Thus in both the ‘domestic and international spheres the rules of the game change in ways which provide increased autonomy to the domestic actors’ (ibid, p.293).

One other school also argues that except where democracy emerged from military external interventions external factors were not the decisive ones in driving democratization process(Diamond 2008: 106). Larry reckons that in cases where international forces were used democracy could not stand the test of time-consolidate, in the absence of domestic support for it. In terns of the issue of non intervention or sovereignty, Larry notes that over the past 2 or so decades, the classical notion of sovereignty-‘nonintervention’ in the internal affairs of other countries-have fallen out of favor, while ‘deliberate effort to promote democracy has flourished (ibid.). 

This review then implies that if the concerns of the indispensability of the local factors as key parameters in this endeavour – touted as ownership in aid effectiveness- then a review of the strategy of democracy promotion as identified by key figures like Carothers should be prioritized to have the needed impact championing and sustaining true participatory democracy.
2.3
Strategy: Broad Approaches to Supporting Democracy
Carothers(2009) has identified that aid-providers are now moving away from following a one-fits all approach strategy toward exploring strategies that offers an array of diverse political context in the world (p.5). The use of private aid agencies is one such example(Biekart 1999: emphasis added). To Carothers the defining feature of this process of differentiation is the emergence of two distinct overall approaches to assisting democracy-the political and development approaches. 


He has pointed out the narrow conceptualization of the political approach which he notes proceeds from elections and political liberties- and a view of democratization as a process of political tussle in which democrats work to gain the upper hand over non democratic (ibid). To Carothers this approach directs aid to core political process and institutions viz elections, political parties, and politically oriented civil society group. The Developmental approach however was identified as more comprehensive approach to democracy, one that looks at equality and justice and the concept of democracy as a slow, iterative process of change involving rings of political and socioeconomic developments. To this end, the latter approach dances to democracy aid that reaches out for incremental long term change in array of political and socioeconomic sectors-emphasizing governance and the building of well functioning state. He notes that these approaches exited for many years but now prominent - looking at the merits of the approaches- following the growing backlash in both democracy promotion and democracy in general. To Carothers proponents of the two approaches faults each other as for example; the political approach being too confrontational on host governments producing unhelpful interactions whiles the political faults the developmental approach for being too vague in world where many leaders have learn to play by the rules of the game-receiving a lot of political aid while avoiding genuine democratization(Carothers 2009: 6).


My criticism of this conceptualization is that Carothers subjection of this categorization to the European and US democracy agendas ascribing each approach based on popular opinion as developmental and political approaches respectively and then faulting them is questionable. Each approach has its own pluses and minuses. What Carothers failed to point out was that under the two comparators (US and the EU) – there are core sub-institutions which themselves might adopt a different approach which may be more of one than the other and quite different from their mother institutions, say the approaches of NDI and USAID. To me the strength of his categorization was the fact that he reckoned the existence of two core approaches as present on both sides of the Atlantic, albeit in varying proportions’(Carothers 2009: 6).

2.3.1
Political Assistance & Political Institutions
Diamond (2008: 315) has averred that most foreign aid international development assistance programmes often do not take care of the underlying logic of politics-the incentive that allows  people in office to repress the opposition, rig elections suchlike. He notes that if the whole world should become democratic then such assistance programme and diplomacy must target the way politics itself works. The South-North relationship, the North which has more established democracies, should even be reviewed He however pointed out that not every approach of the external is bad and need review. Using the establishment of NED
 in the US for example, Larry points out that the international effort to support and strengthen democracy institutions has gained scope, depth and experience. There have also emerged counterpart organizations like the NIMD, the British Westminster Foundation and the Taiwan Foundation for Democracy. The impact of such democracy assistance may vary sometimes visible only later, when democratic openings arises and actors-including opposition parties, NGOS, think tanks etc – are able to capitalize on it because international assistance committed over long term has widen their support base and provided the needed capacity.


Larry identifies that sometimes assistance to state institutions fails to achieve the needed impact because of lack of political will. Citing modernization of for eg, other branches of government but which fails to perform their constitutional mandate(Diamond 2008: 316).By way of suggestion Larry identifies the need for local rather than state ownership of such assistance efforts. For democracy assistance to be legitimate, effective and sustainable but must response to the needs and priorities of the local dynamics rather than imposed preconceived ideas from ‘without’ (ibid). He then attributes the perceived success of NED to supporting grass-root initiatives towards democracy and governance reforms.


Some core focus was raised and discussed by Larry if democracy assistance is to be effective. This view is shared variously by other authorities like carothers and Burnell. One was constitutional amendment-that if a country’s laws are undemocratic reforming state institutions like the court will not be effective; which laws he asked, are they going to enforce?. Two is the political will to use such aid for championing democracy and thus identified the role of leadership as being key to this endeavour. Developing realistic expectations and patience for what such assistance effort can achieve was the third principle he identified. To him such assistance has incremental rather than transformative effect. Thus such assistance can help absorb best practices from other countries when democracy is in place and provide the resources to advocate and mobilize for additional resources(Diamond 2008: 316).His next principle was the problem of scale-The budget in relation to the country in question. This may be problematic for populated countries when scaling is minimal but he cautions that this should not let donors off the hook on committing to longer engagements. He also identified a strong role for the external community even where wealth abounds in the economy, there may not be the resources to support civic organizations pressing for democratic reforms. This where the such assistance becomes invaluable he notes. 

Finally one remarkable principle he espoused in the said writings was that political assistance effort are more effective when they are integrated into economic assistance efforts (ibid., p.321). Thus one would not digress to link democracy promotion efforts to the rubrics of the primacy of the market under a neoliberal agenda.

2.4
Democracy versus ‘Neoliberalism’
One of the implicit assumptions of this study is that democracy promotion is a neoliberal
 agenda designed to promote market primacy and supported by the ‘good governance’ concept (Demmers et al. 2004: my emphasis,Kaejer 2004a, 2004b). Thus it is not far-fetched for one to argue that democracy promotion is done to promote the interest of the North who benefits the most from free trade agenda. Of course the question raised in the previous chapter bowled down to the material ideational discursive of democracy promotion; is democracy promoted as a strategic foreign policy to champion the interest of the North or is promoted based on ideological grounds that fosters the true spirit of liberal democracy which is believed to help the development of the South.  Markets have been conceived as very useful institutions providing avenues for people to interact with each other to fulfill their material needs and enhance democracy(A. Przeworski 1991: emphasis made).

Polanyi cited in (Saad-Filho and Johnston 2005: 171) has averred that the ‘domination or control of the economic system by the market is of overwhelming consequence to the whole organization of society: It means no less than the running of the society as adjunct to the market. Instead of the economy being embedded in social relations, social relations are embedded in the economic system
 (Polanyi 1944, p.57). It is said that modern welfare states have attempted to place social controls on markets. In such cases there have been tensions between market outcomes and social relations, but experience have demonstrated that markets need not operate outside of social relations nor fully dominate social relations
.

Authors like MacEwan
 and David Harvey
 have identified neoliberalism as the current ideology
 and policy programme that will transform societies directed towards economic life of market domination(Macewan 2005: 172). This understanding is necessary but not sufficient condition in explaining the raison d’etre underlying the motive of democracy promotion.

To that end, MacEwan, op cit., has identified Neoliberalism as pulling society away from democracy but has criticized that its proponent defend it as an instrument for promotion of democracy(2005: 174). Unregulated market confers political power on firms especially, the power to override the democratic process. He averred thus ‘when the political process in a country is undemocratic and political regulation of the market is used to create and protect the wealth and privileges of elite, the deregulation-neoliberalism-can be readily associated with democracy’ (ibid).

It is on record that neoliberal programme has relied primary on power, either military or financial. The US as a realist actor has used its military and financial might to push through its neoliberal agenda in states like Iraq, Georgia, Afghanistan suchlike to varying successes. Also Chile, where ‘such programme came out of the barrel of the gun, provide a telling example’(Macewan 2005: 175). In Sub-Saharan Africa for example ‘neoliberalism’ has generally been imposed by repressive regimes
, though they often operate formally as democracies’(ibid).External factors have been a critical factor such as the IMF, World Bank, the US suchlike-have used their financial muscle to lead national governments towards market-oriented democracies. Thus effort to counter neoliberalism with democracy therefore depends on both an assertion of power and articulation of alternative view of the choice, one that posit a democratic political process as an alternative to both traditional state control and the market
.

2.5
Democracy Assistance and the Challenges of Consolidation
Democratization could be posited as a process of change which may be a regime change or otherwise and which should not be seen as being teleological or unidirectional. There may be periods of ‘incrementalism’ and periods of democracy reversals. The next subsections look at governance and how it complements aid effectiveness towards democratic consolidation.
2.5.1
Democratic Governance, Politics and Aid Effectiveness: 

The External Factor
Democracy promoters are realizing that democratic transition often do not follow an orderly, linear sequence but fluctuate according to unpredictable and turbulent patterns. There is increasing recognition that international assistance has limited impact unless there is strong political will and genuine commitment to democratize and reform within the country’s ruling elite and society at large (see Diamond, 2008 op. cit.). 
The international community realizes that institutional reforms require deeper changes among the structures of power shaping the institution of governance. Power relations turn to be more resilient to change. External actors at best influence the ‘rules of the game’
,. Aid can only accompany a genuine process of change, rather than force it. Without strong ownership reform of local actors, change if incited or forced from outside can only have illusory effect or disruptive consequences as espoused in previous section (Burnell 2000c: 156). To that end, he averred that democracy-promoters are modifying and adopting strategies that are more realistic and gradual and speak to the local institutional dynamics (Schimmelfening 2002: other roles of the extenal factors).
Carlos Santiso cited in Burnell (2000b: 156) identifies the increasing importance of ‘good Governance’ in democracy promotion effort by drawing on World Banks claim of the importance of governance and good institutional environment as pre-requisite for sustainable development and aid effectiveness
(cf.Demmers et al. 2004). Locating democratic aid in the broad framework of aid he identifies aid selectivity as gradually replacing aid conditionality and posit that the objective is to increase the effectiveness of aid by ‘concentrating it where it is needed most- in those countries showing genuine commitment to democratization but lacking expertise and resources’(ibid).To that end he emphasized that the ‘policies of ‘political conditionality’, ‘selectivity’ and ‘concentration’ which has progressively been introduced in the management of aid appear to show an increasing willingness to base cooperation on certain number of political dimensions (ibid, Hout et al, 2007). Further, most bilateral donors are progressively relying on incentive strategies
 and gravitation towards ‘allocative conditionality’(my emphasis). The strategies he notes encompasses selection of aid recipients according to predetermine set of criteria, and the concentration of aid on limited number of recipients depending on their political system. He thus notes that regime features are increasingly used as criteria for selecting the main recipients of bilateral aid as well as the scope and amount of aid provided
.
 Notably the end of the cold war in the early 1990s sparked the international donor community to become an important advocate for ‘pluralism’ in Africa. Linked to the new emphasis on political reform processes, donor assistance to Africa has broadened during the decade. However, increasing attempts to link political conditions to development has been met with the problems of governance
 (Hout et al 2007) - evident also in aid disbursement (conditionality to selectivity) espoused above. Notably, nearly all bilateral donors insisted on the introduction of multiparty systems as condition for aid thus pushing conditionality to Selectivity which has resulted in the problem of fragmentation. On a different look, the increased support for democracy and human rights promotion by insisting on certain conditionality’s by the international community witnessed in the 1990s marked a shift in donor behaviour; from previously having assumed non-interference in other countries political affairs to undermining the Paris Declaration on aid effectiveness in respect of ownership. The same period also saw the rise of the  discourse of ‘good governance’ especially in African settings to explain why market reforms were failing-the era of the post Washington consensus(Kapur 1997,Lancaster 1997). 
2.6
Conclusion
In this Chapter an attempt has been made to present various perspectives on the state of the discourse drawing on scholarships from authorities in the democracy promotion fields.  The interactive role of the ‘external’ and the ‘local’ and also the need for the ‘P-factor’ - politics in democracy promotion effort has been raised.


Empirical discourses have been drawn from various endeavours and principles needed to enhance the effectiveness of such efforts have been espoused.  Also, I have shown that the democracy promotion effort need not be interest free
 and work best when the local elite and Actors have been engaged even from the design or start stage. The discourse has also shown that such aid effort should not be short termed even as it is not advocated to be indeterminate
. 

To that end it has been evident that such efforts should be comprehensive. It has also been noted that  the ‘L-factor-Leadership, aside the ‘P-factor’ counts much in state centred aid especially institutions that target other branches of government in an effort to reduce the power of the executive. In many instances such effort; support to state institutions - have been found to be more expensive than support to civil society organisations. The issue of Ownership was also a subject that was touched in governance and aid effectiveness. It is averred that factors such as ownership and inclusiveness is key to consolidation strategy. 
However what the literature failed to hype was the contentious nature of democracy which has already been hinted as a fluffy and content-wide. But an implicit assumption of the study is that democracy goes beyond ‘electoralism’ to championing the rule of law and liberalism
.

Chapter 3 Analytical Framework

3.1
Methodology

The study was based on primary research by means of exploratory and qualitative techniques. As it has been indicated in chapter one, the study is not an attempt at this level to investigate the activities of the NIMD but is meant to understand and conceptualize the way the operations of the NIMD is carried out. To this end, interviews were conducted with key informants to garner data for analysis. Further exploration was made via activity documents and other publication on the organization via channels like the internet
. As pointed out in the first chapter however, the study was limited by time and scope. It was therefore impossible to conduct a comprehensive interview on all the required array of informants-donors, beneficiaries and intermediary institutions both local and external. 
This limitation was however tackled, at two levels, one using extensive secondary evaluation done by consultants on similar subject of which speaks to the issues at stake. Second was the need to ‘snow ball’ using informants which are privy to the activities of NIMD-Ghana but may not be in the position to disclose the full information, I therefore had to supplement the latter with interviews conducted by other researchers which bear testimony to the subject. The activities of USAID have also been comprehensively reviewed as more data and information seem to be available online and may be used to offer a justification and grounding on the outcome of the research.
The analysis draws on country strategy papers, foreign policy of the Netherlands-NIMD and USAID governance framework. This was then evaluated with what has been done in Ghana thus far, to bring out the reality-rhetoric gap in each of these institutions and why such gaps exist if any.

It is emphasized that the Analytical framework
 to achieve the objective directed at the core institutional activities were based on the research questions subject to the discourse of political-developmental
 discursive and keenly on governance framework on what is expected and enshrined in their country-country dialogue or what is being implemented. 

Empirical studies on both institutions were drawn to help the researcher in understanding the practices. All this helped the researcher to know the areas their activities converge or diverges and thus explain why certain occurrences are the way they are conceived.
As intimated, to complement the interview of NIMD stuff extensive review of secondary data using publications on the subject, respective strategic documents, relevant websites, collaborating think-tanks or civil society organizations, published and unpublished documents on NIMD and consultations with expertie in the field were made. Questionnaires were administered via the electronic mail but timing has stalled appropriate responses. The process was hoped to minimize the impact of data paucity in view of time constraints.
The use of secondary data was necessary to render the analysis robust as few sample size of those informants interviewed could be made and also because of the confidential nature of some information which could not be readily divulged. Country strategy documents and other pertinent documents were utilized to see whether the on-going activities differs markedly from what is planned and to see whether the deviation speaks to the issue of interest or other factors.
In sum the research has been qualitative than quantitative. Data gathering was made via observations, literature explorations, lecture consultations and interview of key informants in the aid industry based on purposeful random sampling and snowballing technique.

3.1 Framework for Analysis
3.2.1
 Conceptualizing Democracy Promotion
This section gives a better understanding of the theory behind the concept of democracy promotion or assistance which is heavily informed by the liberal notion of democracy and the concept of ‘good governance’ which has become the norm under the post Washington consensus. I posit democracy promotion or assistance as a deliberate effort by foreign players to institutionalize the principles that make democracy sustainable in most developing countries. As intimated in an earlier chapter Carothers (2009) has conceptualized such strategies of achievement heuristically and simplistically as political and developmental. However as I have pointed out earlier, following works of renowned scholars such as Silander (2005a, op. cit) there may be a confrontational aspect-military as well
, as strategic means to enforce such principles which speaks well to the realist credo. Democracy promotion may also result in the formation of “norm-communities”(Silander 2005b: 89) thus communities that exhibit a common pattern of acceptable behavior-democracy being the accepted norm.

In what follows I will now present a framework (components of theory) heavily informed by the ones developed by silander (2005a, 2005b) and Carothers (2009) and also informed by ideas of Drezner.
3.2.2
 Components of Framework
Thus using a modification of the framework adopted by Silander for example the theoretical argumentation of democratization is pinned to seven key propositions
 within a specific time-bound. These may include Actors- promoting democracy norm and reinforcing Interests. The interest may be achieved using different strategies/Methods which may be directed or channelled towards domestic actors. This may reinforce a relationship which may have different impact/outcome on domestic actors
 based on certain constraints. 

3.2.2.1
Actors

As democracy- promotion or -assistance can be viewed as a policy transfer, it is imperative that we identify and distinguish between different key actors both local and foreign being it individuals, congress, Parliaments, Supreme Courts bureaucracies etc. Theories per se may disregard who does not matter in such a change process. Actors include policy-makers and policy implementers. Policy-makers usually deals and pursue interests towards other actors who may be targets of such policy barrage (- policy-takers). This creates an interaction between the policy-maker and the policy-taker that is asymmetrical in nature where the policy-maker tries to influence the policy-taker
. Most research on politics has been state-oriented. There has been an assumption that states are important policy-makers. Although states continue to be core actors in domestic and international politics, there are other actors as well to take into account due to globalization and to some extent regionalization which have been perceived as rendering borders meaningless and reducing the power of the nation state(Ghali 2000,Hettne 2003).Other major working assumption is that  most of external actors perceive democracy promotion as something technical and thus as stated in chapter one may promote something of a superficial nature. Actors are seen to interact at different spheres and levels as for example (Goldstein 1999: 10-19)  perceived such levels as the Global-,International-, state-,transnational- and Sub-state actors ( see also silander 2005a: 90). 
The global actors concern the largest cluster of state and non state actors through institutions of global governance. These actors are oriented towards global issues and are not bounded by territories. In a sense under such a system territories loose their meanings. This has often lead to debates about the dwindling role of the state under such a condition of ‘deterritoriality’. Such institutions of global governance whose activities have been perceived to promulgate democracy in the world include the IMF,WB UN suchlike
. The UN for instance has focused on issues of democracy and human rights through its subsidiaries suck as the UNDP, UNHCR…, via instruments such as the right to protect (R2P) and Human Security Now. The former two institutions have focused on issues of economic development and aid (Silander,2005a,op. cit.)
The International actors here refer to interaction of states beyond territorial borders and the establishment of institutionalized and international entities (ibid). Silander has noted that these actors may be more or less formalised, but instititutionalising international relations. These organizations have regional focus but serving to link the nation state and the global actor. Many example abounds but key amongst them includes the EU, US NATO etc. which promote interest in their regional settings and globally as well (ibid).
The next Actor is the state actor. The State actor has been perceived in political science scholarships as the most important actor (see silander,2005a:90). The role of the state has come under the spot light under the aegis of globalization. The agency of the state in the global settings is important in terms of benefitting from the opportunities offered under globalization. The sub-state actor or Non-State transnational actors such as TNC, MNC and other civil society organizations, has seen a lot of attention with the rise of globalization. These actors operate across borders within two or more states. Such actors may affect the orientation of the states in its transnational dealings. It may be groups, movements, Aid agencies - Amnesty International, world Vision etc, Industries, companies, local authorities and municipal authorities active within different areas. Silander citing (Potter 1997b: 29) has termed this trend global society- to- society relation. He notes that some of these organizations have developed networks and become global policy makers, while others have had a local focus(Hearn J. And M. Robinson 2000: emphasis made). Most of these organizations have build capacities from below empowering the local and creating institutions to link the local to the global arenas thus strengthening voices and providing space for contestation for the poor.
It is noted that the different types of actors identified have led to multilevel type of interaction in political affairs (Silander,2005a,p.91). The activities of the various actors affect each other and the actions and inactions on the part of the actors in one side of the ladder may affect the behavioral dynamics of the other actors in the system.
3.2.2.2
Interests/Preferences
As indicated earlier some find a snag with the use of the term democracy promotion especially under the Bush era. Others see it as being a propaganda pushed by some actors to promote their interest. Other political views perceive it as a US strategy of regime change –used as a legitimizing project. It is in such light that some may want to use what they perceive as a more acceptable term like democracy assistance or facilitation more than democracy promotion. This then raises an issue of legitimacy in terms of its expected objective.

It is conceptualized that the era of globalization has led to a change in international perception which favours a system where the sovereignty of the state is no longer the norm but a world of open society-democracy norm. To that effect there has been a gradual retreat of the state sovereignty norm in favor of other norms as well’(cf.Hurrell 2005: 142-143,Silander 2005b)
. “ Most generally norms defines a collective standard of the proper behavior of actors” (Schimmelfening 2002: 6)
 The interplay of domestic and international politics is largely a function of the democracy norm. The democracy norm is embedded in the democratic state and is promoted both domestically and internationally; both vertically and horizontally. The vertical development refers to the spread and reinforecement of democracy to others while the horizontal refers to the institutionalization of the democracy norm at home. By the process of diffusion theory the promulgation of the democracy norm at home may spread to other neighboring countries. “Strong commitment to democratic governance domestically also tends to spill over to policy orientation of supporting democratization internationally” (Whitehead 1986a: 10 quoted in Silander,2005a op. cit.)
The interest in democracy promotion outside may be varied. Depending on where values are placed, interest or preference may be seen in absolute/and or relative gain, monetary gains, power-to promote a free society. Promotion of unity requires creating political systems with a government that has the legitimate authority to the use of force to ensure law and order. This includes ‘deciding on the political entity under law and order and the establishment of the legitimate violence in a police and military’ (Ottaway 2003:4: 314-322). Promotion of liberalization includes efforts to open dictatorial societies up to new political, economic and cultural ideas that may foster a growing pluralism. The democracy promotion
 may also be to promote transition with free and fair elections based on participation and contestation. Indeed successful election is used as the criteria for assessing the minimum level of democracy. Thus ‘Democracy promotion aims at strengthening the political institutions and provide for elections. It also includes a gradual political mobilization of the population into these institutions’ (Carothers 1999b: 94-95). It is under this rubric that support to political institutions is seen as one of the key strategies to this effort. However there seem to be a shift away from political development to ‘depoliticization’ of development by the international communities (Hout and Robinson 2009,Leftwich 2000, 2004: 2).
International community may also pursue democracy promotion towards consolidation of the principles that make democracy endure.  It is also possible to conceive the interest in promoting democracy towards already consolidated democratic states  (cf:Whitehead 1986a: 44). Such support from international actors, however, is rare since ‘promotion of democracy is usually a means to improve democratic standards in countries that have less than acceptable democratic standards’ (see silander, 2005a:93: emphasis made).
The democracy promotion effort is a project by the international community to reorient the domestic sphere to the international system. This has included the promotion of market economy and security. Promotion of democracy and other reinforcing interests includes the process of creating like-minded states
. ‘It is a way of reproducing what is perceived as the good and the common, ‘we’ against the ‘other’, or the friends against the enemies’ (Lundgren 1998:13-15 cited in silander 2005a:93). ‘Actors that share the democracy norm may become a more or less homogenous group of actors and foster a democratic norm-community that sets them apart from the less like-minded actors’ (cf. Schimmelfennig 2002).
As set out in the beginning of this section and the previous chapter the promotion of democracy may also be related to economic interest-a neoliberal project advancing capitalism and also military interests (security) as well 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Herring 1994,Macewan 2005,Pravda 2001)
. It should be noted that democracies are more open and provide stable environment for economic trade and investment. It should also be noted that an overall improvement in the socioeconomic conditions of in other states may also create economic stability and social progress that open possibility of cooperation
, integration and democracy promotion’(see silander,2005a:93). Economic and political ideas are most often in sync with market fundamentals as well as the principle of democracy may go hand in hand with such ideas(Saad-Filho and Johnston 2005: my emphasis). On functional terms such ideas may spill over to the ‘other’ (Pravda 2001:20,Herring 1994:92-95: cited in Silander,2005a:94). Democracy promotion may also be enforced based on what Drezna
 heuristically labeled ‘3S’ viz Security, Survival and Sovereignty. “By linking Security to State Survival Democracy promotion aims at creating likeminded state elsewhere to improve the security situation in the region” (Silander 2005a:93). By establishing democracy the level of violence may be minimal. A secured environment is also posited to allow for transfer of resources from military to the political and economic sectors of the economy and may solve the problem of underdevelopment domestically (ibid)-via other channels like accountability and strong institutions. Example a country with a lot of socioeconomic issues and human development problems may face a lot of stability and legitimacy problems leading to political unrest and distrust which may affect the foundations of democracy (cf.Diamond 1992).
3.2.2.3 
  Methods/Strategies
Method refers to the approach or means used by actors to get what they want or reach satisfy their interest. ‘Democracy promoters use different methods that may be divided heuristically into two groups ( Silander 2005a,op.cit). The persuasive methods aim at convincing the targeted state to adopt democratic standards. Such methods are based on information, assistance as well as rewards
. The coercive methods are based on punishment, through the threat of or use of sanctions. The traditional idea of democracy promotion has included the persuasive assistance. However, the idea of democracy and human rights as universal norms opened up a debate on the coercive methods. The coercive methods are most often used when the persuasive methods have failed to democratize the targeted state’ 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Pridham 1991a,Silander 2005a,Whitehead 1986a)

Carothers (2009) has heuristically conceptualized all the methods  used in democracy promotion into two broad categories viz political and developmental (see conceptual framework for elaboration).  Silander, however has identified three approaches- political, economic and military.’ The political methods have traditionally been the central method of influence. The political method influencing a state to democratize may involve aspects of political institutionalization, the free and fair elections or the civil society-building process (Diamond 1999, Whitehead 2001:15-22). Important and often used political methods in the promotion of democracy are the assistance of international electoral observation missions in the targeted state introducing democracy, or the use of expert and fact-finding missions when there are domestic crisis on issues concerning democratization. The election has been perceived as a crucial step in the democratization process (Carothers 2004).Media also plays a crucial role in political support (Carothers 1999:235-236). The economic methods refer to economic resources as capabilities. Increasing complexity of economies and overall economic interdependence of the world has opened for possibilities of using economic methods to influence the democratization process if the targeted regime refuses to obey, economic methods may be intensified to undermine the authoritarian regime (Pevehouse 2002: 518-519). However, it has been averred that the methods of using economic resources to influence the political development of a state are usually of a long-time character. Example sanctions against nations that have abuse the nuclear treaty such as North Korea and Iran.
Finally, the military method
 is often resorted to when the other methods have failed to yield expected results (Pearson 1974: 259-290). ‘Military methods include the political and  military objective to change or protect structural conditions in the targeted state, by for instance promoting democratization. Such democracy promotion may include establishing new democratic regimes or secure and consolidate the sitting government from antidemocratic forces’(Di Palma 1990: 188 cited in Silander 2005a).This method has been criticized as being inherently flawed and contradictory (Beetham 2009).
3.2.2.4
Channel(s)

Democracy promotion may be pursued by targeting states using top-down and/or bottom-up approaches(Carothers 1999b,Pzeworksi 1992: 109) The discussion on democracy promotion through the top-down and/or bottom-up has referred to the direct and indirect promotion of democracy. The direct promotion is the top-down the standards of behavior within the political system. The second, third and fourth ‘top-down’ targets concern the judiciary, legislative and executive branch which together constitute an institutional approach which is often done via ‘carrots and sticks’
.I have argued initially in chapter two that such approach require a high cooperation of the local elites and often more expensive. The fifth and final target in a top-down approach concerns the civil-military relations and the regulation of the military as an important state institution (Carothers 1999: 158). However it is primarily the judiciary and legislative branches that have been in focus as strong parliament and judicial system reduces the absolute power and provides a check on the executive branch-towards consolidation. Assistance to the judiciary branch has been aimed at establishing the rule of law.

On the other hand, the bottom-up channel involves democracy promotion directed towards the society and the population; what often is named as the civil society and the masses. Democratization from below consists of targeting organizations, associations and movements to become pro-democratic in nature
 and empowered to make informed choices.If the civil society is weak and undeveloped or not democratically oriented, democracy promotion through bottom-up is very limited to succeed (Silader 2005a,op. cit). If there is space for societal activities beyond state control and regulation that are pro-democratic in nature, democracy promotion through bottom-up may very well lead to democratization. 

The bottom-up approach of democracy promotion has many different targets. It may target advocacy NGOs to strengthen them to identify, articulate and channel preferences to the political system. These NGOs may help citizens to participate in politics by developing pro-democratic values. They may also hold state institutions accountable as they are evaluated and critically tested by the NGOs. The democracy promotion may also consist of technical assistance in training, advising and informing the NGOs on how to become politically powerful and efficient, but also financially support their activities and build permanent organizational structures for their activities. Another mission of democracy promotion through bottom-up is to make citizens aware of politics and the importance of their participation. The role of the NGOs may also be crucial in the development of a judiciary and legislative branch. The promotion top-down towards these branches may be complemented by a bottom-up approach in building NGOs that assist and evaluate the policies provided by the institutions. Such promotion may be to aid NGOs that use law to pursue socioeconomic goals or that promotes judicial and legal reforms. . The bottom-up approach towards NGOs may also lead to support to NGOs that promote parliamentary transparency and accountability(Carothers 1999a,Diamond 1994) 

-approach since most international methods are directed at the elites in power with the purpose of achieving direct effect in democratic outcomes. 
By targeting the political sphere, where the power is organized, there is an opportunity to be more efficient in the democracy promotion. However, at times, democracy promotion is better off with the indirect effect. This is most likely when the top-down approach has failed or when this channel is not available for the democracy promoter. This may be due to different interests between the international actors and domestic elites. Democracy promotion may therefore be channeled top-down as well as bottom-up. The top-down channel for democracy promotion refers to democracy promotion towards the regime with institutions and the political elite. Most democracy promotion is concentrated on top-down and on the political elite in convincing and training the elite in democratic behavior and in establishing democratic institutions.  
3.2.2.5 Relations

The relation between the democracy promoter and the targeted state is an asymmetrical relation. The asymmetrical relation exists due to the methods and channels used by the democracy promoter. The methods indicate not only an interest from the democracy promoter to influence the targeted state, but also the ability to launch resources, time and capabilities to influence the targeted state. The democracy promoter pursues tools and ammunition to change the political structures and values of another state through the existing channels. This indicates an asymmetrical relation where the democracy promoter adopts the role of policymaker and tries to convert the targeted state into a policy-taker. The relation between the democracy promoter and the targeted state is defined in terms of demand and support. The demand and support are indicators of the way democracy promotion intend to shape the democratic developments in the targeted state. Demand consists of the range of conditions or requirements set out by the democracy promoter. The demand of conditions or requirements is transmitted to the targeted state as expectations and guidance for the democratic progress. Demand may take the form of high demand or low demand (cf. Easton1965:26-40, 63-64).

Support refers to the assistance promoted by the democracy promoter towards the targeted state. The support is aimed at helping the targeted state on its path towards democratization. The level of support may be high or low. High support refers to the commitment from the democracy promoter to assist in the democratization process. Low level of support refers, on the other hand, to disengagement from the democracy promoter towards the targeted state. This may be due to low level of commitment or the perception that democratization is not achievable. It may also be due to successful democratization  The variation in level of demand and support creates different types of relations between the democracy promoter and the targeted state.
 The level of demand may be high or low. The same goes for the support provided; the support from the democracy promoter may be high or low. 

3.2.2.6 Impact

Most literature that has dealt with the international factors to democratization has referred to the outcome, the result or the effect of the international factors. The outcome/result/effect terminology has been treated as the dependent factor in democratization; the discussion has concerned the consequences of democracy promotion in terms of; or more less democratization (Carothers 2001:141-143, Angel 2001:195-198: cited in Silander 2005a:103).

The use of impact has most often also referred to the democratization process. Impact has come to symbolize the domestic impact of external pressure often discussed as the adoption or rejection of democratic institutions and values. High impact has referred to far-gone democratization in accordance with the external pressure, while low impact has referred to failed internalization of democracy (cf. Schimmelfennig 2002:9-10)The use of impact has also included an assessment of the impact of projects and programs on a micro, meso and/or macro level. The assessment on a micro-level has concerned the impact of programs/projects at the local level. The assessment on the meso-level has concerned the impact on sectors such as the civil society or the judicial system as a partial regime level and finally, the assessment on a macro-level has focused on the overall political regime and its progress or regress (Crawford 2000, 2002: 922)
The impact is understood in terms of 1) the nature of the reaction and 2) the scope of the reaction among domestic actors. (1) The nature of the reaction may be positive or negative; the reaction to democracy promotion may be prodemocratic (positive) or antidemocratic (negative) (2) The scope of the reaction refers to the spread of prodemocratic or antidemocratic reaction (as high or low) .

High scope of the reaction refers to mass mobilization within the population, while low scope of the reaction implies a reaction from the elite or from a smaller proportion of the population. It is also important to remember that the type of impact may change over time. Democracy promotion may have different impact on domestic actors over time. 
3.2.2.7 Summary

The Analytical conceptualization- is an adoption and modification of works of Carothers (2008, 2009) and Silander (2005a) and others like Drezna. This framework serves to provide an arena to conceptualize any democracy promotion. The conceptualization of democracy promotion consisted of aspects in actors, interests, methods, channels, relations and impact. 

Past scholarships have used the theory of democratization upon which is implicitly embedded this analytical illustration. Example weaknesses of the transition paradigm has been brought to fore by renowned scholars like Carothers(Carothers 2002). The next session provides summary debates on such concerns and why the need for developing such framework which best serves the concerns of the various schools.
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Figure 1: Schema of Analytical Framework

3.3 
Democratization Theory: In Support of Framework
Transition Theory: Carothers in his article on transition paradigm puts forward five explicit assumptions. First, is that any country moving away from dictatorial rule can be considered a country in transition towards democracy. Citing one unique example, USAID continues to describe the Democratic Republic of Congo, a strife-wracked country undergoing a turgid, often opaque, and rarely democratic process of political change- as a country in "transition to a democratic, free market society." (2002)
. Second, democratization tends to unfold in sequence of stages -the opening, a period of democratic-ferment and political liberalization in which cracks appear in the ruling dictatorial regime, with the most prominent fault line being that between hardliners and soft-liners. There follows the breakthrough--the collapse of the regime and the rapid emergence of a new, democratic system, with the coming to power of a new government through national elections and the establishment of a democratic institutional structure, often through the promulgation of a new constitution. It is often considered that election marks the basic measure of democracy thus democracy assistance effort towards ‘electoralism’. After the transition period, follows the institutionalization of the  democratic culture-consolidation, a slow but purposeful process in which democratic forms are transformed into democratic substance through the reform of state institutions, the regularization of elections, the strengthening of civil society, and the overall habituation of the society to the new democratic "rules of the game." (Carothers 2002:op.cit.)Democracy activists admit that it is not inevitable that transitional countries will move steadily on this assumed path from opening and breakthrough to consolidation. Transitional countries, it is said, can and do sometimes go backward or stagnate as well as progress along this path. We should therefore view the process as not just teleological and unidirectional but such trajectories can occur both ways as has been witnessed in most of the democracy backlashes in the third wave era.
 The third assumption Carothers characterizes is the belief in the determinative importance of elections. Democracy promoters have not been guilty-as critics often propound-of believing that elections equal democracy, an issue touched in earlier assumption. For years they have advocated and pursued a much broader range of assistance programs than just election-focused efforts. Nevertheless, they have tended to hold very high expectations for what the establishment of regular, genuine elections will do for democratization. Not only will elections give new post dictatorial governments democratic legitimacy, they believe, elections will serve to broaden and deepen political participation and the democratic accountability of the state to its citizens. In other words, it has been assumed that in an attempted transitions to democracy, elections will not just be a foundation stone but a key generator over time of further democratic reforms (Carothers 2002). 
Fourthly the underlying conditions in transitional countries--their economic level, political history, institutional legacies, ethnic make-up, socio-cultural traditions, or other "structural" features are not major factors in either the onset or the outcome of the transition process
.A remarkable characteristic of the earlier period of the third wave was that democracy seemed to be breaking out in the most unlikely and unexpected places(Renske Doorenspleet and Mudde 2008). Carothers et al concede that Local actors play a key role in initiating democratization and their ability to fend off the antidemocratic elements and entrenched opposing interest in the society is a key determinant of democratization  (2008). The strategy to combat these antidemocratic elements is a key factor in external democracy promotion via institutional modeling. Some earlier works in ‘transitology literature’ have reflected the "no preconditions" view of democratization, the new "no preconditions" outlook was a gratifyingly optimistic, even liberating view that translated easily across borders as the encouraging message that, when it comes to democracy, anyone can do it
. Fifth, the transition paradigm rests on the assumption that the democratic transitions making up the third wave are being built on coherent, functional states. The process of democratization is assumed to include some redesign of state institutions--such as the creation of new electoral institutions, parliamentary reform, and judicial reform--but as a modification of already functioning states (Carothers,2002;op.cit).
Some democracy aid practitioners have not given significant thought to the challenges of a society trying to democratize while it is grappling with the reality of building a state from scratch or coping with an existent but largely nonfunctional state or state with peculiar governance framework. Obviously this did not appear to be an issue in Southern Europe or Latin America, the two regions that served as the experimental basis for the formation of the transition paradigm. To the extent that democracy promoters did consider the possibility of state-building as part of the transition process, they assumed that democracy-building and state-building would be mutually reinforcing endeavors or even two sides of the same coin. (Carothers 2002). In so doing they have ignored the politics of it and thus promoted superficially.

The above theoretical propositions in the words of Carothers were somewhat useful during a time of momentous and often surprising political upheaval in the world (2002;op. cit). However it is increasingly clear that reality is no longer conforming to the model. Many countries that policy makers and aid practitioners perceive as "transitional" are not in transition to democracy, and of the democratic transitions that are under way, only a few are following such heuristic theoretical model. It is in that vein that Carothers had called an end to the transition paradigm because ‘it has outlived its useful purpose’ and thus retarding evolution in the field of democratic assistance and in some ways leading policy makers astray- in his view
. He has averred that it is high time we recognized that the transition paradigm has outlived its usefulness. 
I posit that whereas Carothers points above are pervasive we cannot also ignore the response by scholars like Doorespleet and others. Since democratization itself is a highly contested concept, theories like the ‘transition paradigm-which itself also contested’ though useful may not explain such efforts well. It is in that vein that I developed the above analytical/theoretical framework which in my view best explains the theory of democracy promotion-the external factor and response to my thesis statement at depth, ‘conceptualization of the operations of the NIMD’. Indeed this claim is supported by works of Silander (2005a) and others like Daniel Drezner.
3.4.
Other Theoretical Perspective of Achieving Democratization
Change in the light of the analytical framework is engineered by the external forces via rhetoric of democracy promotion; implicitly this may be achieved through:
a. Institutional design: This theory of democratization assumes that democratic change can be achieved through two major strands; i. Democracy through Institutional Modeling (RCI) and ii. Historical Institutionalism (HI) or Path - Dependence
. The latter i.e. path dependence theory of change is more a structural based explanation theory of change whereas the former could be termed as an actor based theory of change. 
Democracy through institutional modeling assumes that institutions which Douglas North defines as the ‘rule game’ will constrain choices and alter behavior. It is seen through the conduct of free and fair elections, which in most cases have been considered as low intensity democracy
. 
b. Democracy through Decentralization: Other external democracy promoters advocate for grassroots participation. This theory takes its centrality from diffusion of ‘authority’ of central states to the local units, increasing the arena for contestation by majority of the citizens , opening doors to private activities like the public private partnerships (PPP), private community partnerships (PCP) etc,
. It is believed to increase efficiency and responsiveness of government to service delivery to the citizens(Sylvia 2004).  
3.2 Concepts of Democracy Promotion

3.5.1 
 Political Conceptualization
As I hinted in the ‘method’ aspect of the analytical framework, it is pertinent to stretch the importance of elections and the electoral process in this conceptualization and the right and respect of the individual. This approach has been crticized by its narrow conception of democracy .It needs to see democracy beyond free and fair elections , example constitutional democracy (cf:Zakaria 1997b).Democracy promoters in this regard has seen the need to go beyond electoralism and added institutional features, such as an independent Parliament, Judicary and support to the Media drawing from their own experience (Carothers 2009: 7).
 
b. Concept of democratization: This approach does not rule out the possibility of democratic decays breakthroughs, resolution and crises. It sees democratization as an arena of political struggle by different actors .Democracy gains grounds when democrats win the upper hand in such contestation (ibid).
c. Method of democracy support: For the political approach the method of democracy assistance is to help actors perceived by the aid agency as democratic gets the upper hand over the non-democrats. The support often includes institutional engineering like support to the media, key institutions such as the legislature, electoral commission, funding political parties etc which sometimes may go against the host government. It may also involve mobilization from below like civil society engagement to garner political participation. This approach is inherently confrontational and most aid agencies may shun away from it. The level of involvement also depends of the toleration of the regime in power. It should be stressed that the approach is not deliberately confrontational to the incumbent regime. It is more geared towards party politics and strengthening the weaker parties to fairly contest election (Carothers,2009,Silander, 2005a:emphasis added)
3.5.2 The Developmental Conceptualization
This approach believes in the importance of governance and institutional framework in building a strong democratic environment. It believes that there cannot be effective democracy without equitable socio-economic growth. It therefore upholds democracy as an overall national development agenda building on institutional capacities of targeted countries. It espouses the adherents of the structural theories of change-as pre-requisite (Carothers,2009, Silander 2005a: emphasis added)
a. Concept of democracy: ‘The developmental approach looks beyond

an exclusively political definition of democracy to broader conceptions

that incorporate socioeconomic concerns’(Carothers 2009:8). Adherents see the economic and social rights as equally important as political rights and tend to concentrate on the former (ibid).
b. Concept of democratization: ‘The developmental approach conceives

of democratization as a slow, iterative process, measured in decades and marked by the gradual accumulation of small gains’ (ibid).

c. Method of supporting democracy: Proponents of this approach in terms of support to democracy conceptualize their assistance framework into two perspective. They perceived ‘causality’ between minimum economic thresholds and democracy (Carothers 2009:9)
. The second aspect is when faced with political institutions they tend to build on state capacity or institutional framework and good Governance
 and ignores the politics of it. Such adherents may forge partnerships with host governments and stir clear of politics and sees politics as part of societal phenomena. Example the UN implicitly supports democracy although such is not mentioned in its ‘aquis communitaire’ but promulgated via its championing of human rights issues.
‘An emphasis on Human Rights-thought to be more clearly rooted in universal legal principles than is democracy, appeals to supporters of the development approach as being more easily defensible against charges of external interventionism. They also see human rights as a useful gateway for integrating the political with the socioeconomic through the parallel categories of political and civil rights on the one hand and social and economic rights on the other’(Carothers, 2009:9).

3.6 Chapter Conclusion
This chapter has presented the methodological perspective of the study including an attempt at developing analytical framework which captures the very core of the theory of democratization and the underlying conceptual framework. It has developed at least six analytical perspectives which would be applied to our case analyzed broadly under the rhetoric of governance and captured under two categorical approaches of political and developmental. 

The next chapters will present the settings and the case analysis which will then be subjected to the analytical framework in helping to conceptualize the NIMD democracy promotion effort.
Chapter 4 Setting
4.0
Introduction
This chapter presents the country setting and the key democratic development and challenges and analyzes the case of the democracy assistance framework of NIMD in Ghana especially within the timeframe of 2000-2008 in an effort to address some of the democratic bottlenecks in Ghana’s infantile democracy. The key assistance framework of USAID towards the consolidation of democracy in Ghana is also presented and analyzed. This thus offers a perspective upon which the NIMD’s assistance is assessed and conceptualized in the light of the framework developed in the previous chapters. 
4.1
Political Context of Ghana: 
Ghana is a stable, democratic country with a free press, independent judiciary, apolitical military, and an active civil society (USAID, 2006). Since 2002, Ghana has made a significant list of reforms aimed at improving good governance and efficient public financial management and improving the business climate. Over the past two years, the World Bank and International Finance Corporation have ranked Ghana among the top ten global reformers (ibid).
Ghana’s
 recent experience with multiparty democracy was made possible under international pressures to conform to the ‘norm community’ and was revived in 1993 –the fourth republic- by the then PNDC/NDC government led by Jerry John Rawlings. The laws of Ghana and democracy is currently governed by the 1992 constitution which allows for separation of powers and also for any sitting president to run for office a maximum two four year-presidential terms. The President of Ghana is the head of State, Head of Government and Commander-In-Chief of the Ghana Armed Forces (Art 57 (1) of the 1992 Constitution).  Indeed one of the determining factors of democracy is the number of years a sitting president has been in power and the number of seats worn by the opposition
. 
Within the region Ghana continues to command enormous respect and enjoy a stable political environment despite increasing instability in neighboring Cote D’Ivoires, a situation which if not checked could have been a problem for Ghana’s internal stability(Us State Department 2009).

Being a low income country with about 29% of its citizens below the national poverty line
 , its Policy Makers faces legitimacy challenges in the face of harsh economic conditions seen in most developing countries especially when certain painful but unavoidable decisions have to be made to salvage the country from economic downturn, such was the deregulation of its petroleum industry by the NPP administration started in 2005. Likewise in other   African countries, its political and governance  landscape are inundated with lots of challenges being it constitutional or liberal. Such challenges include constitutional reforms to limit the powers of the executive and enhance the independence of other branches of government, human rights issues etc. The power of the executive is an issue of grave concern in Ghana’s democratic dispensation which over the years has been accentuated per the provisions of the 1992 constitution. Internal politics is laced with patronage, clientelism ‘machine politics’ as well as ‘pork barrel politics’
 which breeds corruption and poses a lot of governance challenges to any incumbent government (Van De Walle 2001: my emphasis). From hindsight such trends are systemic and needs pragmatic and cautious effort to make a meaningful impact.
The challenge of governance in Ghana is no less a political and socio-cultural phenomenon. Issues of management capacities and politics have accentuated the ‘access problem of the poor’ as a result of large public economic sector which breeds institutional malaise
. It is gain saying that patronage politics, nepotism and some aspects of cultural norms which are inimical to western forms of governance will always be pervasive unless the root cause of the problem which is more of economic and political, are addressed
. 
Decentralization is yet another important feature of Ghana’s political landscape which came on stream since 1998 with lots of challenges. Although basic reforms are in place for acceleration of decentralization and delegation of responsibility for provision of many social services to district governments, commitment at the national level is missing(2008: 45-47) and corruption has been a major governance issue
.
4.2
Case Selection- NIMD
 & Analysis
There are many external democracy assistance organizations in Ghana but the NIMD stands out as democracy support organization with sole focus on support to political parties at the expense of other levels of engagement. As direct ‘political engagement of democracy promotion has been under-reported in Africa and for that matter Ghana and with much attention to institutional building promoted as good governance agenda at the expense of politics it is deem important to conceptualize such external political engagement of which the NIMD offers a unique case. As intimated in the introductory chapter the focus of NIMD’s activities in Ghana was chosen because it is hypothesized that Ghana offers an ideal liberal democratic model for young democracies
 and if the activities of NIMD is misplaced here, then we can summarily infer that such impact will not be any better in most of the other 18-programme countries engagement of the NIMD where the environment might not be conducive for external democracy promotion.
4.2.1
The NIMD
-Ghana Program 
Democracy Assistance has become an increasingly central feature of Netherlands foreign policy over the past nine years when the NIMD was established
. The foreign policy of the Dutch Government, in line with the external policies of the EU, actively supports multilateral economic and political engagements(Berg et al. 2009: 5). The NIMD is one such support arm of the Dutch government supporting political dialogue in young democracies. The Dutch foreign policy framework under which the NIMD is mainly funded strongly favours building ‘partnerships’ with governments around the world to ‘anchoring democracy and the rule of law’ (ibid). Indeed the orthodoxy that arose in the early nineties in the height of the post Washington Consensus was that democratization was not only desirable in itself but also a necessary requisite for sustained socio-economic development.  Significantly, and uniquely at the time, this Resolution applied to both Community aid programmes, administered by the Netherland Government. Also the Treaty of European Union (TEU), commonly known as the Maastricht Treaty signed in the Netherlands, which entered into force in November 1993, had far-reaching consequences for such support. It established the protection and promotion of human rights as a defining principle of the EU and its member states of which the Netherlands and for that matter NIMD is a part, hence informing its ties with foreign engagements (ibid)
. 
 In Africa and elsewhere, increased importance has been attached to the notion of ‘political dialogue’ in external relations, especially with regard to addressing human rights and democracy issues. The NIMD is convinced that better democratic engagement is a tool for sustainable and equitable development thus working with most developing countries to ‘deliver the millennium Development Goals’ (MDGs) (ibid: 6). It is worthy of note that the pro-activeness of NIMD has resulted in the founding of the European Parliament for Democracy (EPD) with NIMD Executive Director being the interim chair, -a democracy promotion organization of the EU, made up of EU member states democracy promotion organizations towards a common policy goal
.
NIMD has maintained that their core business remains unchanged even in the light of the changing international paradigms. It asserts that its primary focus is to improve the political system of young democracies via consensual policy transfer-that is- to help such young political parties to bring about the needed political reforms through interparty dialogue which makes democracies perform better (ibid:7). Indeed it sees such political engagement as an area where external support is lacking
. To that end the key objectives of the Ghana programme since its inception in 2003 have remain the following: 
i) strengthening of multiparty democracies
ii)  Institutional support to political parties 

iii)  Enhanced relation between political organisations, civil societies including private sector and the media (ibid). 
However, NIMD has implicitly remarked and more so came to fore during ‘purposeful snow balling’ interview with officials of the NIMD Ghana programme that its political engagement has moved from its core National political agenda
 to decentralised levels and also currently interested in political education and support to decentralised units
 with the rise of what it terms democracy schools and centres for multiparty Democracy (CMD) in most of its programme countries
(Berg et al. 2009). Indeed NIMD requires all of its partner countries to have such centres established to enhance inter-party dialogue. This is one main condition for funding. This drive is however cautiously pushed in Ghana, as prior to the partnership with Ghana on multiparty collaboration’, there has already been established a platform of inter-party dialogue
 which made the work of the NIMD rather easier (ibid).Centres of Multiparty Democracy is already established in the following Africa countries; Kenya, Mali Tanzania...(ibid)
In Ghana a constructive dialogue has been established between the leadership of political parties. NIMD has claim that via its effort there has been a formation of platform of General Secretaries that has issued an MOU on the polarization of Ghana’s political platform and pledged to work together for peaceful and smooth transition of power. Indeed the recently held 2008 Presidential and Parliamentary elections saw for the second time in the history of Ghana where an elected president has peacefully handed over power to an opposition government, the first been in 2001.The NIMD strongly share in this success. The NIMD also prides itself as being a major external player behind Ghana’s Democracy Consolidation Strategy Paper (DCSP)
, which was finalised in 2007 and which supports its emerging trend of decentralised political engagement-commissioned and supported by political parties with in-depth analysis of home-grown democratic reform agenda which espoused the rhetoric of ownership-a condition for aid effectiveness. The Democracy Consolidation Strategy Paper (DCSP) covers issues on constitutional reforms, electoral system and functioning of Parliament and political parties. Similarly the NIMD is again spearheading support for the bill on funding of political parties in Ghana which it claims would build better political institutions and increase the arena for political contestation (ibid).
The NIMD Ghana programme also supports gender and youth programmes as part of its political cross cutting agenda-the increased representation of women in elected political positions. NIMD noted that in Ghana women in elected position prior to the recent 2008 elections constituted only 10% and thus worked on a road map with coalition of women from different political spectra in Ghana to increase women representation in elected positions
. Its Youth programme support has seen the formation of the permanent national youth platform in 2007 as it views youth political engagement as key to democracy consolidation. It is also in support of a National Youth Policy for which a bill is currently been tabled. This is supported under the Young NIMD political programme
. 
As part of its core function NIMD has also engaged the civil society organisations to dialogue with political parties and donor communities to review the state of politics and governance in Ghana towards the conduct of free and fair elections especially in the recently held 2008 elections. The success of such an engagement saw the participation of high level officials such as the Ambassadors of the US, Canada, Italy, Japan, China and Australia 
(ibid).

In terms of its support to institutionalise democracy in Ghana the NIMD is supporting a multi-partisan framework, rules and regulations to govern and guide transitions of political power in Ghana under the umbrella of the platform of General Secretaries of the various political parties. 
4.2.2
Analysis of NIMD-Ghana Core Support Programme

The three major objectives which the NIMD identified as been key to the strengthening of multiparty democracy have been categorized above. In terms of institutional strengthening of political parties the NIMD has claimed that their main objective is to ensure all political parties have the leverage to compete for resources and access to programs organised by the media. To this end NIMD has provided funds under the programme to parties with representation in Ghana’s parliament
 to enhance their capacities and improve their skills. NIMD argues and stresses on institutional building of all political parties in Ghana which they conceive equips party-members with ‘requisite skills’ to enable them be effective (Dijkstra and Kumado 2004).
 
In terms of the enhancement of its relationship with civil society organisations and the media the NIMD purport to have taken the concerns of political parties on board acknowledges that lack of coverage of political parties programme in Ghana breeds mistrust in the eyes of the civil society
. In response the NIMD/IEA has collaborated and organised a joint political party symposium in 2004/5 respectively with party  leaders represented in Parliament to come out with their party position on alternatives to national policy (2006: 10-19)
.
This has led to a Joint Action Plan, 2004 which pledged among other things to deepen democracy in Ghana.  Also the civil society engagement has seen three key political forums and symposia spearheaded by IEA/NIMD which has been celebrated as a hallmark to Ghana’s 2004 election, a step forward towards its democratic consolidation. The mass participation and the concerns that it commanded in most of the regions it was held prior to the elections and the message it carried across to the general electorate on the fundamentals of democracy and the rule of law -was hailed. To NIMD/IEA Ghana’s democracy saw a leap forward. To consolidate it further several symposiums have been held following 2004 one in the regional capitals, five in 2005 with constitutional issues deliberated upon by the civil and political societies (IEA 2006 op. cit. P.18: my emphasis). 

In conclusion a secondary evaluation of the NIMD/IEA political parties programme has been celebrated as a ‘successful deepening dialogue and discussion, nurturing trust and confidence among political parties in Ghana and providing platform for political engagement’
. However, it is noted that ‘democratic deepening concerns not simply the structures and procedures by which democratic governance is exercised, but its quality and substance’ as well (Gaventa 2005). The formal political structures of representation are needed for citizens’ participation in decision making process. Thus if the party and electoral processes functions such that the interests of the marginalized - women, youth and other minorities are consistently excluded
, then the quality of such effort can be a serious call for concern rather than celebrated such as in the case of the NIMD (ibid). 
4.3
Case 2:
USAID-Ghana Programme

In 2006, the Millennium Challenge Corporation by the US signed a five-year, $547-million compact with the Government of Ghana focused on agriculture and growth. USAID/Ghana's program supports good governance, health, education, and economic growth (ibid). 

4.3.1 USAID-Ghana Programs
Governance and Democracy
Africa happens to be one region which has seen a high level of  US democracy assistance
.  ‘Program assistance to Ghana, in the form of grants and loans from over 40 multilateral and bilateral donors, is currently about $1 billion annually, representing about 40% of the GoG’s budget(ibid, USAID). USAID remains one of the largest individual contributors to bilateral assistance to Ghana (ibid). USAID-Ghana's offers democracy supports to civic participation in democratic processes and ensures that local and national governments respond to the interests of citizens through decentralization (ibid). USAID also supports efforts to improve legislative procedures, increase Parliament's access to civic input and research, and strengthen Parliament's capacity to review the national budget and debate public finance issues. 

‘USAID-Ghana promotes policy reforms to sustain macroeconomic stability and makes markets for both produce and raw materials more efficient through trade liberalization. USAID-Ghana also promotes reforms to financial, labor, and land policies so that they enhance competition. This is done by engaging the various sectors and financial and administrative support’ (ibid: emphasis made).
‘USAID-Ghana’s program directly supports the two transformational development goals articulated in the USAID Strategic Framework for Africa; namely to (a) Foster a healthier, better educated, and more productive population (Goal 1); and (b) Increase the effectiveness of African institutions in promoting a vibrant private sector and democratic governance (Goal 2)’ (USAID). 
‘The USAID Ghana strategic plan indicate that over the operation period these objectives would be achieved through four strategic objectives (Democracy and Governance, Economic Growth, Health and Basic Education) and the Food for Peace Program’ (Usaid 2006)
. 

4.3.2
Strengthen Democratic and Decentralized Governance through Civic Involvement (Democracy and Governance Strategic Objective) 2006-2010-USAID-Ghana
USAID support and governance thus far has been citizen support and empowerment to engage the National Government in the democratic process. USAID principle is that the foundation of democracy is citizen involvement in governance. In Ghana, citizen input into the decision-making processes of Parliament at the national level and local government at the community level is extremely limited (ibid). The concern as with most capacity engagements is that of ‘those who are empowered and those doing the empowerment’. The method of assessing capacity issues is a matter subject to interpretation. In Ghana ‘values’ matter and each community context should be taken into consideration. However USAID strategy is to build capacity in citizen organizations to advocate for reforms necessary to advance development and strengthen Parliament and local government’s capacity to engage with citizens and make the executive and his administration accountable. I argue that those who may end up being empowered are the elites in the society. USAID-Ghana prides itself of citizen engagement in the Ghana’s PRSP process. However from hindsight most of the input is not taken into the consideration thus undermining the ownership rhetoric which the PRSP invokes.

 Ideally once local governments have received the necessary training and developed policies from the USAID to encourage citizen participation, it is expected that they will be better positioned to seek and use citizen input in setting priorities, establishing performance based plans and budgets, generating income, and managing resources (PRSP). This is however not the case as in Ghana the centralization tendencies in the decentralization structure is high and the executive intervention is a disincentive to the success of Ghana’s ‘devolution’. A key constitutional reform is advocated to curb the power of the executive.
Thus to summarize, the USAID-Ghana directly supports both Framework Goals by increasing civil society’s effectiveness in advocating reform and by strengthening institutions of democratic governance and rule of law done through Strengthening Civil Society; Strengthen Democratic National Governance Institutions; and Supporting Democratic Local Government and Decentralization. USAID has budgeted around $2.1 million in development assistance (DA) funds on average, per annum to achieve these set targets (Source: Country strategic Plan).

4.4
USAID-Ghana: Focal Areas of Concentration
Promoting elections: ‘USAID supported a coalition of local organizations to ensure a strong presence at polling stations nationwide during the 2004 and 2008 National Presidential and Parliamentary elections. For the first time, parallel vote tabulation was used in Ghana as a check and balance to official results. This complemented international and domestic election observers' findings’ (Source: USAID). 

Strengthening local government and decentralization: ‘USAID focuses on strengthening the capacity of local government to solicit and respond to citizen participation. This has involved training local government officials and citizen groups through techniques such as town hall meetings that open government up to the people. The program increases the capacity of local government to generate revenue from local citizens and businesses’ (ibid). 
Promoting and supporting anti-corruption reform: In this regard USAID supports efforts to strengthen assets declaration among public officers, facilitating the building of public support for new conflict of interest guidelines, and promoting efforts to increase information sharing among accountability institutions. The current Government is now enforcing the asset declaration act by public officials (ibid: emphasis made)
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Local governments organized over 800 community fora ranging
from town hall meetings to municipal negotiations on resource
mobilization, budget processes, ethics and accountability, and
citizen participation in governance. These fora were geared to-
wards the enhancement of local government engagement and
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through fees, licenses and rates.

Twenty of the 25 targeted local governments developed and im-
plemented performance improvement plans with their citizens,
resulting in increased citizen participation in local governance,

In rural communities, over 60 percent of beneficiaries of local
government and decentralized training were women, and at the
district level, 24 percent of trainees were women.

The deployment of election observers during the 2008 presiden-
tial and parliamentary elections in Ghana provided an additional
source of information for reporting on election-day activities, and
reassured the public that independent groups were tracking pol-
ling station results;

For the first time, Ghana used the parallel vote tabulation (PVT)
during the 2008 parliamentary and presidential elections with
USAID support. The PVT served as a check and balance to official
electoral results and provided yet another layer of transparency
for the political parties and the electorate.

Source: USAID|




It is noted that despite the reported achievement Ghana’s decentralization is still not making any improvement due to the centralizing tendencies of the constitution which undermines the local government Act
.
4.5
Conclusion
In looking at the case analysis of both the NIMD and USAID democracy assistance ,I have demonstrated that both cases have their strengths and weaknesses; the political engagement in the case of the NIMD with legitimacy issues as weakness and civil society and institutional building as strengths with strong perception of ‘institutional fixes’ as weakness respectively.

The problem of governance as ‘institutional malaise’ was dominant in all the two cases I reviewed with the NIMD taking it from rhetoric of politics and the USAID taking it from purely institutional concerns. Thus we can infer that on aggregate the NIMD’s approach to enhancing  Ghana’s democratic consolidation goes deeper than the USAID in terms of recognizing that the problems goes beyond institutions. Indeed NIMD recognizing such concerns operates through a local think-tank IEA which identifies key areas of concern. However, this cannot go uncommented as in any human institutions dialogue cannot be ‘value-free’. IEA works on a framework which speaks to the core functions of NIMD and the NIMD also works within the framework of their donors who have certain focal interest which might narrow further the avenue for truly political dialogue. One reflection was their support to only parties represented in Parliament
 
I have shown that USAID support was mainly anchored on decentralization based on building the capacity of ‘civil society’ to participate in the political process; protect their rights and encourage their inclusion in national development. Insofar as the majority of the population in Ghana are both poor and excluded from national elites or ‘high’ politics, such greater citizens empowerment is likely to increase their ‘voice’ and hence the relevance and effectiveness of USAID framework(Crook and Sverrisson 2003). However i have also raised concerns about who is being empowered, what is being empowered, who is doing the capacity building etc
.In USAID attempt at political engagement could be seen as just election observation (checklist method) which lacks the vigour for greater citizen contestation.

The above observations have helped us to address the research questions posted in chapter one. The next chapter would look at the main thesis statement- conceptualization of the NIMD’s democracy promotion in Ghana and why it would be different from others like the USAID.
Chapter 5 Case Conceptualization
5.1
Actors
There have been many actors-policy makers and takers involved in the democracy promotion efforts in both the NIMD and the USAID _Ghana programmes. Both the NIMD and the USAID have pursued policies and programmes aimed at a certain ‘norm community’ with underlying values of democracy and market. Indeed democracy promotion as i argued need not be value free and the western notion of democracy goes with the logic of market. Why does the USAID deals with civil society organisations at the expense of the state. Same can be said for NIMD in their interaction between the state civil society and market. It was evident that the NIMD does not deal directly with the executive or legislature even though they admit the important role of the state and believe that the way to deal with the state will be through the political society as they form the link between the civil society and the state. The method of contestation with the state however is low with the approach of USAID who by over-reliance on decentralisation could be inferred that the state is corrupt and needs ‘bureaucratic downsizing’ as a means to build institutions and enhance the market-an implicit assumption in decentralisation.
That said we see the NIMD approach made up mainly of actors of think tanks of international and National actors (IEA(national focus)/NIMD(international focus)-with backing of the Netherland government and the EU) whiles the USAID has the US State Department as the major actor but itself operates as an international actor .
5.2
Interest
As I have shown in the analytical diagram in chapter three, democracy promotion need not necessarily be ‘value free’. I have also supported this assertion in chapter two where the state of the discourse has been reviewed. In USAID Ghana programme the case suggest that USAID is more inclined to supporting democratisation as a means to an enhanced- market economy as it has supported market related initiatives and growth as part of its democracy objectives in Ghana. This is also clearly enshrined in its current strategic action plan for 2006-10. Security concerns also features in USAID approach in Ghana as it embrace the ‘Muslims youth’ as minority which needs attention.
The NIMD on the other hand is silent on market fundamentals as a value added support and perceived democratisation as a parallel process to capitalism and security. Indeed that assertion was admitted at the interview process with the NIMD communication department.

5.3
Methods/Strategies/Channels
The effectiveness of democracy promotion depends to a large extent on the methods of engagement. The process is usually an asymmetrical relationship with an unequal bargaining power. As I indicated in chapter three the methods and channel may be political, economic or military. I further conceptualized these methods into broad categories of political and developmental approaches.

We can see from the case of the NIMD-Ghana programme that since its engagement within the review period 2003-2008 it has mainly used the political approach. Indeed the strength of such approach lies in its appeal. The major objective of the NIMD being multiparty democracy has endeared such approach which enhances the avenue for political engagement of which most aid agencies have relatively neglected including the USAID whose approach is more of the developmental paradigm than the political paradigm
. It is important to remark that each case reflects varying degrees of the approaches but have clearly distinguished it for analytical purpose. In terms of the channels of engagement the NIMD-Ghana programme is more of a top-down than bottom up strategy as it works with national political parties contrary to the case of the USAID which sees democracy from below via decentralisation and citizen empowerment instead of tackling the politics of it.
5.4
Relations
The relation as I defined in the framework involves powers of interaction which in all cases are asymmetric and also defined in terms of its demand and support. For the case of the NIMD- it certainly indicates which programmes it funds and which is outside its jurisdiction which obvious invokes a lot of power politics. The USAID with such an asymmetric relation decides which one falls within its funding framework and modus operandi differs markedly in the two cases where there are a lot if discretion in the USAID-programme less discretion could be exercised in the NIMD/IEA Ghana programme.


The situation has implied that targets follow a strict framework set out by both the cases. The NIMD’s is more delineated than the USAID as funding only goes for political parties and activities and parties represented in parliament. Thus a review of the cases shows that there is low-demand and high-support for the NIMD political programme as manifest in the framework and the level of political participation. This is also informed by the budget constraint which puts a lot of pressures on their programme thus a major reason why they are narrowly focussed. On the other hand the USAID shows high demand and low support push for its security and market agenda as democratisation against the enthusiasm of the nurturing state of Ghana’s civil society of which such concerns are low.
5.5
Impact
I have given the various definitional levels of impact in my framework. However for want of time and space, I narrow it down to impact as; the nature of the reaction and the scope of the reaction among domestic actors. It should be noted that the nature of the reaction may be positive (pro-democratic) or negative (anti-democratic). The scope of the reaction refers to the spread of pro-democratic or antidemocratic reaction (as high or low).
Drawing on the two cases presented in the previous chapter it is evident that the NIMD’s democracy promotion has been pro-democratic as it confronts the inherent challenges of politics seen in the success of the symposia couched in the level of participation and the support to the DCSP which is celebrated as home grown and used as the political equal to the multilateral assistance governance framework of PRSPs. The scope is however low as it is concentrated on national political parties platform and worse still only for those parties with parliamentary representation excluding the very week legitimate parties who do not meet the requirement.
The USAID-program is high on the rhetoric of pro-democratic classification as it seems to empower or overly concentrate attention at the grassroots level for which results are highly subjective. The USAID’s approach does not recognize the fact that some perceived ‘anti-democratic naive communities’ may have such root problems deeper than ‘institutional malaise’ and capacity building. Context matters and politics is certainly a plus. However the USAID’s approach seems to have a high scope and reach than the NIMD’s which is narrowly focused.

5.6
 Summary & Findings
Table 1
:
Conceptualization of USAID and NIMD Democracy Promotion
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Source: Authors construct
From the table it can be conceptualized that the NIMD’s democracy promotion in Ghana has high affinity to democratization with low rhetoric level. 
5.7
Conclusion

 This chapter was an extension of the case analysis started in the previous chapter but with special focus towards a conceptualization of the operations of the NIMD and USAID using the analytical framework developed in chapter three to meet the objective of the study. It should be noted that the research does not place one case better than the other but analysed on the merits of the framework in terms of channels, strengths and weaknesses implicitly argued in SWOT
 analysis.

It should be pointed out that the answer to the governance concerns of its aid effectiveness is answered thus; NIMD distance itself from the more technocratic approach to democracy promotion and pride itself of promoting home-grown solutions, the DCSP of Ghana being a case raised. The ‘ownership’ pride is questioned in their modus operandi though since the criteria for funding is narrowed and may force conformity to the ‘wants’. This is a paradox which needs further research.

The why question raised in the research question to how the two cases differs is answered by the conceptualization, how the various actors with different interest interact to produce a ‘valued good’ purported to be democracy enhancement. From the discourse in chapter two and drawing on Larry Diamonds approach’s the analysis we can infer that the USAID’s approach has been ‘incremental’ whiles the ‘NIMD’s has been transformative which also implies that the focus is long- and short-term respectively for the 2 cases.
.  
6.0
CHAPTER 6
 SUMMARY AND GENERAL CONCLUSION
The study has drawn on immersed array of concepts and theories such as democracy, governance, institutions, decentralization…and narrowed down on an analytical concept of democratization which enabled us to systematically assess the strengths and weaknesses (SWOT) of the cases in question. The study started from the premises that Democracy
 has universal appeal with principles of protection of the minority rights, freedom of speech, respect for the rule of law, freedom of association, freedom of the press, accountable government […] (Sherrill 2006: 212). Yet the post cold war events, which was seen to have ‘sparked’ ideological tensions has made other external promoters shun away from direct political engagements that seems too political and confrontation thus ‘problematising’ the current state of democracy assistance which is couched in the rubrics of governance
 as ‘institutional malaise’
 While democracy is widely regarded as an ideal system of government, democracy promotion as a foreign policy goal by external players has become increasingly acceptable throughout most of the international community(Mcfaul 2005: 148)-although not without challenges. 

Thus from the theories of democratization my main aim as expressed by the thesis statement was garnered towards this implicit hypothesis using the cases of NIMD and USAID. This was to give a clear conceptualization about the democracy promotion effort of these organizations, mainly NIMD to enable us know whether the approach has any appeal of bringing about the true form of democratic principles. Thus using the components of theory of democratization developed from previous works of celebrated authors in the field such as Carothers and Silander, I subjected the cases to this analytical framework.
The result shows that despite NIMD’s promising approach in terms of direct political engagements there are still more weaknesses such as entrenching the position of the elites by favoring certain political parties at the expense of the others. This I indicated had the potential of affecting the long term success of the project. This concern I note has also been shared by an evaluation report done on its activities earlier. I also noted from the core objectives of the NIMD that despite their criticism of the technocratic nature of democracy promotion and governance by most aid agencies they were not ‘completely blame free’ as they seem to espouse such rubric in most of their engaged-countries- Ghana being the case in point. Also Political processes, elections, election monitoring and party politics represent a window of opportunity for most citizens in Ghana to take part in the democracy industry and few votes are free in African elections, Ghana is no exception. This commercialization of politics observed in the past decade in Ghana is a major blow to democratization in Ghana and the NIMD’s approach seems promising a solution in this regard.
The result of the conceptualization showed that the NIMD approach was high in demand by the political parties and ‘civil society’ but the in terms of the supply side their funding framework was a limiting factor-defined by the study as ‘low demand’. This has the potential of stagnating future progress in their democracy drive.

The study has also showed that lack of attention to the social, economic, historical and local context in which democracy promotion takes place has effect on democracy promotion which was marked with the case of the USAID in relation to NIMD despite its wide appeal in terms of scope. Its concentration on decentralization is mainly focused on ‘one-fit all institutional approach’ which is being undermined by the local context and viewed as an incremental approach and may be effective when in the long run the local conditions take shape to accommodate USAID’s best practices.
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MAP OF AFRICA SHOWING THE POSITION OF GHANA
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NB. 2009 January, 4th Republic NDC government-4th Republic Cosnstitution-5th Parliament Under 4th republic-President+ Cabinet
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Appendix 2

Table 3: Parties in Ghana
	a. New Patriotic Party (NPP)

	b. National Democratic Congress (NDC)

	c. Peoples National Convention (PNC)

	d. Convention Peoples Party (CPP)

	e. Great Consolidated Popular Party (GCPP)

	f. Democratic Peoples Party (DPP)

	g. National Reform Party (NRP) *

	h. United Ghana Movement (UGM) **

	i.Every Accountable Ghanaian Living Everywhere (EAGLE)**


* Born 1999 still in existence

** Born 1995 and now moribund

Source:Institute of Economic affairs Ghana 
Appendix 4: Table: 3 US Democracy Assistance by Region 1999-2005
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Source:(Azpuru et al. 2008: 153)
Appendix 5 - Table 4: Assistance by Region
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Source:(Azpuru et al. 2008: 153)
Appendix 6: Table 5  US Democracy Assistance by Sector
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ASSESSING DEMOCRACY PROMOTION


The Case of the Netherlands Institute for Multiparty Democracy in Ghana (2003-2008) 









































































































































� Democracy promotion and assistance may be used interchangeably. Note that scholars like P. Burnell, ‘Democracy Assistance’ -has sought to distinguish democracy assistance from other forms of democracy promotion. However this is beyond the scope of the research. For elaboration and further reading see (Burnell,2000:4,9 op. cit.)





�See(� HYPERLINK "http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18416&prog=zgp&proj=zdrl,zme" �http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18416&prog=zgp&proj=zdrl,zme�), accessed 9-06-09:12.05pm


� Techno managerial as ‘institutional fixes’ championed by ‘experts’


� Cf. Fareed Zakaria’s article on illiberal democracy; Burnell (2000) op. cit., Silander 2005a,op.cit.


� Do We Really Know How to Promote Democracy?, Remarks by Francis Fukuyama, Romanian Journal of Political Science, p. 164


� I should point out that this is structurally posited as requisite and not pre-requisite for democracy. The other argument posits it as structure as configuration or pattern, (cf. fowraker and Landman, 2004, Lipsey 1959,1994),


� see � ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ���(Lipset 1959, 1960,A.  Przeworski et al. 2000)� 


� Kapstan et al holds contrary view and emphasis political institutions rather than economic structure as key for democratic consolidation� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Kapstein</Author><Year>2008</Year><RecNum>74</RecNum><Prefix>cf.</Prefix><record><rec-number>74</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9t9e9dxaqv002jex2fjxaz5tepxddpee9prd">74</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Ethan B. Kapstein</author><author>Nathan Converse</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Why Democracies Fail</title><secondary-title>Democracy</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Democracy</full-title></periodical><volume>19</volume><number>4</number><dates><year>2008</year></dates><orig-pub>National Endowment for Democracy and John Hopkins University Press</orig-pub><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(cf.Kapstein and Converse 2008)�


� For more elaboration See Smith Steve’s article on US democracy promotion: Critical questions cited in :Op. Cit Cox et al. (2000) (eds.): pp.66-82





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nimd.org/page/about_nimd: accessed" �http://www.nimd.org/page/about_nimd: accessed� 9/6/09; IEA,2006


� See justification in the problem statement


� For further elaboration of the debate of developmental as opposed to political see, Carothers, T. (2009),’Democracy Assistance: Political vs. Developmental? Journal of democracy, Vol 20 (1);p.1-18





� Statement made by Alina Mungui-Pippidi:  Assisting Political Parties


� For elaborate perspectives on links between democracy and development, I refer you to contributions by Leftwich (developmental state), Khan(HI school) and Jean Grugel (Social Democrat school)’


� Roel von Meijenfeldt is the Acting Director of the European Partnership for Democracy (EPD) and the Exec. Dir. of NIMD: remarks made at the transatlantic Policy Forum (TPF),Stockholm,29.09.08


� www.nimg.org


� Zakaria faults most so called democracies as narrow and lacking what he terms constitutional liberalism� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Zakaria</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>35</RecNum><record><rec-number>35</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="ddap9fztirfe04eaafv5d5s2zztfv99z5df5">35</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Zakaria, Fareed</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Rise of Illiberal Democracy</title><secondary-title>Foreign Affairs</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Foreign Affairs</full-title></periodical><pages>22-43</pages><volume>76</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><publisher>Council on Foreign Relations</publisher><urls><related-urls><url>http://www.jstor.org/stable/20048274 </url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Zakaria 1997a)�


� See Cox et al. 2000 American Democracy promotion impulses, strategies, and impacts,p.292


� I am aware of authors like Silander and Bierkart who have narrowly flawed this assertion of undermining nature of governance external interventions […] See for eg. Bierkart in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Hout</Author><Year>2009</Year><RecNum>11</RecNum><Pages>154</Pages><record><rec-number>11</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="pe2esvss8s5we0ewafuves9ovfsftr20wrzx">11</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Edited Book">28</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Wil Hout</author><author>Richard Robinson</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Governance and the Depoliticisation of Development</title></titles><dates><year>2009</year></dates><pub-location>New York &amp; Abingdon</pub-location><publisher>Routledge</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Hout and Robinson 2009: 154)�-Paul Collier has also supported the immense role of external influence using the spread of elections around the world� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Collier</Author><Year>2007</Year><RecNum>46</RecNum><Pages>147</Pages><record><rec-number>46</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9t9e9dxaqv002jex2fjxaz5tepxddpee9prd">46</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book">6</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Paul Collier</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Bottom Billion: Why the Poorest Countries Are and What Can Be Done About It</title></titles><dates><year>2007</year></dates><pub-location>New York</pub-location><publisher>Oxford university Press</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(2007: 147)�


� Established in 1983 with annual budget of over $80million it has 4 core institutions, NDI, IRI, CIPE and Solidarity Centre. The activities of the NDI is similar to that of the NIMD-the case in that they target political institutions like parliament and political parties unlike the say IMF,USAID which are more techno-managerial


� Neoliberalism heusterically defined as the politics of the market


� I am also aware of the critic using the different forms of capital production and financial capital and is argued that the way each embeds and ‘disembeds’ is a matter for discussion- the double movement.


� See eg. Embedded liberalism-Ruggie, John Gerard. 1982. "International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the Postwar Economic Order." International Organization 36(2).


� MacEwan, A. (2005) 'Neoliberalism and Democracy:Market Power versus 


Demcratic Power', in A. Saad-Filho et al. (eds), Neoliberalism: A Critical Reader. London: Pluto Press.


� ..Well noted for his scholarship on accumulation by disposition


� I am aware that Neoliberalims can also be a set of policy-Washington Consensus, Post Washington Consensus Continuity or Change 


� I am aware that in explanations of ‘consolitology’- such repressive regimes have been referred to as benevolent dictators and are said to be useful to incubate and nurture democracy at the initial stage of democratic proceess..pushing through harsh reforms which might be difficult for popular regimes .This should be taken with caution though as there is no knowing when they will relinquish power to democratic leaders after such reforms have been done.


� The problem as identified by MacEwan is one of finding ways for societies to use market rather than being dominated by markets, the modern European Welfare states provides useful guidelines (see Macewan,op. cit. 175)


� See Douglas North definition of institutions


� The impact of aid effectiveness varies and has seen conflicting conclusions about the role of governance framework, good policies...see for eg. Mosley et al Burnside.... 


� (see rational choice institutionalism (RCI) under the literature of new institutions)


� Regimes play a key role but it should also be borne in mind that other factors like the local elites play key role.


� See Hout W. and R. Robinsons (ed) (2009) ‘Governance and the Depolitization of Development.


� The link between democracy and market was established under neoliberalism


� . Of course there should be an exit strategy but the issue where aid workers signed short term contracts has been a bone of contention as such endeavours fails to achieve the overall impact of participatory democracy. Accountability of such collaboration effort has been mostly top-up instead of been horizontal which beats the whole notion of participative democracy


� A notion highly supported by Fareed Zakara on his scholarship on Illiberal democracies


� NIMD has comprehensive information at their websites where one can access publications and events (see www. Nimd.org)


� This will be a modification of the combined frameworks of Carothers,2009 op. cit. and Silander, 2005a


� Framework developed by Carothers, 2009 Political vs Developmental…[..]; Democracy:20:1


� Silader was not explicit on the military aspect but had extol it by subjecting the Former Republic of Yugoslavia to his analytical framework 


� I am also aware of other propositions for eg. Daniel Drezner has used five propositions he termed component of theory as his analytical framework on American Foreign Policy viz Actors, Preferences, Constraints, Actions/Strategies and Outcomes(seminar delivered at the 2009 IBEI Summer school)


� Like Drezner’s analysis of American Foreign Policy; I am aware of the existence of two perspectives using IR approach, Liberalism and Realsim which may result in different results. This framework speaks more to the Liberal approach which abhors the use of force and upholds the rule of law


� I will discuss this in subsequent section on the techno-managerial nature of governance which limits the avenue of dialogue and thus limits the scope of democracy


� Such a claim is not investigated here for want of time as the case is limited in scope


� I am also aware of other scholars like Hang Ju-Jang and Leftwich (Developmental State model) who have advocated for the strong role of the state-arguing contrary and upholding that the state is key and should not be seen as retreating under the rubrics globalisation


� Cf. Silander,2005a:91, there are different types of norms and likewise this study also falls short of distinguishing between the different types. “specific norms regulate behavior in specific focal-areas and community norms refer to collective identity and sets out the nature of the international community. The ‘compliance with the specific norms is often the path towards adopting the community norms’(Schimmelfennig 2002:6 quoted in Silander 2005a:91)


� See theory of democratization in respect of liberalization, ‘transitology’ and ‘consolitology’ which should not be seen as unilineal and teleological


� Also see Doyle (1986) on Democracy Peace Theory: democracies do not fight each other-Violent conflicts and wars are extremely rare among demcoracies


� I have in the introduction made an implicit assumption that most d.p is directed towards poor countries without the needed economic reform which makes the whole process superficial and may lead to backlash


� Summer School Lecture in Barcelona on American Foreign Policy, 2009


� From the Rational Choice School


� Unpopular method- realists (anarchic world) even skeptical with the use of force and may approve of it as an option of a last resort. Example Bush and the Iraq war


� Section Based on Silander 2005a:98-100


� Rational Choice Institutionalism-offering a system of incentives and constraints


� Proponents include scholars like Jean Gruggle and Kees Biekart


� See Silander 2005a:100-102 


� See Silander 2005a:103-105


� Too Simplistic and an open assumption inherently flawed as DR Congo could virtually be considered a failed state


� This I have flawed in my earlier submission-that ignoring the economic and other socio-cultural aspect of the society will be to promote an artificial and superficial form of democracy which will not be durable. Admittedly there may be some deviant cases � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Doorenspleet</Author><Year>2008</Year><RecNum>38</RecNum><record><rec-number>38</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="ddap9fztirfe04eaafv5d5s2zztfv99z5df5">38</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Doorenspleet, Renske </author><author>Kopecký, Petr</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Against the Odds: Deviant Cases of Democratization</title><secondary-title>Democratization</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Democratization</full-title></periodical><pages>697-713</pages><volume>15</volume><number>4</number><dates><year>2008</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Renske  Doorenspleet and Kopecký 2008)�


� Heuristically, there are structural and agency based explanations of democratization; structure explanations may be viewed as requisite or pre-requisite eg Lipset minimum economic threshold theory of democratization (pre-requisite),- structure as patterns of configuration (requisite).Agency based explanation  looks at the important role of actors and has assumed ascendancy in recent scholarships in democratization literature. Example it is thought that in highly autocratic regimes the role of the tmilitary is key[..]. At the pre-transition stage the military may be needed to ‘incubate’ and ‘nurture’ the democratic culture and later relinquish power to elected civilian officials. Indeed the critic to this assertion is that; at what level do such officials relinquish power? Would they do it willingly?


� Others like Doorensplet et al holds contrary view as I have intimated. To them it is still pertinent to maintain such theory as the condition which leads to democracy is different from those that sustain it.


Other structural based theories include the Max Weber Protestant Ethics� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Harold B. Jones Jr.</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>22</RecNum><record><rec-number>22</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="ddap9fztirfe04eaafv5d5s2zztfv99z5df5">22</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Harold B. Jones Jr.,</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Protestant Ethic: Weber’s Model and the Empirical Literature</title><secondary-title>Human Relations</secondary-title></titles><pages>757-778</pages><volume>50</volume><number>7</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><orig-pub>Springer Netherlands</orig-pub><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Harold B. Jones Jr. 1997)�,Modernization theory, Roxborough 1978 cited in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Grugel</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>23</RecNum><record><rec-number>23</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9t9e9dxaqv002jex2fjxaz5tepxddpee9prd">23</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Grugel, J.    </author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Democratization: A Critical Introduction</title><secondary-title>Theories of Democratization</secondary-title></titles><pages>pp. 46-67</pages><section>Chapter 3 </section><dates><year>2002</year></dates><pub-location>Basingstoke</pub-location><publisher> Palgrave</publisher><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(Grugel 2002)�)





� For HI & RCI, I refer you to the literature on New Institutionalism.


� Many scholars see the US style of democracy promotion as low intensity type meant to promote the ‘market’.


� Despite the orthodoxy, Heterodox have voiced concerns of the possibility of the ‘tyranny of participation’ (R. Chambers), Management problems, ‘Gate Keeping’…to issues of state capture at the local level (Vedi Hadiz). 


� These Concepts are classified and discussed broadly under the approaches highlighted by Carothers (2009, op. cit)


� I flaw this position at the level of causality. Carothers erred in this assertion though the fundamentals still holds. Structural explanation and empirical studies based on which such assertion was made emphasized ‘correlation’ rather than ‘causality’ see example the ‘minimum threshold theory by S. Lipset.


� Governance is approached heuristically as techno-managerial and apolitical. Governance by this heterodox approach is flawed with institutional tautology � ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ���(Carothers 2009,Hout 2007,Hout and Robinson 2009,Leftwich 2000, 2004)�. It tends to shun away from issues of political contestation; it does not challenge its value system and there is no systematic link between its formation and genesis. Thus  Democracy approach promoted as good governance lacks the political appeal to create the needed political space for public contestation key to institutionalizing  democracy. 


� A map of Ghana and location in Africa is provided for your perusal in appendix 1. The country has gone through periods of authoritarianism and democracy and now faces the challenges of democracy consolidation under the fourth republic


� For more on classical notion of democracy see the literature by Shmitter and Karl...


� Taken from statistical data of the 2008 World Development Report (WDR)


� See for example Engberg and Webster on the literature on Political Space; also I refer you to Chandra on the literature patronage politics


� For ineffective institutions see example ‘Narayan et al (2000) WB. ‘Voices of the Poor, Can any One hear Us?


� Until such is done politicians in Ghana will continue to satisfy their political disciples by for example giving them public jobs which they might underperform  as a result of putting square pegs in round holes- perpetuating the governance concerns. This is indeed a serious democratic challenge to Ghana’s multiparty democracy “Statement made by CEO of Unique Trust Ghana, 2009”. 


� The corruption perception Index of Ghana has not changed much despite effort to curbing it (Indeed from 1998 and 2008 the index has hovered around 3.9); see transparency international website for the trend.


� NIMD  was founded in 2000 by seven political parties ( CDA, PvdA, VVD, GroenLinks, D66, ChristenUnie en SGP), mainly sponsored by the Dutch government and currently works with more than 150 political parties from 17 countries in Africa, Latin America, Asia and Eastern Europe


� My earlier reference to Crawford refers


� The NIMD/IEA-Ghana political program  is a collaboration between the IEA-Ghana and NIMD on institutional strengthening of political parties which commenced in 2003





� Member countries dealings guided by the EU ‘aquis cummunitaire’


� Interview with Head, NIMD communication department (Berg)


� Interview with marten van den Berg; Coordinator knowledge and  communication & Jan Tuit-Senior Advisor International Relations


� One blatant critic to this is that in most developing countries, the state-national level- in particular-is subject to capture economy-indeed a major reason for advocates of decentralization(heterodox assumption)


� What is this decentralized unit and who participates is a question which provokes attention since decentralization is also subject to elite capture (see eg. Vedi Hadiz)


� Statement by Roel von Meijenfeldt,Execitive Director of NIMD


� Established by the IEA the local partners of NIMD


� The democracy consolidation strategy paper (DCSP) which has been duly accepted and enforced similar to the Country Decentralization Strategy Paper of Denmark brings NIMD closer to its stated objective and reduces its rhetoric-reality gap a concerned raised in the introductory part.


� The programme saw two experienced Dutch party representatives go to Ghana to train 17 Ghanaian female candidates for Parliamentary elections for the December, 2008 elections.


� The NIMD recognizes the ‘critical role of the youth in party politics’ and currently undertaking an evaluation program on ‘same’ to see how to consolidate such agenda


� See the NIMD website (� HYPERLINK "http://www.NIMD.org" �www.NIMD.org�) on the Ghana programme.


� Obviously there are more registered parties without parliamentary representation and have the potential of undermining the NIMD programme as it might seek to marginalize them the more. This position thus needs review as the parties in power are already ‘better leveraged’ than those newly registered ones whose role in party politics in Ghana cannot be shelved. Thus multiparty dialogue should look at such legitimate concerns


� There is no consensus on what constitute a civil society. Against this backdrop, other scholars like Biekart, 2008 has advocated for the civic driven aspect in place of civil society which has a wide conceptual definition. NIMD is not specific on their target audience as by supporting certain types of legitimate political parties, they tend to somehow undermine their operations and thus loose legitimacy in some segments of the ‘society’ which could be bulked into their operational definition of civil society.


� The timing coincided with election and may suggest that NIMD is just interested in free and fair election, one of their main major critic of political support. 


� It will suffice to identify the groups which participated at such fora as it is subject to ‘gate keeping’ elite capture…This might not offer space for enhanced ‘grassroot’ participation. There are major cross cutting issues in most part of the region that these symposia were held. To what extent then can we say that it was participatory? Such statement is taken with caution as ‘context’ matters in politics.


� Example of participatory problems see ‘ Alexis tyranny of the majority’; U. Kothari Cooke and Manor, Robert Chambers-participation ladder…


� For the Ghana Case see reports in ( � HYPERLINK "http://www.usaid.gov/locations/sub-saharan_africa/countries/ghana/" �http://www.usaid.gov/locations/sub-saharan_africa/countries/ghana/�) and other USAID-Ghana strategic Plan(2006-2010) 


� See USAID budget statistics in appendix 4-6


� For more on Ghana’s decentralisation please see the website of the centre for democratic governance of Ghana (www.cddghana.org)


� A detailed analysis of capacity and decentralization the case of the USAID would be needed to make informed statements which is beyond the scope of this research.


� For the strengths of the approach see the framework in chapter three


� SWOT-a framework that assesses the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and Threats of programs and projects


� For a classical elaboration definitional perspective […]of the discourse see Shmitter & Karl (1991) ‘ What democracy is…And is not in Journal of Democracy Vol.2:3


� Reference Court and Hyden 2006


� Where most problems is superficially seen as problems of institutions at the neglect of politics where institutions came from (Knio, 2008: cited in Hout et al,op. cit: emphasised.)
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