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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The world’s leading democracies are making 
significant efforts to promote democracy 
and human rights, but their policies are 
inconsistent, and they often overlook au-
thoritarian threats. As authoritarian states 
collaborate to push back against political 
and human rights around the globe, democ-
racies must reassess their approach and 
adopt a bolder and more coherent strategy.

Among the 11 regional and global pow-
ers examined in this study, the democracies 
in Latin America, Africa, and Asia were less 
likely to exert pressure on rights violators in 
their regions and less inclined to condemn 
the abrogation of democratic standards by 
major powers than were the United States, 
the European Union, and individual Europe-
an countries. The disparity is largely attrib-
utable to the emphasis placed by the former 
group on the principle of noninterference 
and respect for sovereignty.

 Nearly all of the countries assessed 
provide strong support for elections abroad, 
but they largely fail to promote democracy 

and human rights through their trade poli-
cies and in their responses to coups.

In relations with China, immediate eco-
nomic and strategic interests almost always 
override support for democracy and human 
rights. Virtually none of the democracies 
under review have been willing to confront 
Beijing directly or consistently, despite the 
regime’s pattern of abuses.

The study also found that although 
support for democracy through regional 
or international bodies can aid legitimacy, 
these organizations are rarely effective 
without the leadership of a major country. 
Indeed, democratic powers sometimes use 
multilateral organizations as a screen to 
avoid more direct or decisive action against 
repression.

The report’s recommendations for lead-
ing democracies include the following:

•   Vigorously counteract encroach-
ments by large authoritarian states—
such as Russia, China, Saudi Arabia, 
and Iran—that seek regional hegemo-
ny and are openly hostile to demo-
cratic change among their neighbors.

About this project

This project analyzes 
support by 11 democratic 
powers for democracy  
and human rights  
during the period  
June 2012–May 2014.
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•   Devote greater attention to the 
settings where democracy and its 
advocates are most under threat, and 
jointly adopt more robust methods 
when responding to coups and  
massive human rights abuses.

•   Ensure that major democracies take 
the lead in firmly addressing dem-
ocratic setbacks and gross human 
rights violations in their  
own regions.

•   Actively engage in regional and 
international institutions to mobilize 
strong collective responses to dem-
ocratic disruptions and human rights 
abuses, and to oppose efforts  
to water down any joint action.

•   Establish a united front when dealing 
with China and Russia in order to 
check their coercion of neighboring 
states and address antidemocratic 
practices within their borders.

Introduction
The world’s leading democracies are making sig-
nificant efforts to promote democracy and human 
rights, but their policies are inconsistent, and they 
often overlook authoritarian threats in their own 
regions in particular. The democracies are nota-
bly reluctant to respond to systematic repression 
or disruptions of democratic processes (such as 
coups). Especially disappointing is the unwillingness 
of countries that possess massive economic and 
political power to apply diplomatic pressure, even 
privately, when neighboring governments engage 
in blatant cases of vote fraud, media suppression, 
or the persecution of minority groups. Moreover, 
democracies have not effectively countered efforts 
by authoritarian regimes to block democratization 
efforts in other countries. In important respects, 
the 11 regional and global powers examined in this 
report are failing to use their influence to defend 
democracy beyond their borders.

Thus France, while placing increased emphasis on 
human rights diplomacy under President François 
Hollande, continues to prop up autocrats in former 
colonies like Algeria, and has not yet canceled its con-

tract to sell warships to Russia. Brazil has remained 
silent about widespread repression in Cuba and the 
step-by-step dismantling of democratic institutions 
in Venezuela. Despite its public commitment to a val-
ues-oriented foreign policy, Germany has until very re-
cently given precedence to economic interests in its 
relations with Russia, even as the Kremlin suppressed 
media independence, marginalized civil society, and 
threatened and invaded Ukraine. South Africa has 
failed to take decisive steps against crackdowns on 
fundamental freedoms in Zimbabwe and Swaziland. 
And the United States, the one country with truly 
global influence assessed in this study, has soft-ped-
aled its responses to serious human rights abuses in 
the Middle East, Asia, and elsewhere.

In addition to their reluctance to act in their home 
regions, leading democracies have failed to meet the 
challenge posed by authoritarian powers with inter-
national reach, which have increasingly threatened 
the status of rules-based governance as a global 
norm. Particularly noteworthy is the near-univer-
sal unwillingness to criticize the growing abuses 
of human rights and civil liberties in China, even 
as censorship is intensified, the roster of political 
prisoners grows, and persecution of Uighurs and 
Tibetans worsens.

At the same time, the report’s findings show that 
democratic powers are beginning to recognize the 
danger emanating from major authoritarian states 
and are taking steps to counter their initiatives. 

Democracies are making use of an array of strat-
egies, some modest and others more ambitious, 
to promote free institutions in authoritarian and 
quasi-authoritarian settings. At the bilateral level, 
they train governments in the techniques of honest 
elections and participate in missions to monitor the 
balloting process. Major democracies also use their 
influence at the United Nations and other interna-
tional and regional bodies to press for collective 
action, urging these entities to defend democratic 
freedoms and send peacekeepers to crisis zones. 
Even democracies with limited resources provide 
support for independent media, civil society groups, 
and persecuted minority populations around the 
world. In a few cases, free countries have placed 
principles above short-term interests by standing 
firm for democracy in the face of the competing 
demands of economics and diplomatic realpolitik.

Most importantly, a number of the countries in this 
study have advanced beyond traditional policies that 
eschewed democracy concerns and favored strict 
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noninterference in the internal affairs of sovereign 
states. In the governments examined, heads of state, 
foreign ministers, and other high officials now feel 
obliged to include democracy and human rights 
themes in statements on broad foreign policy objec-
tives. When confronted with questions at the United 
Nations that involve violations of fundamental  
rights, coups, or aggression against neighboring 
states, they have voted to condemn abuses and  
take remedial action. While the inclusion of de-
mocracy standards in foreign assistance programs 
has varied considerably, almost all of these powers 
encourage the spread of free institutions through 
programs supporting adherence to the rule of law, 
anticorruption measures, honest elections, and 
gender equality.

Purpose of the Study
Supporting Democracy Abroad assesses the degree 
to which 10 leading democratic countries and the 
European Union promote democracy and human 
rights in their foreign policies. These countries are 
regional or global powers on five continents, and 
most are members of the Group of Twenty (G20). 
They range from long-established democracies 
to states that became democratic in the last 25 
years. At a time when major developing countries 
are joining existing powers on the global stage, the 
records of both groups in meeting their international 
obligations warrant closer scrutiny.

Although democracy and human rights are tradi-
tionally subordinated to strategic and economic 
interests in a country’s foreign policy, in fact they 
serve these interests in the long term and extend 
the influence of democratic nations in the world. 
Democracies tend to address their disagreements 
with other countries constructively, as their political 
systems are built on negotiation, compromise, and 
respect for the rule of law, and they rarely threaten 
violent conflict against one another. They also are 
more likely to agree with other democracies than 
with authoritarian governments on international 
structures that strengthen security, promote eco-
nomic integration, and uphold the rights of citizens. 
Because many people living under authoritarian rule 
aspire to democracy and want their rights respected, 
a democratic country’s support for political freedom 
and human rights abroad provides a form of soft 
power that enhances its influence.

However, authoritarian states are alert to these 
tendencies, and they are collaborating economically, 

militarily, and politically to push back against de-
mocracy around the world. They share expertise to 
strengthen repressive laws and practices, and they 
work together to undermine accepted international 
standards and institutions that protect political and 
civil rights. Freedom House’s annual Freedom in the 
World report shows that their efforts have had some 
success, documenting eight consecutive years in 
which countries suffering democratic decline have 
outnumbered those experiencing gains. These  
developments merit a concerted response by demo-
cratic countries in all regions of the world. If they are 
to turn the tide, leading democracies must reassess 
their existing policies and adopt a bolder and more 
consistent strategy. The present study is intended to 
stimulate such a process.

Major Findings
•  Significant gap between north and south:  

Among the countries examined, the democra-
cies in Latin America, Africa, and Asia were less 
likely to exert pressure on rights violators in their 
regions and less inclined to condemn the abro-
gation of democratic standards by major powers. 
The United States, the European Union, and indi-
vidual European countries consequently earned 
higher ratings than did Brazil, India, Indonesia, 
Japan, and South Africa. The disparity is largely 
attributable to the emphasis placed by the latter 
group on the principle of noninterference and 
respect for sovereignty.

Powers outside the United States and Europe 
refrain from unilaterally denouncing abuses or 
pressuring foreign governments. They seldom 
include aid for democracy support in their foreign 
assistance budgets. Instead, they prefer dialogue 
with the offending governments and engagement 
through multilateral institutions. While govern-
ments from the global south often assert that 
strategies of condemnation and sanctions are 
ineffective or counterproductive, they have yet 
to demonstrate that their alternative approaches 
generate positive and lasting change. In some  
cases, such as Zimbabwe and Venezuela, dia-
logue and engagement by neighboring democ-
racies have clearly failed to restrain repressive 
governments.

•  Strong support for elections, weakness on trade 
and coups: Nearly all of the countries assessed 
have a systematic program of electoral support, 
whether through observation missions, assis-

www.freedomhouse.org

Freedom House

3



Supporting Democracy 
Abroad: An Assessment 
of Leading Powers

ABOUT THIS PROJECT 1 

Supporting Democracy Abroad examined 10 
countries, plus the European Union (EU) as an 
institution, over the period from June 1, 2012, 
through May 31, 2014. The countries included 
are Brazil, France, Germany, India, Indonesia, 
Japan, Poland, South Africa, Sweden, and the 
United States. This selection presents a variety 
of experiences with democracy and human 
rights support across a range of population and 
income levels and geographic locations. All 
countries assessed are electoral democracies, 
already support democracy and human rights 
in some form, and have significant influence 
within their regions. More established powers 
are examined alongside rising democracies and 
those that are attempting new approaches to 
maintaining a values-oriented foreign policy.

Although it lacks many of the structures of a na-
tion-state, the EU was assessed due to its promi-
nent role in global affairs and its explicit policy of 
democracy and human rights promotion. For the 
sake of simplicity, references in this essay to the 
“countries” examined in the study should be read 
to include the EU, unless otherwise noted.

The rating assigned to each country is based on 
its performance across the categories covered 

1.  For a full description of the project methodology, including a description of the meaning of each rating, please see  
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/democracysupport/methodology.

tance to electoral bodies, training and knowledge 
sharing, or condemnations of vote fraud. Most 
concentrate their energies in their own regions, 
but some reach further afield. The willingness 
of governments to support elections reflects a 
near-universal consensus on support for honest 
balloting and a widespread view that governments 
chosen without a free popular vote are illegitimate. 
However, almost all governments in the study 
believe that economic interests should determine 
trade policies, meaning human rights issues take a 
back seat. Countries also frequently take a neutral 
stance toward coups, perhaps because of the 

ambiguous risks and opportunities involved in a 
change of regime.

•  China gets a pass: All countries have immediate 
economic and strategic interests that compete 
with, and often override, their support for democra-
cy and human rights. Nowhere is this more evident 
than in policies toward China. Various states either 
openly proclaim a policy of unconditional coop-
eration, as does Brazil; respond unevenly, as does 
the United States; or simply withhold criticism, as 
with France. Virtually none are willing to confront 
Beijing directly or consistently, despite the regime’s 
pattern of torture, show trials, censorship, and 

in this project: foreign policy objectives, devel-
opment assistance and trade, support for free 
elections, responses to disruptions of democrat-
ic processes and gross human rights violations, 
and support for civil liberties and marginalized 
communities. The context of the country  
was also considered, including its economic  
power, global influence, and domestic history 
with democracy.

Ratings are based not on outcomes but on  
the alignment of each country’s actions with  
its rhetoric, and the rigor of those actions in  
supporting democracy and human rights.  
The scale of comparison underlying the ratings 
spans only the selected countries; it is not  
global. All of the countries studied provide  
at least some support to democracy beyond 
their borders.

Each country report was written by an in-country 
analyst using a common methodology provided 
by Freedom House, and each was reviewed by 
a senior adviser. The ratings are the result of a 
Freedom House review process that included 
internal and external experts. The report authors 
are not responsible for the ratings.
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violations of the rule of law that affect foreign 
economic interests. In no other country could a 
Nobel peace laureate languish in prison for politi-
cal crimes, as Liu Xiaobo does, without provoking 
sustained pressure from diplomats and global 
civil society alike.

•  Multilateralism aids legitimacy but dilutes 
impact: Many countries put a strong emphasis 
on supporting democracy through regional or 
international bodies, such as the Organization of 
American States, the African Union, the Associ-
ation of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the 
European Union, and UN Human Rights Council. 
Countries like Indonesia (in ASEAN) and Poland 
(in the EU) have worked to make democracy 
promotion a high priority for these bodies, while 
Brazil and South Africa have brought violations of 
political and civil rights to the attention of their 
respective regional organizations. However, al-
though regional entities issue statements, engage 
in some diplomacy, and may suspend funding or 
occasionally country membership, they rarely act 
forcefully or effectively without the leadership of 
the region’s dominant power. Democratic powers 
sometimes even use multilateral organizations as 
a screen, supporting joint statements of concern 
about violations of democratic norms or human 
rights in order to avoid criticizing an authoritarian 
government directly or taking responsibility for a 
stronger response.

Country Performance
Brazil’s international prominence continues to 
grow, particularly in the Americas and Lusophone 
Africa. The country is firmly embedded in regional 
organizations—such as Mercosur and the Union of 
South American Nations (UNASUR)—that support 
democracy and human rights, and in the past it 
has occasionally taken clear stances to protest 
threats to democracy in the region. Brazil provides 
some democracy-related assistance, such as voting 
machines and other support for Guinea-Bissau’s 
2014 elections. However, its actions over the period 
covered by this report have been particularly weak. 
Brazil has refused to respond to extensive human 
rights abuses in Cuba and in Venezuela, where the 
government violently cracked down on protesters in 
2014. While Brazil condemned the flawed impeach-
ment of Paraguay’s president in 2012, its credibility 
was undermined by its subsequent push to suspend 
Paraguay from Mercosur and then immediately 
include Venezuela as a member, which Paraguay 

had opposed. Nor has Brazil acted as a leader on 
democracy issues at the global level. Brazil’s support 
for democracy is rated “minimal.”

France’s foreign policy is global in reach, though 
concentrated on its former colonies in Africa and 
the Middle East. With the fifth-highest military 
spending in the world, it has made assertive use of 
military force in countries where democratic struc-
tures or values were under direct threat from armed 
groups. France has taken principled stances on 
issues such as the gross human rights violations in 
Syria, and over the past two years it has sent troops 
to reestablish the rule of law in Mali and the Central 
African Republic. It has also advocated strongly 
for taking action to protect human rights in these 
countries through the United Nations and the EU. 
However, France continues to prop up the authori-
tarian regimes of historic allies and trading partners, 
especially in Africa, and its responses to violations of 
civil liberties and the rights of marginalized commu-
nities have been inconsistent. In contrast to other 
European powers in this survey, France devotes 
limited development assistance to the strengthen-
ing of democratic institutions. France’s support for 
democracy is rated “moderate.”

Germany’s history has influenced its gradualist, 
nonconfrontational approach to the promotion of 
democracy and human rights. Although Germany 
speaks often of its commitment to a foreign policy 
anchored in democratic values and is generous 
in its democracy assistance spending, it prefers 
technical aid to outspoken criticism of violations, 
and its support is more consistent in places where 
democracy is already taking root than in the territory 
of entrenched authoritarian regimes. Neverthe-
less, Germany manages to have a positive impact 
even while it avoids singling out egregious cases 
for condemnation. Its strength lies in its innovative 
methods for support, such as attaching positive gov-
ernance requirements to financial aid to encourage 
good performance, making a connection between 
socioeconomic and political change, and encour-
aging the leadership of local actors. Its rhetoric has 
been robust, though it has given priority to compet-
ing interests in key cases, especially Russia. Germa-
ny’s support for democracy is rated “moderate.”

India’s power is most prominent in South Asia, 
where it makes a focused effort to support unstable 
democracies. Its actions have included bilateral 
assistance to democratic institutions in Afghan-
istan, a leading role in diplomatic intervention in 
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Nepal’s constitutional disputes, systematic work to 
bring about new elections after a quasi-coup in the 
Maldives, and mediation in Bangladesh’s electoral 
conflict. India is taking steps to become a hub of 
support for democratic electoral management 
through exchange and training programs. However, 
not only has New Delhi’s emphasis on sovereignty 
held it back from action in key cases—as with its 
abstention from a 2014 UN resolution to investigate 
human rights violations in Sri Lanka, or its reluc-
tance to criticize Myanmar’s dismal human rights 
record—but it has also sided with authoritarian 
regimes in numerous international debates, such 
as the joint UN statement on the promotion and 
protection of civil society space in March 2014. India 
has yet to demonstrate that support for democra-
cy beyond elections is among its global concerns. 
India’s support for democracy is rated “limited.”

Among emerging powers, Indonesia shows a rare 
commitment to supporting democracy abroad. 
Although it is the only country in this report that is 
currently rated Partly Free in Freedom in the World—
reflecting restrictions on the activity of nongov-
ernmental organizations and infringements on the 
rights of religious minorities in certain provinces, 
among other problems—Indonesia’s foreign policy 
puts explicit emphasis on finding ways to promote 
democracy, albeit within the limitations of a simul-
taneous belief in noninterference in the affairs of 
other states. Its most significant activities include its 
creation and support of the Bali Democracy Forum 
and its work to increase attention to democracy 
within ASEAN. Through these and other initiatives, 
Indonesia is seeking a means to support democra-
cy and human rights—which it considers to be in 
its national interest—that is both multilateral and 
respectful of sovereignty. While this approach has 
produced some positive results in recent years, its 
inherent constraints may reduce its effectiveness. 
Indonesia’s support for democracy is rated “limited.”

Japan is a consolidated democracy with the world’s 
third-largest economy, but it has yet to undertake 
significant efforts to support democracy and human 
rights, even in Asia. It is true that Japan has begun 
to invoke the importance of democratic solidarity in 
the face of China’s growing influence in the region. In 
practice, however, it maintains its traditional heavy 
emphasis on economic interests in diplomacy and 
foreign assistance, and it has shown a reluctance to 
break with its history of understated relations with 

outside powers. The relatively recent shift in rhetoric 
may translate into concrete action in the future. 
But for the moment, there remains a yawning gap 
between Japan’s actual strengths and its willingness 
to use those strengths to encourage free elections, 
press freedom, the rule of law, and other democratic 
values in its relations with other countries. Japan’s 
support for democracy is rated “minimal.”

Poland punches above its weight in its support for 
democracy and human rights. Although it is a rela-
tively new democracy with a small foreign assistance 
budget, the country has prioritized democracy and 
human rights and followed through with sustained 
action. Poland is primarily a regional power, with a 
particular focus on neighboring countries. It has 
pressed the EU for greater engagement in democra-
cy support, for example by helping to found the Eu-
ropean Endowment for Democracy. In 2014 Poland 
took the lead in consistent condemnation of Russia’s 
intervention in Ukraine and lobbied the EU for 
stronger action. While Poland has failed to speak out 
in some cases—such as in response to fraudulent 
elections and human rights abuses in Azerbaijan—
and its minimal geostrategic responsibilities give 
it more leeway to prioritize democracy, its ability to 
effect change relative to its size makes it stand out 
among the countries in this survey. Poland’s support 
for democracy is rated “strong.”

South Africa emerged from apartheid with high 
expectations for its regional and even international 
leadership on democracy and human rights, but its 
foreign policy has become increasingly conservative, 
driven by the government’s narrowly defined vision 
of national interest. South Africa has the potential 
to exercise influence across Africa, especially in 
Southern Africa. But beyond peacekeeping opera-
tions, most recently in the Central African Republic 
and the Democratic Republic of Congo, it has rarely 
taken action in response to rights violations or 
breaches of democratic standards. The government 
emphasizes its respect for sovereignty, and thus 
engages in diplomacy through regional mechanisms. 
This policy in practice has meant that little pressure 
is brought to bear in key cases like Zimbabwe. The 
current South African government has shown little 
commitment to promoting democracy and human 
rights abroad in any meaningful way. South Africa’s 
support for democracy is rated “minimal.”

Sweden’s support for democracy and human rights 
is consistent across all areas of its foreign policy. 
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Although less of a geostrategic actor than some 
others examined here, the country stands out for 
placing democratic values at the forefront of its 
diplomacy and foreign assistance programs, and  
for following through with action in nearly every 
category covered by this report. Sweden has  
distinguished itself by making the promotion of hu-
man rights a priority of the foreign service, taking a 
leadership role on internet freedom, providing strong 
support for gender equality around the world, and 
involving itself in controversies outside its immedi-
ate region, such as in Iran and Zimbabwe. Although 
the government in power during the coverage 
period was voted out of office in September 2014, 
its commitment to a rights-based foreign policy 
reflected a strong consensus across the political 
spectrum. Sweden’s support for democracy is rated 
“very strong.”

The United States is exceptional in its size, influence, 
and genuinely global reach. As a result, the interna-
tional spotlight shines more intensely on the United 
States than on other countries, and contradictions 
in U.S. policy have broad implications. Over the 
two years covered in this report, the United States’ 
commitment to democracy and human rights has 
wavered, but the substantial infrastructure support-
ing these ideals has continued to function. Active in 
all of the categories under review, the United States 
devotes substantial foreign assistance to democracy 
and human rights, speaks out against abuses across 
topics and regions, and has spearheaded initiatives 
in areas such as support for the rights of lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, and transgender people. At the same time, 
the U.S. responses to major events such as the coup 
in Egypt and serious rights violations by Persian 
Gulf monarchies demonstrate that Washington 
continues to place support for certain authoritarian 
regimes above its interest in democracy and human 
rights. These inconsistencies are a blot on the 
U.S. record and weaken the country’s credibility on 
democracy support. The United States’ support for 
democracy is rated “moderate.”

The European Union is distinct from all others in 
this study because, as a supranational institution, it 
lacks many of the structures of a nation-state. This 
is both a strength and a weakness for its democ-
racy support. On the one hand, due to its size and 
its transcendence of certain national interests, the 
EU has been able to establish robust mechanisms 
for democracy support, such as human rights and 

democracy criteria in foreign assistance and the 
creation of the European Endowment for Democra-
cy—not to mention its membership criteria, which 
have played a critical role in transforming the polit-
ical landscape across the continent. On the other 
hand, the member states still have control over key 
aspects of foreign policy, inhibiting action, for exam-
ple, on sanctions against the Russian government 
in spring 2014 or a collective response to Russia’s 
internal human rights abuses. Disagreement among 
the member states often limits the EU to slow, 
incremental steps, giving foreign governments less 
reason to abide by its many policy prescriptions.  
The European Union’s support for democracy is  
rated “moderate.”

Recommendations
The global decline in respect for political and  
civil rights, as documented in Freedom House’s  
Freedom in the World report, underscores the need 
for leading democracies to step up their support  
for democracy and human rights in their areas of  
influence. Such support could be improved in  
several important ways:

•  As authoritarian governments increasingly 
assert their power domestically and interna-
tionally, leading democracies need to move 
beyond their support for countries that 
already embrace democracy and vigorously 
counteract authoritarian encroachments in 
transitional, contested, or repressive socie-
ties. Democratic powers should pay special 
attention to the actions of large authoritarian 
states—such as Russia, China, Saudi Arabia, 
and Iran—that seek regional hegemony and 
are openly hostile to democratic change 
among their neighbors.

•  Democratic powers should devote greater at-
tention to the settings where democracy and 
its advocates are most under threat, whether 
in entrenched dictatorships like Sudan, or 
volatile and polarized countries like Thailand. 
They should coordinate more closely and 
adopt more robust methods when responding 
to coups and massive human rights abuses.

•  Regional powers need to take the lead in 
responding firmly to democratic setbacks  
and gross human rights violations in their 
neighborhoods. Absent such leadership,  
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multilateral action is unlikely to sway the  
perpetrators or produce real change.

•  All leading democracies should be fully 
engaged in regional mechanisms and interna-
tional institutions, working to mobilize strong 
collective responses to democratic disrup-
tions and human rights abuses, and to oppose 
efforts to water down any joint action.

•  On China, greater coordination among  
democratic powers is essential if the free 
world is to mount an effective response to 
human rights violations and antidemocratic 
initiatives by Beijing. Without enhanced  
cooperation, individual democracies will 
continue to defer to their narrow econom-
ic interests, compete with one another for 
trade advantages, and succumb to Chinese 
demands for silence regarding political reform 
and other taboo subjects. 

•  Democratic countries must also establish  
a united front to counter Russia’s coercion  
of its neighbors. The Russian government  
today is systematically intimidating democra-
cies and co-opting authoritarian regimes in  
its region, partly to stave off pressure for  
democratic change at home. Combating  
the Kremlin’s efforts will require sustained  
support for vulnerable democracies, a  
strategy for encouraging democratic activism 
within Russia and other authoritarian states, 
and unified policies on crucial energy and 
security issues that the Russian government 
has exploited for leverage.
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for democracy and human rights.
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