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ABSTRACT

The global development finance architecture is undergoing a fundamental restructuring. The
expansion of the BRICS coalition into BRICS+ - incorporating Egypt, Iran, the United Arab Emirates,
Indonesia, Ethiopia, and ten partner states including Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Vietnam,
Nigeria, Uganda, Cuba, Bolivia, Belarus, and Thailand - has generated new institutional mechanisms
for multilateral development financing. Yet the extent to which these mechanisms translate into
tangible productive transformation remains underexamined. This study analyses four principal
BRICS+ development financing instruments: the New Development Bank (NDB), the Contingent
Reserve Arrangement (CRA), bilateral currency swap frameworks, and sovereign wealth coinvestment
platforms. Employing a comparative institutional methodology across three bilateral configurations -
Russia-China, Russia-South Africa, and UAE-BRICS+ - and drawing on NDB disbursement data
(2016-2024), BIS monetary statistics, and sovereign fund disclosures, the study finds that financing
effectiveness is primarily determined by institutional design quality and financing-transformation
alignment rather than by capital volume. Partner-state cases (Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan) demonstrate
that absorptive capacity and domestic policy coherence are the binding constraints on multilateral
financing impact. The study advances the concept of “financing-transformation alignment” as a
generalizable analytical framework and derives policy recommendations for BRICS+ institutional
redesign.

KEYWORDS: BRICS+; development finance; New Development Bank; multilateral
innovation; South-South cooperation; institutional design; productive transformation

INTRODUCTION

International development finance has historically been dominated by a concentrated set of
multilateral institutions established in the post-World War II Bretton Woods order - the World Bank,
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and a network of regional development banks operating
largely within frameworks shaped by advanced-economy preferences . The conditionality regimes,
governance structures, and developmental paradigms embedded in these institutions have been
extensively critiqued for their asymmetric distributional effects and limited responsiveness to the
developmental priorities of the Global South .

The emergence of BRICS - initially as a loose economic grouping of Brazil, Russia, India, China,
and South Africa - and its subsequent institutionalisation as a platform for South-South financial
cooperation introduced a structurally distinct approach to development financing. The establishment
of the New Development Bank in 2015, the formalisation of the Contingent Reserve Arrangement,
and the proliferation of bilateral monetary cooperation mechanisms marked the beginning of what
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several scholars have termed’developmental multilateralism’: a model of international financial
cooperation that foregrounds recipient-country ownership, non-conditionality, and policy space .

The BRICS+ expansion - formalised at the Johannesburg Summit (2023) - dramatically
extended the coalition’s institutional reach. The accession of Egypt, Iran, the UAE, Indonesia, and
Ethiopia, combined with the extension of partner-state status to ten economies including Uzbekistan,
Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Vietnam, Nigeria, Uganda, Cuba, Bolivia, Belarus, and Thailand, has
transformed BRICS from a five-member economic bloc into a genuinely pluricontinental development
platform with a combined GDP exceeding 37% of global output (IMF, 2024).  Despite this rapid
institutional growth, a critical analytical gap persists. Existing scholarship has focused
disproportionately on the geopolitical dimensions of BRICS+ expansion - its implications for US
dollar hegemony, Western multilateral dominance, and North-South power realignments - while
largely neglecting the more granular question of how BRICS+ financing mechanisms function
institutionally and whether they deliver developmental outcomes that differ systematically from their
Bretton Woods counterparts .

This study addresses this gap by examining the institutional architecture of BRICS+
development financing mechanisms and their relationship to productive transformation across member
and partner-state economies. It draws on comparative institutional theory, development finance
scholarship, and empirical data from NDB project portfolios, BIS monetary statistics, and sovereign
wealth fund disclosures to assess the conditions under which BRICS+ financing catalyses structural
economic change.

Table 1: Typology of BRICS+ Development Financing
Mechanisms'

: Multilateral reserve | Bilateral, central | _. .
- o _|_ -
Governance Multilateral (5+) poling banlkoled Bilateral/plurilateral
Zi i Low / non- Moderate (IMF- :
Conditionality I~ linked) None Commercial terms
; . ]nﬁ‘astmctl.u'c i Liqudity Trade facilitation, |  Strategic co-
Primary function SDG project 2L b :
: stabilisation de-dollarisation nvestment
lending
: USD 100 bn Variable (CNY- | USD 50+ bn (UAE
Capital scale (2024 : USD 100 bn (pool
R Ee (authorised) (pod) led) SWF)
Partner-state access nes B s s Selective Case-by-case
membership only

LITERATURE REVIEW

' Source: Compiled by the authors from NDB Annual Reports (2016-2024), BIS (2024), IMF (2024)
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The literature on BRICS development finance has evolved through three principal phases. The
first, coinciding with the initial institutionalisation of BRICS (2009-2014), was characterised by
largely descriptive and speculative assessments of the coalition’s potential to challenge Western
multilateral dominance. Chin and Thakur (2010) argued that BRICS represented a nascent’plurilateral
counter-coalition’ whose institutional ambitions exceeded its organisational capacities. Stuenkel (2016)
similarly emphasised the symbolic dimensions of BRICS financial cooperation, positioning the NDB
as a "signal of intent” rather than an immediately transformative institution.

A second phase of scholarship (2015-2020) engaged more empirically with NDB operations and
governance design. Humphrey and Prizzon (2014) provided the first systematic comparative
assessment of NDB governance structures against established multilateral development banks, finding
that while the NDB’s equal-voting model represented a structural departure from World Bank
governance, its operational modalities remained largely conventional. Gallagher and Kozul-Wright
(2022) situated the NDB within a broader argument for a’new Bretton Woods,” emphasising the need
for multilateral financial institutions responsive to Global South developmental priorities.

Nolke et al. (2015) advanced the most theoretically sophisticated framework for understanding
BRICS financial cooperation, arguing that the diverse’varieties of capitalism’ represented within
BRICS - state-led (China, Russia), liberal-developmental (India, Brazil), and state-coordinated (South
Africa) - generate fundamentally different institutional logics that condition cooperation outcomes.
This framework anticipates the asymmetries and institutional tensions that subsequent empirical
research has documented. =~ The third and most recent phase of scholarship (2021-present) has
engaged with the BRICS+ expansion and its institutional implications. Lin and Wang (2022)
examined the NDB’s evolving membership model, noting that the accession of new members
(including Egypt and Uruguay) altered the bank’s governance dynamics and developmental focus.
Amin (2013) had earlier theorised the structural constraints on South—South financial cooperation,
arguing that shared peripherality did not automatically generate common developmental interests - a
prediction confirmed by subsequent tensions over NDB conditionality and disbursement pace.

Central Asian partner-state engagement with BRICS+ financing mechanisms has received
virtually no scholarly attention despite its strategic significance. Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan - both
formally extended BRICS+ partner status in 2024 - represent distinct cases of post-Soviet
developmental capitalism navigating the transition from Soviet-era industrial structures toward
diversified, export-oriented economies. Their engagement with BRICS+ financing instruments is
conditioned by acute absorptive capacity constraints, limited institutional preparedness for multilateral
project financing, and competing geopolitical alignment pressures (EBRD, 2023).

The concept of “financing-transformation alignment” - proposed in this study as a generalizable
analytical framework - builds on Lin’s (2012) new structural economics by foregrounding the
correspondence between financing instrument design and recipient-economy productive system
trajectory. Where Lin emphasised the alignment between industrial policy and comparative advantage,
this study extends the logic to multilateral financing, arguing that instrument design must be congruent
with recipient-country institutional capacity and productive system stage to generate transformative
outcomes.

A substantial body of literature has examined the political economy of South-South financial
cooperation more broadly. Mistry (2005) identified the structural constraints on African development
financing, emphasising that external capital flows without domestic institutional complementarity
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rarely produce sustained productive transformation. Rodrik (2011) further theorised the “globalisation
paradox,” arguing that deep financial integration frequently undermines the policy space necessary for
developmental state strategies - a tension directly relevant to BRICS+ partner-state engagement,
where recipient economies must balance multilateral financing access against the preservation of
autonomous industrial policy capacity.

The literature on sovereign wealth fund co-investment within multilateral frameworks remains
comparatively underdeveloped. UNCTAD (2023) documented the growing role of Gulf sovereign
wealth funds in emerging-market infrastructure financing, identifying a structural tension between
commercial return imperatives and developmental mandate alignment. This tension is particularly
acute in the BRICS+ context, where UAE integration introduced sovereign wealth co-investment logic
into an institutional framework originally predicated on developmental multilateralism. Chin (2014)
anticipated elements of this dynamic in his analysis of BRICS-led development banking, noting that
the heterogeneity of member-state financial interests posed a structural challenge to coherent
institutional mandate formation.

Taken together, the existing literature establishes three critical lacunae that this study addresses.
First, the granular institutional mechanics of BRICS+ financing instruments - as distinct from their
geopolitical symbolism - have received insufficient empirical attention. Second, the relationship
between financing instrument design and productive transformation outcomes has not been theorised
systematically within the BRICS+ context. Third, Central Asian partner-state perspectives remain
almost entirely absent from the scholarly record. This study contributes to filling each of these gaps
through comparative institutional analysis grounded in primary empirical data.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study employs a comparative institutional case study methodology, a design well-suited to
theory-building research on complex institutional phenomena where causal mechanisms are not yet
well-specified in the literature (Yin, 2018). The methodology is structured around four analytical
dimensions: (1) institutional design and governance architecture; (2) conditionality frameworks and
policy coherence; (3) disbursement mechanisms and absorptive capacity constraints; and (4)
observable developmental outcomes at sectoral and macroeconomic levels.

Three bilateral configurations are selected as comparative cases to maximise analytical variation
across dimensions of economic structure, political economy type, and financing modality:

*Russia-China: The most financially significant BRICS bilateral relationship, anchored by the
world’s largest bilateral currency swap agreement (CNY/RUB, valued at approximately USD 68
billion as of 2024) and extensive NDB co-financing of infrastructure and energy projects.

*Russia-South Africa: A relationship characterised by asymmetric institutional capacities, shared
NDB membership, and contrasting developmental trajectories - offering analytical purchase on the
consequences of intra-BRICS asymmetry for cooperation outcomes.

*UAE-BRICS+: The most recently institutionalised configuration, involving the world’s fourth-
largest sovereign wealth fund (Abu Dhabi Investment Authority, approximately USD 993 billion
AUM) and representing a qualitatively distinct model of development co-financing anchored by
commercial rather than developmental logic.
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Two partner-state cases - Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan - are incorporated as secondary
comparative cases to examine partner-state dynamics and extend the analysis beyond the original
BRICS membership. These cases are selected on the basis of their shared Central Asian developmental
context, contrasting reform trajectories, and differing levels of integration into existing BRICS+
financing frameworks.

The primary empirical evidence base consists of: NDB project disbursement and sectoral
allocation data (2016-2024), drawn from NDB Annual Reports and project database; CRA activation
records and associated macroeconomic stabilisation outcomes; bilateral currency swap volume and
utilisation data from the Bank for International Settlements (BIS) Quarterly Review and member
central bank publications; and sovereign wealth fund co-investment disclosures from the Abu Dhabi
Investment Authority (ADIA) and partner-state sovereign funds.

This quantitative evidence base is triangulated with qualitative analysis of institutional design
documents, BRICS Summit declarations (2015-2024), country-level NDB implementation reviews,
and policy framework assessments from the UNCTAD, World Bank Group, and European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD). Cross-case pattern matching and analytical generalisation
are employed to develop and refine the financing-transformation alignment framework.

The analytical framework operationalises “financing-transformation alignment” through four
measurable sub-dimensions: (1) sectoral correspondence - the degree to which financed sectors align
with recipient-economy productive system priorities; (2) conditionality coherence - the extent to
which financing conditionality supports rather than constrains recipient-country industrial policy
autonomy; (3) institutional capacity fit - the correspondence between project complexity and recipient
institutional preparedness; and (4) temporal alignment - the match between financing disbursement
timelines and productive investment cycles. Each sub-dimension is assessed through a composite
scoring protocol applied consistently across all cases, enabling systematic cross-case comparison.

The ANOVA procedure applied to NDB project outcome data tests the null hypothesis that
developmental impact scores are equivalent across High, Medium, and Low alignment categories (HO:
meanl = mean2 = mean3). Project-level impact is scored on a five-point scale encompassing
employment generation, technology diffusion, sectoral productivity growth, and environmental
sustainability - dimensions drawn from NDB’s own ex-post evaluation framework (NDB, 2024).
Statistical significance is assessed at the alpha = 0.05 level. The analysis covers all NDB projects with
completed ex-post evaluations available in the public project database as of end-2023, comprising 67
projects across 14 member and partner economies.

Methodological limitations include the partial availability of project-level outcome data -
particularly for UAE co-investment cases and for Uzbekistan, where NDB project implementation is
at an early stage - and the inherent difficulty of attributing macroeconomic transformation outcomes to
specific financing instruments in contexts of multiple concurrent policy interventions. These
limitations are mitigated through triangulation across data sources and through the use of process-
tracing within individual cases to establish credible causal linkages between financing instrument
characteristics and observed developmental outcomes. The study does not claim causal sufficiency;
rather, it identifies institutional design features that are necessary conditions for financing
effectiveness in the BRICS+ context.

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
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New Development Bank: Institutional Performance and Structural Constraints:
NDB cumulative approved financing reached USD 32.8 billion across 96 projects in 30 countries by
end-2023 (NDB, 2024). Sectoral analysis of the NDB portfolio reveals a strong concentration in
infrastructure - transport, energy, and urban development collectively account for approximately 78%
of total approved financing. This sectoral distribution broadly aligns with the infrastructural deficits
characteristic of BRICS member economies and reflects the NDB’s explicit mandate as an
infrastructure-focused development bank.

The ANOVA analysis applied to NDB project-level outcome data (categorised by degree of
financing-transformation alignment - High, Medium, Low) reveals statistically significant differences
in developmental impact across alignment categories (F = 8.47, p = 0.004, F crit = 3.17). Projects
characterised by High alignment - defined as correspondence between project design and recipient-
country productive system trajectory - demonstrated substantially superior outcomes across indicators
of employment generation, technology diffusion, and sectoral productivity growth (mean score = 4.12
on a 5-point developmental impact scale) compared to Low alignment projects (mean = 2.84). This
finding supports the core proposition of the financing-transformation alignment framework.

Bilateral Currency Frameworks: Russia-China Configuration

The Russia-China bilateral currency swap, expanded following the 2022 sanctions shock,
represents the most consequential bilateral monetary innovation within the BRICS+ framework. BIS
data indicates that the RUB/CNY trading pair increased its share of Russian external trade settlements
from approximately 3.1% in 2021 to 34.8% by Q3 2024 - a dramatic structural shift reflecting both the
sanctions-driven urgency and the underlying institutional infrastructure developed through prior
BRICS monetary cooperation (BIS, 2024).

However, the developmental impact of this bilateral monetary framework extends beyond trade
settlement facilitation. The currency swap infrastructure has enabled a qualitatively new form of
project co-financing in which Chinese state-owned enterprises and Russian sovereign investment
vehicles coordinate capital deployment outside the USD-denominated international financial system -
a development with direct implications for partner-state economies seeking to diversify their financing
relationships. Table 2 summarises the descriptive statistics for the financing-transformation alignment
analysis across NDB project cases.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics - Financing-Transformation

High 34 4,12 0.41

Meditn 38 3.47 0.58

Low 24 2.84 0.67
Alignment
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Table 3: ANOVA Results - NDB Project Outcomes by Alignment Category?

Betw
e 14.21 3 11 8.47 3.17

Groups

ViR 79.64 03 0.84 - -

Groups

Tl 93.85 05 - - -

UAE-BRICS+ Sovereign Wealth Co-Investment:

The UAE’s integration into BRICS+ introduced a qualitatively distinct financing modality
characterised by commercial co-investment logic, Gulf-origin capital preferences, and sovereign
wealth fund governance. ADIA and the Abu Dhabi National Energy Company (TAQA) have
collectively committed over USD 14 billion in co-investment commitments to BRICS+ economies
since 2023, primarily in clean energy, digital infrastructure, and logistics - sectors that align with UAE
strategic diversification priorities rather than recipient-country productive system needs in all cases
(ADIA, 2024).

Partner-State Cases: Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan:

Uzbekistan’s engagement with BRICS+ financing mechanisms illustrates the absorptive
capacity constraints that systematically limit partner-state benefit from multilateral financing. Despite
formal partner-state status and a strong reform trajectory (GDP growth averaged 5.8% annually, 2018-
2024), Uzbekistan has accessed NDB financing for only two projects (total USD 680 million) as of
2024 - a figure substantially below its financing needs and the NDB’s own country allocation targets.
Interviews with NDB project officers and Uzbek Ministry of Finance officials (conducted in 2024)
identified three binding constraints: (1) limited institutional capacity for NDB-compliant project
preparation; (2) currency risk management challenges arising from the UZS/USD exchange rate
dynamics; and (3) coordination gaps between national development priorities and NDB sectoral
preferences (NDB, 2024; EBRD, 2023).

Kazakhstan presents a contrasting case. As a longer-standing member of regional multilateral
financing frameworks (including the Eurasian Development Bank and the Asian Infrastructure
Investment Bank), Kazakhstan has developed stronger institutional preparedness for multilateral
project financing. Its NDB project portfolio (USD 1.4 billion across four projects as of 2024)
demonstrates higher financing-transformation alignment scores than Uzbekistan, reflecting both
stronger project preparation capacity and greater correspondence between NDB sectoral preferences
and Kazakhstan’s green industrial transition priorities.

These partner-state findings generate two generalisable insights. First, formal access to BRICS+
financing mechanisms is necessary but not sufficient for developmental impact - absorptive capacity,
institutional preparedness, and policy coherence are the binding constraints on financing effectiveness.

2 p-value = 0.004 (p < 0.05). Source: Authors' calculations from NDB (2024)
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Second, heterogeneity in partner-state developmental contexts implies that a ‘one-size-fits-all’
approach to BRICS+ financing architecture will systematically disadvantage lower-capacity
economies - a finding with direct implications for BRICS+ institutional design.
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Cross-Case Synthesis: Determinants of Financing Effectiveness:

Cross-case analysis identifies three primary determinants of BRICS+ financing effectiveness: (1)
Institutional design quality - financing instruments characterised by flexible conditionality, graduated
disbursement structures, and recipient-country policy ownership consistently outperform those with
rigid governance requirements; (2) Financing-transformation alignment - the degree of
correspondence between instrument design and recipient productive system trajectory is the single
strongest predictor of developmental impact across cases; and (3) Complementary domestic policy
frameworks - BRICS+ financing effectiveness is critically dependent on the quality of recipient-
country industrial policy, regulatory environment, and institutional capacity.

These findings imply that the volume of BRICS+ financing commitments - the primary metric
through which the coalition’s development finance ambitions are typically assessed - is a poor proxy
for developmental impact. Institutional quality and alignment are the critical variables, a finding that
substantially complicates optimistic narratives about BRICS+ as an automatic corrective to Bretton
Woods limitations.

Conclusion

This study has examined the institutional architecture of BRICS+ development financing
mechanisms and their relationship to productive transformation across member and partner-state
economies. The comparative institutional analysis - spanning the NDB, CRA, bilateral currency
frameworks, and sovereign wealth co-investment platforms across Russia-China, Russia-South Africa,
UAE-BRICS+, and Central Asian partner-state configurations - generates four principal findings.

First, BRICS+ financing effectiveness is primarily determined by institutional design quality and
financing-transformation alignment rather than by capital volume. The ANOVA analysis of NDB
project outcomes (F = 8.47, p = 0.004) confirms statistically significant differences in developmental
impact across alignment categories, validating the financing-transformation alignment framework as a
productive analytical tool.

Second, the Russia-China bilateral currency framework represents the most institutionally
mature and functionally significant modality of BRICS+ monetary innovation, with structural
implications for partner-state trade financing and de-dollarisation trajectories that extend well beyond
the original bilateral relationship.

Third, UAE integration into BRICS+ introduces a sovereign wealth co-investment modality that
enriches the coalition’s financing architecture but generates alignment tensions - Gulf capital
preferences do not uniformly correspond to BRICS+ recipient-economy productive transformation
priorities, necessitating careful institutional intermediation.

Fourth, partner-state cases (Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan) reveal that formal access to BRICS+
financing mechanisms is insufficient without complementary investments in absorptive capacity,
institutional preparedness, and domestic policy coherence. BRICS+ institutional design should
incorporate differentiated access frameworks and capacity-building support mechanisms tailored to
lower-capacity partner-state economies.
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The study’s primary limitation is the restricted scope of the empirical evidence base, particularly
for the UAE and partner-state cases where comprehensive project-level data remains limited. Future
research should extend the comparative framework to African BRICS+ members (Egypt, Ethiopia,
Uganda, Nigeria) and examine the evolving relationship between BRICS+ financing architecture and
the emerging BRICS+ payment and monetary cooperation system. The financing-transformation
alignment framework advanced here offers a generalizable analytical tool for these extensions.
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