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Overview

This -chapter discusses the major ' theoretical
approaches to the issue of the international con-
text of democratization. It also reviews the principal
dimensions of the international context, namely,

the formation of a global civil society.

Introduction

Until recently, most analyses of democratization have
treated their subject primarily as a national issue, by
paying little or no attention to the influences com-
ing from the international environment. Despite
a variety of rich empirical analyses, the subject of
external and internal linkages in the processes of
democratization has remained an under-researched
and under-theorized field. Transitions to democracy,
whether in the distant past or in the more recent
times, have almost always been accounted for by the
operation of domestic factors. Thus, historical cases
of democratization in early modern Europe were
explained by underlining the legacy of separation

ple of ‘no taxation without representation’ be

military relations, the cracks within the ruling

democracy promotion strategies of the USA an
EU, and examines the effects of globalization a‘

of powers, church-state separation, independ
towns, and by social contracts based on the pring

the tax-paying citizens and the autocratic rulers.
the state. More recent cases of democratization we
studied by underlining sometimes the structur
factors (e.g. the degree of national unity, the levi
of political institutionalization, economic develé
ment, and political culture) and sometimes the mo
intimately political factors (e.g. the nature of civ

and the relative weights of the costs of suppressio
and toleration). Whether structural or ‘poli

ﬁistoricai and the more recent cases of
ratization, the factors that were attributed

b
i

aIY ‘explanatory power belonged mainly to

oretical Approaches

Jous essay on the interaction of domestic and
al politics, Robert D. Putnam wrote that
stic politics and international relations are
swhat entangled, but our theories have
sorted out the puzzling tangle’ (Putnam 1993:
tnam's critique has targeted.the classical
s of international relations, but some scholars
yarative politics have expressed similar ideas
ing their own discipline. Douglas A. Chalm-
rved that comparative political analysts {re-
gnore international factors or relegate them
contextual background. When attention is
is usually restricted to intervention, depend-
bversion, or foreign aid (Chalmers 1993). For
"i;ntellectual, institutional, methodological,
torical reasons, examined in some detail by
v Moravcesik (1993) and Tony Smith (1994),
ies of international relations and comparative
¢s have constructed two separate, independent,
elf-contained political universés, domestic and
national, with distinct actors and specific rules
ame. It was a rare exception for an analyst to
to the developments in one of the political uni-
with the purpose of explaining an event that
s taking place in the other universe.

ocratic transition has been one particular
of study in comparative politics in which the
al of the international factors was perhaps
ronounced than in the other fields. Geoffrey
m, writing on the Southern European democ-
tions in the 1970s, has argued that ‘[t]he inter-
nal context is the forgotten dimension in the
1 of democratic transition. Growing work on
problem, both theoretical and empirical, has
ed largely to ignore international influences
ects on. the causes, processes and outcomes

blo
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the domestic social and political life, implying that
democratization had little to do with the forces oper-
ating outside national borders.

Democratization:

of transition’ (Pridham 1991: 1). At the same time, a
critical dimension of the international context affect-
ing democratic developments in smaller countries,
namely the efforts of the USA, EU, and other demo-
cratic powers to promote democracy worldwide, has
also remained remarkably underresearched (Smith
1994: xiii—xiv).

By the early 1990s, influenced by the more obvi-
ous role played by the international environment
in the Central and Eastern European transitions to
democracy, theorists in the fields of international
relations and comparative politics have made serious
attempts to build approaches that would bridge the
gap between the two political universes. In this con-
nection, a number of interdisciplinary approaches
have emerged, with the purpose of confronting the
problem of external-internal linkages in the processes
of democratic regime change. Important examples
of the new approaches to the issue of external-inter-
nal linkages in democratization include Laurence
Whitehead’s concept of ‘democratization through
convergence’ (Whitehead 1991), Geoffrey Pridham's
idea of ‘democratization through system penetra-
tion’ (Pridham 1991), Douglas Chalmers’ notion of
‘internationalized domestic politics’ (Chalmers
1993), and various theories of ‘diffusion’ in the vein
of Samuel Huntington’s ‘snowballing’ effects. White-
head and Pridham developed their approaches from
their analyses of the Southern European democra-
tizations, while Chalmers based his theory on the
Latin American cases. For now, it should be noted
that such attempts have not yet produced widely
accepted models of explanation. All such works are
still at the level of initial reflections and explorations
to be developed by further theoretical refinements
and case studies. In fact, Putnam himself has called
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his two-level game approach a ‘metaphor’ that could
at best serve as the starting point for building an
‘algebra’ (Putnam 1993: 437).

Whitehead’s ‘democratization through conver-
gence' occurs in a process in which a non-democratic
country joins a pre-existing democratic community
of states without losing its sovereignty. Examples
are the democratizations of Spain, Portugal, and
Greece while these countries were being integrated
with the European Community. According to White-
head (1991: 45-6), the greatest puzzles in measuring
the effects of the international factors arose in the
intermediate cases of democratization through con-
vergence where ‘the key actors involved in regime
change and democratization may have been over-
whelmingly internal, [but] their strategies and cal-
culations have often been' strongly shaped by the
pressure of externally designed rules and structures’.

Pridham’s concept of ‘system penetration’ is simi-
lar to Whitehead's notion of ‘regime convergence’.
According to Pridham long term external factors
that ‘penetrate’ a given domestic system affect the
background conditions of and prepare the way for
regime transition. Hence, even if there is no immedi-
ate external factor at the time of the transition itself,
the impact of the long-term external factors and the
degree of ‘system penetratedness’ must be accounted
for in the explanation of regime change (Pridham
1991: 21-5). The convergence approach of Whitehe-
ad and the penetration approach of Pridham are use-
ful for understanding the impact of the international
factors on the political regimes of countries which
were not politically or economically dominated by a
foreign power. The pitfall of both approaches is that
they are not themselves theories. They are rather
conceptual frameworks within which we can devel-
op a model of explanation for the particular cases at
hand.

A third approach to the role of the international
factors in domestic politics has been developed by
Douglas Chalmers, which he has called ‘internation-
alized domestic politics”. Chalmers has formulated
the concept of ‘internationalized domestic politics’ to
account for the impact of the international factors on
the cases of authoritarian breakdown and democratic
transition in Latin America in the 1970s and 1980s.
The author defines an 111temat10nally based actor’ as
any actor who stays involved in a country’s domestic

jccent on-the concept of diffusion for explain-
¢ chances of electoral democracies to develop
hberal democracies. In that article Huntington
that ‘the extent to which non-western socie-
ve proven receptive to either electoral democ-
iberal democracy tends to vary directly with
ent to which those societies have been sub-
eStern influences’ (Huntington 1997: 10).
tmgton, Western influence primarily meant
‘the Western sphere of ‘civilization’, the lat-
g shaped by the norms and values of Chris-
nce, in his view, among the non-Western

politics over a period of time, becomes built intgt
political institutions of the country, and is identif
with international sources of power (Chalmers 19
1). When internationally based actors are a sign;
cant presence, then the political system that resyljs
is called ‘internationalized domestit politics'—i
nationalized’ because of the presence of interna ,
actors, and ‘domestic’ because the problem at ha
is not a question of foreign policy or interstate
tions, but of decision-making on local issues. In'cg
trast to a more conventional perspective that limit
the international factors to the ones that arose sole
from state-to-state relations and considered them
being external toa country’s political system, Cha
ers redefines political systems ‘to include internatig
ally based actors as normal parts of the system, n
actors external to it’ (Chalmers 1993: 35).: Altho
Chalmers underlines the fact that internationaliz
domestic actors are not a novelty, he also says th
internationalized domestic politics is a recent pr
nomenon. He attributes that phenomenon, on'o
hand, to the tremendous increase in the num ’
types, scope, and resources of internationally bas
actors, and on the other hand to the post-Cold W
trend of globalization which is progressing throu
developments in communications, sales of nation.
assets to foreigners by privatizations, liberalization
world trade, and a general decrease of a nation-state’s
control over social organization and product1
within its borders.

A fourth view on external-internal linkages in
processes of democratization centres on the idea
‘diffusion’. Diffusion refers to the various interaction:
and inter-linkages between two structures; one bein,
the international context and the other one a singl
country thatis situated in that context. Although var
ous authors have later developed more focussed mo
els of diffusion, Samuel Huntington’s well-kno
theory of the three ‘waves’ of democratization ¢
be taken as-a predecessor of the diffusion approac
In his 1991 book, The Third Wave: Democratization
the Late Twentieth Century, Huntington refers to
‘snowballing’ or demonstration effects, enhanced
new: international communications, of democra
zation in other countries, as one of the factors tl
had paved the way for the third wave of transition:
to democracy. In a later article, ‘After Twenty Yt
The Future of the Third Wave’, Huntington has pu

transformation of electoral democracies into
democracies. Huntington went on to recom-
t‘he"formation of a network or club of the lib-

ocratic International, which he would baptize
Demintern’ in reference to the Communist
nal or Comintern. The primary function
‘Demintern’ would be ‘expanding democracy
bal basis and enhancing the performance
cracy within countries’ (Huntingtbn 1997:
2) .The ‘Demintern’ would in a sense institution-

al democratic ideas and institutions across the
ns and over the globe.

 idea of democratic diffusion has subsequently
laborated in two analytical models. For these
on. models, the international context for a
try is formed mainly by its web of relations
‘the neighbouring countries in its own region.
ch, it does not include the states, international
izations and other entities that are operating
other, more distant parts of the globe. Daniel
S and Michael Coppedge (2006) examine the
de and direction of regime change in a set of
tries between 1972 and 1996. They have found
at countnes tend to change their regimes to match
verage degree of democracy or nondemocracy
alent in their neighbourhood, with countries in
phere of influence being particularly prone
1ing more democratic. Brinks and Coppedge
found that countries tend to follow the direc-
which the majority of other countries in the
tld are moving.’ (Brinks and Coppedge 2006: 463).

ocratic nations of the world, in the form of

'mechanisms and channels of the diffusion -

a5

They insist that ‘any model exploring the determi-
nants of democratization that does not account for
these spatial relationships is underspecified’ (Brinks
and Coppedge 2006: 482-3). A second diffusion
model of democratization has been developed and
tested by Kristian Skrede Gleditsch and Michael
D. Ward (2006). These authors have found that the
probability that an autocracy will become a democ-
racy increases markedly as more of its neighbouring
states are democracies or experience transitions to
democracy’ (Gleditsch and Ward 2006: 928). Accord-
ing to the authors, ‘[t]here is a marked tendency for
cases to change in ways similar to their regional con-
text over time, and transitions in one country often
spill over to other connected states’ (Gleditsch and
Ward 2006: 929).

While diffusion models have quite convincing-
ly shown that some sort of diffusion effect was in
place in many recent cases of democratization, the
models are unable to show just how diffusion works
and through which channels democratic ideas and
institutions spread among neighbouring states and
societies. This weakness of the diffusion model has

_been noted by Brinks and Coppedge (2006: 482-3)

who acknowledge that ‘[t]he nature of our testing
precludes any empirical examination of the nature
of the causal mechanisms; the best we can offer in
that regard is a sketch of a theory that makes neigh-
bour emulation plausible’. Similarly, Gleditsch and
Ward (2006: 930) observe that ‘it is difficult to fully
specify the full range of possible micro-level process-
es of democratization and show how international
factors influence these in a model at the aggregate
level’.

Box 7.1 Key points

e Most analyses of democratization have treated their
subject primarily as a national issue, paying little
attention to the influences coming from the inter-
national environment.

o The international dimensions of democratization
have been conceptualized as democratization by
means of ‘convergence’, ‘system penetration’,
‘internationalization of domestic politics’, and
‘diffusion’.
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Democracy Promotion Strategies of the USA and

the European Union

In most theories of democratization, the internation-
al context is portrayed as a ‘structure’, with no central
logic, no overall design, no final destination, and no
leading actor. Agency is usually asctibed to the milj-
taries, political parties, elites, and other social groups
within an individual country, that are reacting to the

various, and in many cases conflicting, signals and

influences coming from the international context
surrounding it. In theories of ‘democracy promotion’,
on the other hand, which have proliferated from the
end of the 1980s onwards, the ‘international context’
has turned into a ‘global agent’, be it a single state
like the USA, a supranational organization like the
European Union, an 1ntemat10na1 organization like
the United Nat1ons, or a transnational advocacy net-
work like Amnesty International. This global agent,
rather than being a passive or slow-moving striicture,
has been shown as consciously and deliberately try-
ing to impart new mentalities, new institutions, and
new codes of behaviour to a éountfy for the openly
declared purpose of promoting democracy in that
country. According to Peter Burnell (2008: 38), ‘[tlhe
democracy promotion industry is multinational
and its size at an all-time high. Current spending
ranges somewhere between US $5 and $10 billion
annually’.

The key terms of the democracy promotion lit-
erature are ‘democracy promotion’, ‘democracy
protection’, and ‘democracy assistance’. Philippe
C. Schmitter and Imco Brouwer (1999) offer work-
ing definitions for these key terms. According to
these authors ‘democracy promotion’ aims to con-
tribute to the political liberalization of autocratic
regimes: and their subsequent democratization in
specific recipient countries. ’Democracy protec-
tion’, on the other hand, is implemented to con-
solidate’ a newly established democracy. Finally,
‘democracy assistance’ refers to specially designed
programs and activities that are meant to raise the
democratic performance of individuals and institu-
tions in a democratic regime, such as training par-
liamentarians, educating citizens, or assisting local

tontrasted by the approach of James Petras and
orris Morley (1990), which portrays the USA as an
perialist power’. In their Marxist interpretation of
JSAhegemony in Latin America, Petras and Mor-
\hke a distinction between the regime and the
‘The state ‘represents the permanent interests of
power and international alignments’ while the
je-‘represents the day to day policy decisions at
xecutive . . . level that can modify or negotiate
erations of the permanent interests but never
i ahge them without evoking a crisis’ (Petras and
ey 1990: 111). If an authoritarian regime proves
able to contain a social movement against the
‘then the USA can ‘sacrifice the dictators to save
tate! (Petras and Morley 1990: 111). In order to
vent the anti-state movement of the masses, the
Al can replace the former dictatorship by a more
Tusive regime under the leadership of the moder-
factions of the opposition. In this view, the driv-
force behind the US actions is not an idealist goal
yromote democracy but the determination to pro-
he integrity of a client state, which is politically,
ily or economically subordinated to a more
rful state in international affairs, while remain-
Aﬁominally sovereign. Thus, Petras and Morley
e that US policymakers’ ‘interpretations’ of pol-
hifts from support for dictatorships to support
“democratic regimes in terms of a White House
mmitment to promoting, or imposing, democratic
alues cannot be sustained.
In‘the aftermath of the Cold Waz, for the US poli-
cymakers, promoting democracy in the world was
xpected to serve two fundamental interests of the
, the first one stemming from an idealist and the
ond one from a realist perspective (Gillespie and
angs 2002: 8). First, democracy promotion would
veal to the underlying ethical concerns of US for-
i policy, which adopted for itself the mission
spreading human rights and democratic norms
oss the world. This idealist position has been
tomized in the words of US President Woodrow
Ison’s (1917) address to a joint session of Congress
king a declaration of war against Germany:

organizations in monitoring elections. ﬁemocra
promotion, democracy protection, and democra
assistance, regardless of their separate goals, are ¢
ried out by such activities as sanctions, diploma'
protests, threats of military intervention, activiti
to promote the observance of human rights, t
acceptance of ¢ivic norms, and the transfer of ing
tutional models such as electoral systems. Schmi
and Brouwer’s definition excludes secret activity
and covert operations, as well as activities (such
as literacy campaigns or financial assistance) that
might only indirectly promote demo'cratization"
a given country. The definition also excludes mo
objective factors of the international context th;
could positively influence democratization, sucl
imitation, contagion, or learning through contact
with others.”

What has been the driving logic behind the demo
racy promotion activities of the democratic power.
and what have been the achievements and failur
of democracy promotion from its beginnings by the
end of the Cold War until today? We will turn to
evaluation of the democracy promotion policies of
the European Union, the USA and in the lelowing;
section. ‘

Democracy promotion by the USA

According to Tony Smith, liberal democratic inter-
nationalism is ‘the American idea of a world ord
opposed to imperialism and composed of independ-
ent, self determining, preferably democratic stat
bound together through international orgamzatlo
dedicated to the peaceful handling of conflicts, fr
trade; and mutual defense’ (Smith 1994: 7). In thi
view, US support for the right wing dlctatorshlps n
various parts of the world in the post-war era was
exception rather than the rule, and it was caused b
the need to prevent the more ominous prospe’c?tbf
letting these states turn into Soviet satellites. This
view of the USA as a ‘liberal 1nternat10nahst'

2 world must be made safe for democracy. Its peace must

lanted upon the tested foundations of political liberty.
dve no selfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, no
lion. We seek no indemnities for ourselves, no material
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compensation for the sacrifices we shall freely make. We are
but one of the champions of the rights of mankind. We shall
be satisfied when those rights have been made as secure as
the faith and the freedom of nations can make them.

The second, ‘realist’ drive behind the post-Cold
War promotion of democracy stemmed from secu-
rity concerns and it was meant to make the world
safe for the USA. This reasoning has been influenced
by the ‘democratic peace’ hypothesis, according to
which war was unlikely between democracies. The
origins of the democratic peace theory can be traced
back to the German philosopher Immanuel Kant
(2006), who, in his 1795 essay entitled ‘Perpetual
Peace: A Philosophical Sketch’, argued that consti-
tutional republics were a necessary condition for a
perpetual peace in the world. Kant’s idea was that a
majority of the people would never vote to go to war,
unless in self defence, Therefore, if all nations were
republics, it would end war, because there would be
no aggressors. Arguably, neither the idealist nor the

. realist logic fully dominated the US democratic pro-

motion policies at any one point in time. As Robert
Gates, the former head of the CIA and current Secre-
tary of Defense, stated in a speech in 2007, ‘from our
earliest days, America’s leaders have struggled with
“realistic” versus “idealistic” approaches to the inter-
national challenges facing us. ... We have at times

'made human rights the centrepiece of our national

strategy even as we did business with some of the
worst violators of human rights’ (Gates 2007).

The record of US democracy promotion policies to
date, particularly during the George W. Bush Admin-
istration, is at best mixed. The Middle East has taken
the lion’s share in the overall democracy promo-
tion programmes of the Bush administration. Latin
American countries, for instance, have not been
paid a lot of attention in the last decade, though
many democracies in the region have been shaken
by political and economic crisis, which has paved
the way for the coming to power of anti-American
regimes in countries like Venezuela and Bolivia.
Except for the heightened funds and efforts dedicat-
ed to the Middle East, the US democracy promotion
activities in the other countries of the world, such
as Indonesia, Nepal, and Liberia, remained unambi-
tious. Even in the highly publicized ‘colour revolu-
tions’ in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan in the



98 AN

early 2000s, despite the claims that US government
and institutions had been the prime movers of the
revolutionary movements, the role of the US was at
most modest (Carothers 2007: 10-11). With respect
to the US democracy promotion activities:in the
Middle East, one can safely say that the returns on
the increased funds and efforts remained marginal.
First of all, much of the US funds and efforts have
been consumed by the invasions and occupations
of Afghanistan (since October 2001) and Iraq (since
March 2003), both of which were far more related to
the realist concerns of security, stability and oil rath-
er than motivated by any idealist mission of bring-
"ing human rights and democracy to that part of the
world. Except for its engagements in Afghanistan and
Iraq, the USA has largely continued to do business as
usual in the other countries of the Middle East. As
US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates put it ‘[i]t is
neither hypocrisy nor cynicism to believe fervently
in freedom while adopting different approaches to
advancing freedom at different.times along the way
-including temporarily making common cause with
despots to defeat greater or more urgent threats to
our freedom or interests’ (Gates 2007).

Recently, many authors have observed a ‘backlash’
against democracy promotion by the USA. According
to Peter Burnell, ‘the current mood in and around
the industry itself appears to be at an all-time low’
(Burnell 2008: 39). What are the factors behind this
backlash? Thomas Carothers identifies four main
causes. In the first place, US invasion and occupation
of Afghanistan and Iraq, and the rhetorical legiti-
mation by the US Administration that these actions
were taken for the sake of bringing democracy to
these countries, have helped to associate democracy
promotion with US military intervention. Second,
conspiracy theories claiming that the ‘colour revolu-
tions’ of Ukraine, Georgia and Kyrgyzstan were stage-
managed by such US organizations as the National
Democratic Institute (NDI), the International Repub-
lican Institute (IRI), Freedom House, and the Open
Society Institute, have helped to associate democracy
promotion with US covert operations. Third, the vio-
lation of human rights by and within the USA, sym-

 bolized by such incidents as Abu Ghraib, the practice
of detalmng people indefinitely at Guantanamo
Bay, the undermining of fundamental civil liber-
ties' through the US Patriot Act, and discrimination

rn Europe under EU conditionality, it would not
rong to claim that in the last two decades the EU
peen a far more successful democracy promoter
‘the USA. However, the main qualification of
m to success is that it has only worked for
jtries that were on the way of joining the EU.
cases of democratization were, in the words of
urnell (2008: 38), ‘easy victories' for the EU.
untries of Central and Eastern Furope had just
0: t of Soviet domination, and EU membership
& best choice for them to secure themselves
t Soviet power and to consolidate their newly
democratic regimes. Hence, they were ready to
L‘]Ywith the membership conditions that the
et for them. From the perspective of the mem-
tates of the EU, on the other hand, Central and
stern European nations were seen as part of a com-
Eﬁropean civilization, history, and geography.
erefore, enlargement to the Fast was viewed as the
ise of necessary solidarity with their kin.

r EU conditionality to be an effective catalyst of
mocratization, a number meta-conditions have to
et. First, in order to be effective political condi-
nality must involve a rightly balanced mix of con-
ns and incentives. The adoption of the political
nditions by the receiving countries create serious
ustment costs, which can only be outweighed by
bstantial incentives. Thus, in the case of the Cen-
and Eastern European transitions of the 1990s,
= principal incentives involved a clear timetable
‘quick accession to the EU coupled with generous
, credit, and direct investment flows from mem-
 states to the candidate countries. Those incen-
\és‘helped the candidate countries to face the costs
political and economic transition, which was
dertaken in line with the EU requirements. On
> other hand, a situation of conditions with no
entives, instead of contributing to the promotion
democracy, might produce just the reverse effect
d might play into the hands of the opponents of
eralization and democratization. Second, the EU
1st not change the conditions in the middle of the
e (consistency of the conditions). Third, the EU
15t apply essentially the same conditions to all the
ndidates: (fairness of the conditions). Finally, the
didate country must have an undisputable pros-
ct for joining the club, when she meets all the con-
itions for membership (attainability of the prize).

against Muslim Americans by such practices as-te
rorist profiling, has discredited the USA as the chay
pion of democracy in the other parts of the wo
(Carothers 2006). Finally, a growing assertivené
of President Putin’s international stance ‘combin
with Russia’s improved financial prowess, as well‘;"
the wealth that is being accumulated by some con
modity exporting developing world government
a result of rising demand from the booming econ,
mies of China and India, have all served to redu
the leverage that Western govemments could exe;
on behalf of democracy promotion (Burnell 2008

What could be a more successful and sustain
able regime of US democracy promotion? EdWaf
Mansfield and Jack Snyder (2006) have argued;th;
democratization has certain preconditions. The
preconditions have to do with sufficient levels of
state-building and nation-building. In other WOId
prior to launching democratization, a society mu
have established a mode of peaceful coexistenc
between the various ethnic groups that make it u
and: it must have built the necessary institutions £
interest representation and conflict resolution.
democracy, and particularly an externally impose
democracy, comes before these preconditions are
met, then it will almost certainly lead that country.to
internal conflict and external aggression. Mansfiel
and Snyder recommend that a democracy promotioh‘
program should help a country to establish the pr
conditions of democracy, which consists of develop-
ing the economy, building an impartial and effective
public bureaucracy, inducing the state to move away,
from patronage and repression as the basic instr
ments of government, and promoting a pro-democ;
racy constituency within the civil society, the latter
to serve as the internal push for democratization.

Democracy promotion by the EU

The term ‘conditionality’ has been coined to describe
the democracy promotion strategy of the EU. Sc
mitter and Brouwer (1999: 15) have defined ‘co:
ditionality’ as ‘imposing or threatening to impo
sanctions or providing or promising to provide
rewards in order to promote or protect democracy $
Given the pace and depth of the democratic transfo
mation of post-communist countries of Central and

.
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If one or more of these meta-conditions are violat-
ed, conditionality might not produce the desired
outcomes. What is more worrisome, violations of
these meta-conditions by the EU might provoke a
nationalist reaction within a candidate country and
thereby produce the opposite outcome, in the form
of a backlash against EU-driven democratization and
liberalization.

The case of Turkish candidacy illustrates the point.
Turkey has been a candidate state for the EU since
December 1999 and it has started accession nego-
tiations in October 2005. Turkey has been the only
candidate country for which an accession date has
not been specified. Not only has a date for joining
the European club not been set, but many influen-
tial politicians from the EU member states, includ-
ing French President Nicolas Sarkozy and German
Chancellor Angela Merkel, have started to question
whether Turkey is a European country and therefore
has a right to join the EU. New membership condi-
tions have also been created for Turkey, which make
the accession process harder and longer, compared to

_the Central and East European countries. For exam-

ple, for the case of Turkey, the EU has formulated a
new concept, the so-called ‘absorptioni capacity’ of
the EU, meaning that, even if Turkey met all the con-
ditions, the EU could still refuse entry, if it judged
that it was not ready to take in a new member. The
impact of these and other violations of the meta-
conditions of conditionality was to bring about in
Turkey what may be called a ‘reverse conditionality’.
In other words, as the EU has started to disengage
itself from Turkey, critically placed Turkish political
actors and social forces have responded to this signal
coming from the EU by either detaching themselves
from the EU project or at least adopting a position
of indifference with respect to it. The consequence
of ‘reverse conditionality’ might be that European
values might lose their support base in the Turkish
political and civil society, with the outcome of an
erosion of the reforms made in the area of democ-
ratization and liberalization. Ironically, to save the
earlier democratization reforms that had been made
under EU conditionality, Turkey might now need
to de-link the project of democratization from the
project of EU accession, because reversals in the lat-
ter process could seriously harm the advances made
in the former.
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As Antoaneta Dimitrova and Geoffrey Pridham
(2004) observed, EU conditionality has not been
very effective for countries with no prospect of
membership. A case in point is the Mediterranean
countries of North Africa.  The Barcelona Process,
which had been set in motion in the mid-1990s to
bring the Mediterranean countries to a closer politi-
cal and economic cooperation with the EU, and to
socialize the political class and civil seciety in the
region into a greater acceptance of European demo-
cratic ideals and values, has not produced tangible
results (Gillespie and Youngs 2002). A closer analy-
sis of the newly proposed ‘Union for the Mediter-
Tanean’, which had been put into the EU agenda
by French President Nicolas' Sarkozy, reveals that,
unlike the previous Euro-Mediterranean Partnership
(the Barcelona Process), this new EU-Mediterranean
cooperation scheme would not have any politi-
' cal or democratic substance. Avoiding politics, the
Mediterranean'Union's focus would be on crime and
terrorism, sustainable development, illegal immigra-
tion'and energy security, and its key objective would
be to establish a Euro-Mediterranean free trade area
by the year 2010.

Globalization, Global Civil Society, and

Democratization

Globalization and the decline of
state power

The internalist understanding of democratization,
prioritizing the role of domestic factors in paving the
way to democracy, was relatively plausible until the
onset of globalization in the 1980s. In a world where
nation states could effectively control the movements
of money, commodities, people and information
through:their borders, it made sense to take the state,
with all that existed within its borders, as the basiclevel
of analysis for political change. This closed-polity view
of change in political science coiresponded roughly
to the closed-economy model of economics: in both,

| Box 7.2 Key points

pol (1979) underlined the role of such state-
ening international factors in explaining the
ch and Russian revolutions. Losing external wars
o doubt the primary cause of the collapse of fas-
egimes of Germany and Italy after the Second

War. In the 1970s, the failure of the colonial
ntures of the Portuguese army led to the down-
£ the Salazar regime in Portugal, while the Turk-
military intervention in Cyprus triggered the end
colonels’ regime’ in Greece. More recently, the
d ATO operations against Serbia and Afghani-
1d the US invasion of Iraq, helped remove the
tranationalist, Islamic fundamentalist, and Baathist
1es in these countries. Regime change, and in
cular democratic regime change, as a result of
uﬁpact of state-weakening international interven-
‘will no doubt be with us for years to come. In
at has been the favourite method for ‘democ-
promotion’ for the Bush Administration and the
onservative’ sections of the US foreign policy
ablishment in recent years.

the end of the Cold War, however, state power
arguably been weakened by globalization. Glo-
ization meant, particularly for the smaller states,
t ‘their control over the movements of money,
mmodities, people and information across their
rders ‘has entered a process of decline. This has
n particularly the case for financial capital and
mfdrmation, whose cross-border movements are
reasingly independent from regulation by indi-
idual states. The enormous progress in informa-
1 and communications technologies, the spread
the internet, and the world-wide proliferation of
1e alternative markets for investing financial capital
eant that state borders have become increasingly
ous and permeable. Some authoritarian states,
as Iran and China, have been waging a quix-
truggle to slow down the penetration of their
ders by banning the use of the satellite dishes or
estricting the use of the internet. Some other semi-
horitarian states, such as Russia, have been trying
anse their societies from the ‘infection’ of glo-
ization, by ousting international NGOs from their
ountries, nationalizing the assets of newly emerg-
capitalists, censoring the media, and persecuting
ournalists.

°_In ‘democracy promotion’, a global agent (the USA;
the EU, the UN, or a transnational advocacy net
work) consciously and deliberately tries to impart
" new mentalities, new institutions, and new .codes
of behaviour to a couhtry for the openly deélaféq
purpose of promoting democracy. i

~e Theterm ‘conditionality’ has been coined to describe
the democracy promotion strategy of the EU. ‘Con-
ditionality! is defined as imposing sanctions or pro:
viding rewards in order to promote democraéy.

Recently, there has been a ‘backlash’ against
democracy promotion by the USA. The association
of democracy promotion with US military interven-
tion; the violation of human rights by the USA; and:a
growing assertiveness of states like Russia and China
have all served to reduce the leverage that the USA
and: other Western governments could exert on :
behalf of democracy promotion. ' '

the role of international factors was seen as secondary
to explaining political or economic outcomes. In
world dominated by nation states, the kind of interna
tional factors that were significant enough to exert

lasting impact on domestic developments could only.
come from one state clashing with other, competing
states, which typically took the form of war, invasion,
occupation, economic domination, economic san
tions, and colonization. One likely consequence ‘of;
such clashes was that, like defeat in war, they dramati-
cally weakened state power at home, both physically.
and normatively, thus increasing the chances of the
opposition forces to win the political struggle th
were waging against the forces of the state. Tl}ed
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Positive and negative effects
of global civil society upon
democratization

Globalization has prepared a very different field for
the game of democratization, involving both encour-
aging and discouraging facets. Global forces, whether
they come in the form of superpowers such as the
USA, supranational organizations such as the EU,
or transnational companies, have acted like double-
edged swords, sometimes cutting in favour of democ-
ratization and sometimes against it. In the process of
globalization states have become more vulnerable to
the demands of the global forces that control capi-
tal movements, investment decisions, technological
innovation, and the production and dissemination
of information, norms, and values. These global forc- -
es can and sometimes do use their power to further
the cause of democracy. One example is no doubt the
democratic transformation in the post-Communist
countries of Central and Eastern Europe under EU
conditionality. US-led NATO actions to prevent ethnic
cleansing and to establish stable political regimes in
former Yugoslavia is another example of the positive
impact of global forces on the promotion of human
rights and democracy. Yet a third example is-the fact
that human rights violations have gained an unprec-
edented visibility due to the widespread information
networks of human rights organizations. This global
visibility is no doubt a factor that has made authori-
tarian governments think twice before proceeding to
suppress democratic forces. At other times, however,
states, transnational companies and other globally
operating entities have not shied away from backing
utterly repressive regimes, such as the ones in the oil-
producing countries in the Middle East and! Central
Asia, often in return for securing lucrative political or
economic deals. Facing the increasing challenges of
globalization, and in order to cope with rising inter-
nal dissent, states have resorted to extreme measures,
which involved, primarily, anti-globalist mass mobi-
lizations along the lines of populist, nationalist, reli-
gious fundamentalist ideologies. These are what can
be called ‘de-democratization’ or ‘authoritarian resto-
ration’ attempts in the age of globalization. In these



processes of authoritarian restoration, dissenters are
often tainted as foreign agents, imperialist lackeys,
and enemies of the nation, and are persecuted under
the charges of betrayal and subversion. Putin’s Russia,
Ahmadinejad’s Iran, Chavez's Venezuela are all exam-
ples of this anti-globalist authoritarian backlash. Most
states. that ‘take these de-democratizing measures
against the forces of globalization can afford to do so
because they are oil or natural gas exporting rentier
states (see Ch. 8). As exporters of a highly demanded
global product, their bargaining power vis-a-vis the
global forces is high compared to the mon-rentier
states such as Turkey, Argentina, Chile, and Brazil.
Rentier states also have access to financial resources
to finance their anti-globalist restoration or preserve
their authoritarian systems. The non-rentier states,
on the'other hand, have had to be more responsive
to the liberalizing and democratizing conditions rec-
ommended to them by the outside world.

. What impact has globalization had on the world’s
authoritarian regimes? On the positive side,. glo-
balization has spread democratic norms and values
through the national boundaries and helped generate
new ethical codes of behaviour for the states, interna-
tional organizations, and multinational companies.
The advances in the information technologies have
greatly increased the visibility of the actions of the
states and other powerful actors, thereby eroding
secrecy, widening transparency, and exposing the
states to the scrutiny of the global civil society. Under
the circumstances of increasing transparency, states
that are in search of global prestige and credibility
have had to restrain their despotic actions. On the
negative side, globalization has exacerbated econom-
icand political inequalities in the world, further wid-
ening the gap between the richer and poorer nations
and regions. Their growing wealth has made richer
nations more self-centred, more conservative, and
more indifferent towards the problems of the poorer
nations. Richer nations’ main concern for-the more
disadvantaged nations of the world has remained lim-
ited to aid, charity, and the prevention of migration.
Poorer nations, on their part, having seen no way out
of the cycle of poverty, have become more susceptible
to the manipulations of religious fundamentalists;
ultranationalists, terrorists, and human traffickers.
Amy Chua (2002) pointed to another dangerous
liaison between a country’s insertion into economic
globalization and the democratization of its political

at this initial stage, a global civil society has
two very significant roles in democracy pro-
ioi First, it has given an unprecedented global
bﬂJtY to the suppressive policies and atrocities
itted: by the governments. Secrecy and deni-
traditionally been the Chinese Wall behind
uthoritarian governments could hide their
{ectioriable actions. New communication technol-
om the internet to cell phones, have made
-much more difficult to keep. Sooner, Tather
er, massacres, tortures, extrajudicial killings,
fraud, and other such practices, are likely
and their way onto the global agenda. Misinfor-
on, disinformation, selective information, bad
mation, and manipulation of all sorts have
ys been, and probably will always be, with us.
‘does not, however, refute the fact that the age
ecrecy is coming to an end. Governments and
ositions will increasingly have to operate in an
ronment of abundant information and will not
ble to rely on secrecy.

hat can we say about the impact of the global
Vil ociety on democratization? On this issue we
iscern two contrasting views, one optimistic
the other one more cautious and pessimistic.
rian optimistic point of view, the growth of a glo-
ivil society is seen as helping build social capital,
st and shared values across the globe, facilitating
| understanding of the interconnectedness of global

regime. Chuaargues that, if there was an economicalj
dominant ethnic minority in that country, the ini :
impact of globalization would be to further enhang
the dominant position of that minority. Econo
globalization tends to exacerbate existing inequi
insofar as the economically dominant minorities ar
better-positioned to take advantage of new econ ‘
opportuniﬁes, have better access to capital, and th,
are endowed with a cultural tradition of entrep
neurialism that other groups do'niot have to an eq
extent. This can result in growing resentment on th
part of :an impoverished ‘and: marginalized maj
ity. Hence, when democracy is introduced intd suc
a tense domestic environment, a majority group ¢
coalition of groups may be tempted to use its dem
cratic powers for settling of scores, which can lead t
many incidents of ethnic clashes and ethnic clean
ing. As examples of democratization resulting in th
majority’s aggression against market-dominant e
nic minorities, Chua cites anti-Semitism in Weim
Germany and post-Communist Russia; hostility fo
the wealthy Chinese minority: in ithe Philippin
Serbian assaults against the more affluent Croats i
former Yugoslavia; violence against the more pro
perous Tutsi minority by the Hutu majority; and
zures of white-owned farms in Zimbabwe. ‘
A significant outcome of globalization has bee
the formation of transnational advocacy networks,
defending global norms and values in the areas of
human rights, minority rights, democracy, and th
protection of the environment, which together hav
been paving the ground for the emergence of a glob
civil society. Transnational advocacy networks have
brought together individuals and associations fro
all over the world in defence of certain highly val
issues. Some of those issues have been truly-global
in nature, such as global warming. In many cases,
though, advocacy groups managed to ‘globalize’ ce
tain essentially local issues, such as-the massacres in
Darfur (Sudan) or the mistreatment of the detainees’
atthe Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. When an issue found
its way onto the global agenda, chances increase that
it becomes the subject of some sort of ‘humanitarian
intervention’ by the most powerful agents of globalié
zation, including the UN, NATO, transnational com-:
panies, the USA, the EU, or INGOs . :
We are, as yet, only at the beginnings of a glo
civil society, which exists mostly in the form of a vir-
tual community enabled by the internet. However,

values across national boundaries, and that acts
1 deterrent for governments who might attempt
iolate human rights and freedoms. Pessimists, on

networks avoid the more important but politi-
ensitive causes, and they turn their attention to

Conclusion

I§ democracy possible within the borders of a single
state? Or should democracy, if it is to survive in any
untry, become a fransnational system, sustained

upranational agencies? A similar debate had
en made in regard to socialism in the early twenti-
h century. Shortly after the Russian revolution, one
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Box 7.3 Key points

s A significant outcome of globalization has been
the formation of transnational advocacy networks,
defending global norms and values in the areas of
human rights, minority rights, democracy, and the
protection of the environment, which together have
paved the ground for the emergence of a global civil
society.

Global civil society is considered to be a vehicle that
spreads ethical norms and values across national
boundaries and that acts as a deterrent for govern-
ments who might attempt to violate human rights
and freedoms.

» Sometimes transnational advocacy networks avoid
important but politically sensitive causes and restrict
their attention to the less important but generally
acceptable issues. If they do so, their efforts fall short
of challenging the unfair distribution of political
power and economic resources over the glaobe.

the less important but generally acceptable issues. As
such, they do not make a real difference because they
do not challenge the unfair distribution of political
power and economic resources over the globe. This
anti-political attitude of transnational advocacy net-
works stem from two factors. One factor is that they
often ask for funding and understanding from the
dominant actors of the global system, such as super-
powers, supranational bodies, and multinational
corporations, which leads them to compromise with
their supporters’ conservative agendas. The second
factor is that they want to appeal to as broad an audi-
ence as possible, which forces them to choose main-
stream discourses and overly general issues.

hot topic of debate among the theorists of socialism
of the day was ‘socialism in one country’ vs. ‘social-
ism as a universal system’. A realist camp, among
which were figures like Nikolai Bukharin and Joseph
Stalin, were staunchly defending the idea of consoli-
dating socialism in Russia only, even at the expense
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of revising some of the most well-known texts of
Marxism, in which the founders of the movement
talked of a universal, at least pan-European, proletar-
ian revolution and socialism as a world-system. The
idealist camp, first defended by V.I. Lenin himself,
and then by Aleksandr Zinoviev and most notably by
Leon Trotsky in his theory of Permanent Revolution,
argued that unless the socialist réevolution had been
spread to at least the advanced countries of Europe,
by the force of arms if necessary, and a socialist Euro-
pean and then world system had been established,
a socialist regime ‘could not survive in Russia or, for
that matter, in any other single state.

The question that we are facing today in relation
to democracy bears some resemblances to that his-
torical question of the socialist revolution: Can an
advanced democratic regime, fully equipped with
influential participatory mechanisms, and based
on a comprehensive array of individual or human
rights, survive in any single country, unless democ-
racy becomes the global norm, perhaps eventually
supported by accountable and competent:suprana-
tional authorities? In its early years, democracy was
a rather simple system, involving the guarantee of
basic rights and liberties and participation'in free
and fair elections at the level of the nation state or
below. Democracy today has become a much more
complex system. One dimension of its complexity
has to do with an immensely widened and detailed

QUESTIONS

1. By the early 1990s, theorists in the fields of international relations and comparative
politics began taking into account the international dimensions.of democratization.
What were the important changes in the international arena that led the theorists to
pay more attention to the international dimensions of democratization?

2. Is a supranational global authority needed to promote and sustain democratization a

a global scale?

3.. Various authors have shown that the diffusion of democratic ideals and institutions
across the nations in a world region has been one of the most effective international
dimensions of democratization. What could be the specific ways and means of the

diffusion of democracy?

4. Imagine an authoritarian country being surrounded by democratizing neighbours.
What could be;, for this country, the economic, political, and security costs of
remaining authoritarian in an increasingly democratizing regional environment?

system of rights, going far beyond the basic righ
andliberties of the early days. Rights today coveringd
viduals, ethnic groups, age groups, gender groﬁp
foreigners living in a country, animals, and the e
system, and encompass a whole array of politic
economic, social and cultural matters. Paralle]
the widening and deepening in the area of Tigh
participation too grew far more advanced thanj
rather uncomplicated early meaning of free and f
elections. Today, ‘democratic parti¢ipatipn ‘cove
many more areas, including decision-making at th
work place, in schools, local communities; p'olitié
parties, and various civic associations. What is‘mor
direct democracy, which had been in the pastn
feasible but for very small polities, has now becom
manageable for large populations, thanks to t
advances in information and communications tec
nologies. What we are observing is the evolution
democracy to a deepened, advanced and complex
political system. As a result, one can argue that a si
gle country, however large and rich it may be, mig]
not possess the economic resources, political insti
tions, social capital, and cultural traditions requir
to sustain such a regime. Hence, discipl?fnary~mech
nisms: of international or supranational bodies,
which individual democratic states would pool pa
of their sovereignties, may be necessary for the de
ocratic regime in each state to have the best chances
to survive at its most highly developed stage. -

5. The state in country C faces charges of human rights violations whiie trying to keep
radical opposition forces under control. C's interests in the international system
incentivize it to forge an alliance with democratic states. However, such an alliance
is made conditional upon C’s improvement of its human rights record. Under these
circumstances, what kind of policies can C follow in the domestic and international
arenas?

6. How do superpowers such as the USA and transnational unions such as the EU behave
when their particular political, economic or military interests come into conflict with
the outcomes of democracy promotion abroad? How should they behave?

Visit the Online Resource Centre that accompanies this book for additional questions
to accompany each chapter, and a range of other resources: <www.oxfordtextbooks.
co.uk/orc/haerpfer/>.
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Overview

. chapter explores the relationship between
ocratization and the economy. After an histori-
yverview of the emergence of capitalist democra-
e chapter introduces some general problems of
relationship between democracy and capitalism,

troduction

h the demise of the Soviet Union and the com-
1ist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe in
late 1980s and early 1990s, capitalist democracy
virtually become the only game in town except
fo‘sticountries around the world. The atrocities,
iman rights abuses, economic inefficiencies, and

drawing out the main areas in which the two systems
condition each other. This is followed by an analysis
of the role of business in democratizing countries.
Lastly, the intricacies of combining major political
and economic reforms are discussed.

numerous other failings of these systems that were
gradually uncovered was such that almost any
other politico-economic system would be deemed
preferable. With feudal and kinship-based econom-
ic structures restricted to all but the most primi-
tive agrarian societies, capitalism remains the sole



