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Executive Summary 
 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has taken a more active role in 

promoting democracy abroad. The goals of these interventions have varied.  Both the duration 

and the instruments of intervention have also varied.  Finally, American interventions in support 

of democracy have been both unilateral and multi-lateral, with the latter including, for example, 

such partners as the United Nations, the European Union, the Organization of American States 

and a variety of non-governmental organizations.    

The purpose of this paper is to assess the recent American experience with democracy 

promotion in divided societies.  In particular, the paper will address four questions.  First, what is 

the relationship between democracy and diversity?  Second, why has the United States become 

more involved in democracy promotion—in general and in divided societies in particular?  A 

third issue is whether the United States should be involved in democracy promotion.   

Democracy promotion, however, is likely to figure prominently in American foreign 

policy in the future. This leads to the final question:  how should the United States promote 

democracy abroad?  Based upon past experience, what seem to be the best conditions and the 

best practices?
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“We need to approach the Future as a friend, without 
a wardrobe of excuses.”    
 
-- W.H. Auden (quoted in Marx, 2003).                   
 
 

“Our aim is to build and preserve a community of 
free and independent nations, with governments that 
answer to their citizens and reflect their own 
cultures.”  
 
-- George W. Bush, State of the Union Address, February 2, 2005.                                      

 
Introduction1 

 Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has taken a more active role in 

promoting democracy abroad (Carothers, 1999, 2004; Mandelbaum, 1996; Cox, Ikenberry and 

Inoguchi, 2000; Rose, 2000/1; Henderson, 2002; Mendelson and Glenn, 2002; Cruz, 2003; 

Aksartova, 2005; Pevehouse, 2005). The goals of these interventions have varied.  Sometimes 

the purpose has been relatively modest—for example, providing economic assistance and 

institutional advice to new democracies. In other cases, the motivations for American 

engagement have been much more ambitious—for instance, restoring a democracy that has 

broken down, engineering a transition from long-entrenched dictatorship to democracy, or 

brokering peace agreements in war-torn societies and thereafter constructing democratic polities.   

Both the duration and the instruments of intervention have also varied.  American 

involvement has been episodic—as with election monitoring—or longer-term—as with building 

democracy after civil wars (whether these wars preceded or followed military engagement).  At 

the same time, just as the U.S. has targeted new democracies and provided financial and 

institutional assistance, so the U.S. has concentrated its efforts on weakening dictatorships—by 

subjecting them to harsh criticisms, diplomatic isolation, economic sanctions, and military action 

(see Marinov, 2004; Andreas, 2005).  Finally, American interventions in support of democracy 

have been both unilateral and multi-lateral, with the latter including, for example, such partners 

                                                 
1 I would like to thank John Echeverri-Gent, Matthew Evangelista, John Gerring, Aida Hozic, Jae-Kwan Jung , John 
Owen, Paula Pickering, Aaron Presnall and Stephen Watts  for their helpful comments on an earlier draft of this 
paper.  Thanks also go to Vladimir Micic, who provided research assistance. 



 2

as the United Nations, the European Union, the Organization of American States and a variety of 

non-governmental organizations.    

The different motivations, targets, and forms of American democracy promotion, 

however, should not blind us to some common features of these interventions.  One is that all of 

them have taken place in the developing world.  The U.S., in short, does not promote democracy 

in the West; it does so “in the rest.”  The other is that virtually all of these efforts have had to 

grapple, whether consciously and consistently, or neither, with the enormous difficulties 

involved in building democracy in societies divided along religious, linguistic and/or ethnic 

lines.   

This is not surprising. Simply in terms of statistical probabilities, democracy promotion 

abroad is likely to take place in heterogeneous countries.  This is because the vast majority of 

states in the international system—whether rich or poor, democratic or dictatorial—are culturally 

diverse.  Indeed, cultural heterogeneity is the pronounced norm in each of the four political 

settings where the United States has made democracy promotion a priority—societies emerging 

from internal wars, new democracies, hybrid regimes that are perched precariously between 

democracy and dictatorship, and, finally, dictatorships that are believed to threaten American 

security.   

The purpose of this paper is to assess the recent American experience with democracy 

promotion in divided societies.  In particular, the paper will address four questions.  First, what is 

the relationship between democracy and diversity?  The puzzle here is that, while in theory 

democracy is the optimal form of government for managing diversity, in practice democracy and 

diversity are often at odds with one another.  Second, why has the United States become more 

involved in democracy promotion—in general and in divided societies in particular?  Here, there 
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are two puzzles.  One is that American foreign policy has a history of either isolationism or, 

when fully engaged in international affairs, as during the Cold War, interventions that seek to 

end, not found democratic politics and to support, not undermine dictatorships. The other is that 

the United States, like most countries, prefers low-risk to high-risk interventions.  Efforts to 

change the politics of divided societies would seem to fall into the latter category. 

A third issue is whether the United States should be involved in democracy promotion.  

Here, there are both normative and empirical considerations. Does the U.S. have the right to 

dictate regime forms to other states, given, for example, longstanding international norms against 

violations of state sovereignty and the distinctive characteristics of American democracy that 

limit the applicability of the American model to the rest of the world?  On the empirical side, one 

can identify a number of costs attached to American democracy promotion—for example, 

increased political instability in target states in response to American pressures for regime 

change and, in other states, increased repression by dictators who are trying to insulate 

themselves from the virus of American democracy promotion.  

Democracy promotion, however, is likely to figure prominently in American foreign 

policy in the future. This leads to the final question:  how should the United States promote 

democracy abroad?  Based upon past experience, what seem to be the best conditions and the 

best practices? 

 

Democracy and Diversity 

In theory at least, democracy would seem to be the best type of polity to deal with 

cultural diversity.  This is because democracy is based upon certain principles that maximize 

inter-group trust and cooperation and, thus, the peaceful resolution of conflict—in particular, 
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political equality; legal guarantees of political rights and civil liberties; free, fair and competitive 

elections; and representative and accountable government. Thus, democracy is an approach to 

governance that has the capacity to empower and reassure majorities and minorities.   

Both aspects are critical.  In diverse societies, there is a common dynamic, similar to the 

logic of arms races, that develops when the state is unable or unwilling to protect groups from 

each other—a security dilemma (Lake and Rothchild, 1996).  This is where one cultural 

community, feeling vulnerable, adopts what it sees as defensive actions, but which are 

interpreted by other groups as threatening behaviors, thereby prompting them to respond in turn 

with actions that, while often motivated by defensive concerns as well, are just as easily 

perceived by outside groups to be offensive in both motivation and consequence.  Democracy 

makes it harder for these spiraling conflicts to start and, if beginning, to continue. 

There are also empirical reasons to favor democracy for diverse societies.  As a number 

of studies have shown, democracy is superior to other forms of government in promoting peace 

and human welfare (Talbott, 1996; Mandelbaum, 1996; Navia and Zweifel, 2003; Siegle, 

Weinstein and Halperin, 2004; Eizenstat, Porter and Weinstein, 2005). At the same time, there 

are two correlations that make democracy a particularly compelling choice for divided societies.  

One is between poverty, on the hand hand, an inequality and violent conflict, on the other 

(Siegle, Weinstein and Halperin, 2004; Eisenstat, Porter and Weinstein, 2003; Ghobarah, Huth 

and Russett, 2003).  The other, albeit less robust relationship (though not in the minds of most 

citizens in heterogeneous contexts), is between cultural cleavages and access to power, money 

and status (Horowitz, 1985; Sambanis and Zinn, 2004; Toft, 2003). 
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Diversity Versus Democracy: Historical Considerations 

 However, it is precisely the second correlation that provides some insights into why 

diversity poses problems for democratic governance.  In most developing, as well as developed 

societies, cultural differences are not a problem in and of themselves, but, rather, because such 

differences explain—and, just as importantly, are often widely perceived to explain—variations 

in political, social and economic outcomes. Simple membership in a particular cultural group, in 

short, and not individual variations in intelligence and hard work, can play a critical role in 

determining who wins and who loses.  What are these outcomes in societal struggles over 

political, social and economic benefits so tied to cultural differences—often objectively, but also 

in the minds of citizens?   

To answer this question, we need to go back to the origins of most nations and states in 

the contemporary international system—a process that involved the division or dissolution of 

larger, segmented political units, such empires, confederations and federal states, which were 

usually authoritarian in structure.  Empires had often subverted, by accident and design, what is 

perhaps the foundation of the democratic project: an expansive definition of citizenship, 

guaranteed by law and based upon a shared understanding of the boundaries, rights and goals of 

the political community (Rustow, 1970; Roeder, 2005b; Bunce, 2005).  It is precisely such a 

consensus, for example, that gives publics their power and rights to demand democracy from the 

state, and the state, in turn, the legitimacy to govern effectively and to carry out such difficult 

and often divisive tasks as providing political order, collecting revenues, redistributing resources, 

and safeguarding boundaries. 

The states of today inherited from their earlier inclusion in larger entities a number of 

problematic characteristics, including, for example, poor correspondence between state and 
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national boundaries, with the result that most states are multinational and often multi-religious 

and multi-linguistic.  Nations often straddle state boundaries.  Contiguous states often have, as a 

result of these inconsistencies in national and state boundaries, common origins in the same 

larger unit.  But they also have ample reasons to distrust one another (Manz, 2003).  

Moreover, within multinational states, nations tend to be geographically-concentrated 

(see Bunce, 1999b; Toft, 2003).  Spatial “packaging” facilitates intra-group interaction, but at the 

costs of both alienating the inevitable minorities that share the same space and limiting 

interactions, whether political, social or economic, with groups outside the cluster that 

nonetheless share the same state.  Local exclusion and “parallel play” have particularly explosive 

consequences when they are joined, as they often are, with group-based economic specialization, 

and political incentives for politicians, especially if closed out of politics at the center, to focus 

their appeals inward rather than outward.  Politicians have incentives to stress socio-economic 

and political inequalities.   

When dissatisfied with central policies and resentful of other groups which are perceived 

as either taxing their progress or having unfair advantages (Horowitz, 1985; Bunce, 2004), such 

communities find it tempting to press for political changes, ranging from increased cultural, 

political and economic autonomy to secession from the state.  Such demands, especially when 

the state and regime are weak, invite other groups to do the same; encourage the center to 

respond violently in order to defend itself.  These conditions also radicalize the agenda of leaders 

of these various communities as a way to hold on to their power and to protect their communities 

from aggressive actions by both the center and neighboring communities (Bunce, 1999b, 2004; 

Gagnon, 2004; Sambanis and Zinn, 2004).  This is precisely the dynamic, noted earlier, of a 

security dilemma. 
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The roots of this dynamic go back to the origins of these states.  The key problem was 

imperial mischief, whether the earlier imperial power was Vienna and Budapest in the Habsburg 

Empire, London,, Paris, Brussels or Lisbon in the overseas empires, or, more recently, Moscow 

in the case of the Soviet bloc.  However, empire is also a perception about the right and capacity 

of an authoritarian center in heterogeneous states to rule within the existing boundaries of 

political authority.  In this sense, multinational states, even after the age of empire, can become 

empires in the minds of their citizens and, more importantly, in the calculus of local leaders 

(Beissinger, 2003).   

What, then, do we mean by imperial mischief?  Both versions of empire, the national 

idea—or the claim of a common political community composed largely of strangers that 

deserves rights and is committed to sovereignty—often took hold prior to the solidification of 

legitimate and durable borders and integrated economies.  At the same time, empires constructed 

nations, by accident and by design, through such innovations in the organization of political 

space as the census, the map and the museum (see, especially, Anderson, 1991; also see 

Hobsbawm, 1990; Smith, 1991).   

Equally artificial in origins and equally powerful in its spatial and cultural consequences 

was the construction of international and external administrative boundaries, divisions of 

economic and political labor, and clustered patterns of social, political and economic interaction.  

Such segmentation was, of course, hardly accidental.  Whether governing empires or 

authoritarian multinational states, political leaders who controlled large swaths of the developing 

world used these mechanisms to limit interactions among the nations they had helped construct, 

while forging supportive coalitions and limiting resistance to their rule through the familiar  
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policies of divide and rule.  However, these practices also undermined their power in the longer-

term--by investing in the cultural, political and spatial resources of constituent nations needed to 

carve out the national agenda of state formation.    

The new states that emerged from empire, however, often lacked another precondition for 

democracy, aside from a common and inclusive definition of the nation and its political project: 

an ability to define and defend borders and to elicit the cooperation of their citizens.  There are 

three key points here.  First, the dissolution of empires was not usually a story of either clean 

breaks or nationalist movements that united in support of statehood—the myths of 

decolonization notwithstanding.  Rather, the process was often a consequence of wars among 

empires and/or authoritarian states; political chaos; outside interventions that drew haphazard 

boundaries (with Iraq a good case in point); and struggles among local elites who had disputed or 

limited followings.   

Second, the norm was the formation of weak states.  Weak states invite conflicts, rather 

than the reverse, and these conflicts are usually both vertical—or between the state and the 

citizenry—and horizontal—or among the groups that had earlier been organized as nations and 

that, during empire, had been played off against one another and, yet, with independence, forced 

to co-habit the same political unit.  In addition, the dismantling of the larger imperial or federal 

unit usually left in its wake contiguous successor states that featured contested boundaries and 

contested nations, thereby undermining the political stability of the region as a whole.  Much has 

been made of the pronounced tendency of the superpowers during the Cold War to engage in 

proxy wars by siding with neighboring countries in the developing world.  However, the 

historical origins of many of these states also gave them ample reasons to fear each other.  India 

and Pakistan are an obvious pair in point, as are Rwanda and Burundi.  
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Finally, the new states that arose from the wreckage of empire, were federal or confederal 

authoritarian states which took their cues from the Western experience and often defined their 

primary tasks, as a result, as rapid economic development and nation-building.  This usually 

meant growing socio-economic inequalities that exaggerated the earlier correlation between 

diversity and access to money, power and status.  Favorites were played and existing inequalities 

gave more advantages to some than others to capitalize on development policy.  Policies that 

either excluded national minorities or pressured them to assimilate.   

In this sense, it must be recognized, leaders in the developing world faithfully copied the 

West—with its history of using education, language policy, forced emigration and even genocide 

to create more homogeneous nations (Weber, 1976; Rae, 2002; Mann, 2005).  The important 

difference is that the national idea preceded, rather than followed state creation in the developing 

world—in part because of diffusion and in part because of imperial politics.  As a result, state 

pursuit of homogenization in the states that emerged from empire was often a highly-contested 

process that was more likely, as a result, to lead to dictatorship and/or encourage secessionist 

movements.  

Thus, if state boundaries in the developing world were less sticky than their Western 

counterparts, national boundaries were in some ways more sticky.  The Western experience with 

state- and nation-building was altered in another way as well.  In the West, external boundaries 

were hard, but internal boundaries were soft—the ideal combination insofar as maximizing 

national security, state effectiveness, and a positive relationship between capitalism and 

democracy are concerned.  In the developing world, the situation was often the opposite.  This  
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compromised the security and territorial integrity of many of these states, their ability to tax and 

provide public goods, their economic performance, and, where even attempted, the sustainability 

of the democratic experiment.     

 

Conflict in Diverse Societies 

 All of these problems are long-term in nature.  They carry three lessons.  One is that 

imperial centers, whether located in formal empires or in authoritarian multinational states that 

resembled empires in their structure and dynamics, feature a similar strategy of constructing and 

then politicizing national differences.  Second, these legacies constructed states-in-waiting, yet 

often prevented those states from being effective.  As a result, imperial legacies often prevented 

the creation of a virtuous circle among economic development, political stability, democratic 

politics and national security.  This was particularly problematic where cultural differences were 

linked not just to political, social and economic benefits, but also to support for democracy and 

group capacity to take advantage of democratic resources (McDowley and Silver, 2002).   

Finally, these dynamics help correct a common misunderstanding.  It was not that 

communism froze nations, that the end of communism melted the ice, or that national conflicts in 

this part of the world, as a result, increased after communism because of this process.  Rather, 

communism, more than most imperial systems, constructed nations and built proto-states in its 

midst, especially in the ethnofederations of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union.  

When the regime weakened, therefore, so did the state, and proto-states became real ones 

(Bunce, 1999b). 
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Regime and state transitions in the communist world, beginning in 1989, remind us, 

however, of a more general point.  At the extreme, the legacies of empire increased the 

likelihood of internal wars after empire.  It is therefore not surprising (as Susan Woodward has 

argued in her paper) that most violent conflicts since World War II (which is precisely the period 

when most states in the developing world formed) have been internal, rather than inter-state, and 

in poor, rather than economically-endowed states (Gurr, 2003; Fearon and Laitin, 2003; Doyle 

and Sambanis, 2000).  Indeed, this has been a relatively consistent feature of international 

politics since 1945—the assumption of the singular effects of the end of the Cold War to the 

contrary.   

Moreover, recent estimates by the World Bank suggest that low income countries are 

fifteen times more likely to face internal conflicts than the richest countries (as quoted in 

Eizenstat, et.al., 2005).  While often not originating in cultural cleavages and, instead, in 

struggles for power among elites in weak states, these internal conflicts nonetheless have usually 

played out in heterogeneous cultural settings along religious, linguistic and/or ethnic lines.  In 

comparison with inter-state conflicts, moreover, internal wars have been unusually long-lasting 

and unusually resistant to durable resolution (Walters, 2001; Stedman, 1997; Licklider, 1995; 

Hartzell, Hodie and Rothchild, 2003; Fearon and Laitin, 2003; Elbadawi and Sambanis, 2002; 

Stedman and Cousins, 2002).   

In addition, while the causes of intra-state wars vary, their consequences in divided 

societies are remarkably—and sadly—similar (Fearon and Laitin, 2000). Nations co-habiting the 

same state become more divided from one another—in how they construe their identities, in 

where they live and work, in their patterns of social and economic interactions, and in their 

political preferences and affiliations.  War also leaves them with widely divergent visions of 
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what they want in the future.  With such divisions, the core traits that define and defend the 

democratic experience—that is, high rates of inter-group interaction, common projects, an 

inclusive definition of the nation, an expansive definition of equal rights, and inter-group trust—

are in tatters.   

Political leaders in these settings, moreover, often have political incentives to play up 

these divisions (Horowitz, 1985; Chandra, 2004; but see Gibson and Guows, 2003; Pickering, 

2005).  This is particularly the case in democracies, where electoral systems and forms of 

government do not provide incentives to politicians to reach out to diverse constituencies, and in 

illiberal regimes, where the exploitation of difference by political leaders serves the purpose of 

dividing and demobilizing liberal oppositions while diverting popular attention away from 

issues, such as human rights, jobs and personal security, that would constitute a powerful 

challenge to their right to rule  (Gagnon, 2004; Wilkinson, 2004; Varshney, 2002; Pickering, 

2005). 

Are these admittedly extreme scenarios inevitable?  The answer is no.  Just as 

homogeneity does not necessarily promote either democracy or peace (as the cases of Armenia, 

Haiti and Somalia, for example, remind us), so heterogeneity does not lead invariably to inter-

group conflict.  A quick overview of political trajectories in one large region—postcommunist 

Eurasia since 1989--provides ample evidence that, just as new and highly heterogeneous 

countries emerging from larger, dictatorial states can be both peaceful and democratic (as in the 

cases of Latvia, Estonia and, less evenly, Slovakia), so relatively homogeneous countries from a 

similar point of political departure can be both unstable and undemocratic (Armenia and Russia) 

(Bunce, 1999a; Bunce and Watts, 2005).  Moreover, as the same region reminds us, trajectories 

are subject to change.  Just as the relatively homogeneous Russia has become less democratic 
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over time, while continuing its war against Chechnya, so much more heterogeneous Serbia and 

Georgia, after divisive nationalist politics, have become more democratic and more politically 

inclusive (see Fish, 2005 on the Russian case).     

Indeed, cultural conflicts are the exception, not the rule--not just in the West, but also in 

the developing world (Fearon and Laitin, 1996).  To explain the outbreak of internal wars as a 

function of “ancient hatreds,” therefore, is to fall prey to a self-serving and inaccurate 

explanation of ethnic conflict—self-serving, because it releases the observer from the 

responsibility of locating more complex causes and the international community from crafting 

viable solutions--and inaccurate, because national identities are fluid, not fixed, modern and 

constructed by political authorities, not ancient and natural, and quite variable, not consistent  

over time in their political impact (see, for example, Mote and Rutherford, 2001; Gagnon, 2005).  

Moreover, nations do not have to like one another to co-exist.  Hatred is one issue, and the 

breakdown of democracy and the outbreak of actual conflict quite a separate set of issues—as a 

comparison of the Macedonian and Bosnian cases reminds us and as the South African case 

illuminates as well (Pickering, 2005; Gibson and Gouws, 2003).  Thus, imperial legacies, while 

rarely helpful, do not by any means consign multinational states to a future of either war or 

dictatorship.  To borrow from Federick Cooper (2005), the politics of divided societies in the 

developing world, whether in Africa (which is focus of Cooper’s analysis) or elsewhere, is 

neither a product purely of colonial imposition nor postcolonial political practices.  It is a 

“coproduction.”  
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Short-Term Influences  

This leads us to the second set of factors shaping the relationship between democracy and 

diversity: short-term changes in the environment.  These changes can include a variety of 

developments that re-order winners and losers.  They can include, for example: 1) changes in the 

economy (development projects that by accident or by design privilege some groups over others, 

the discovery of oil in one ethnic enclave within the state, an economic crisis that, because of 

culturally- or spatially-linked divisions of labor, targets some groups more than others, or 

pressures from the international financial community to introduce painful economic reforms that 

have culturally-differentiated consequences); 2) in the social system (such as when dominant 

external powers ally with former “bottom dogs” against “top dogs,” or when changes in ruling 

coalitions, especially in patron-client systems, change status hierarchies); 3) or in the cultural 

realm (for example, when other states define identity in ways that reach out to nations in 

neighboring states, when processes of international integration, such as EU accession, pose 

conflicts between state sovereignty and gains from extra-territorial identities, or when external 

states challenge ownership of cultural products—as with, say, Israel’s confiscation of the Bruno 

Schulz murals from northeastern Europe—see Powers, 2003).  

Perhaps the most common short-term cause of rising inter-group tensions, however, is 

political change—for instance, when the constitution is altered in ways that discriminate against 

certain groups (with Sri Lanka, Croatia and Serbia three cases in point); when electoral outcomes 

redistribute the representation and power of groups, or when authoritarian leaders, facing 

international and/or domestic pressures to liberalize the polity, use national differences—in the 

absence of other available issues that could work in their favor, to stave off challenges to their 

power) (Petersen, 2002; Esman and Herring, 2001; Bunce and Watts, 2005).    
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Yet another political scenario is when major changes in the international system play 

havoc with the legitimacy of states in the periphery, thereby exposing these states to domestic 

struggles over money, political power, the very design of the regime, and the boundaries of the 

state.  This was a dynamic that was particularly important in the case of Yugoslavia at the end of 

the Cold War, as well as in many of the Sub-Saharan African states that had been clients of the 

Soviet Union (Woodward, 1995).   

By the same token, however, short-term changes can also invest in both democracy and 

inter-group cooperation.  For instance, changes in the structure of party support and in the 

dynamics of political competition can encourage politicians representing one group to broaden 

their message and to reach out to others; the design (or re-design) of the state can help legitimate 

difference while making majorities and minorities feel more secure; responsibilities for past 

injustices can be recognized and cooperation can move forward (see Gibson and Guows, 2003 

and Bronwyn Leebow’s paper); and patterns of economic investment can encourage interactions 

across group boundaries (Horowitz, 1985; Reilly and Reynolds, 1999; Varshney, 2002; 

Wilkinson, 2005; Bunce and Watts, 2005).  In addition, leaders can in fact make a difference.  

For every Mugabe, there is a Mandela.     

Thus, diversity and democracy are neither inherently in tension nor inherently 

compatible.  Historical legacies can be harmful or helpful, and changes in the environment can 

move societies and their political leaders toward the poles of either inter-group conflict or 

cooperation, dictatorship or democracy.  The power of short-term changes in influencing inter-

group relations in heterogeneous societies leads us to the second set of issues to be discussed in  
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this paper: American democracy promotion.  We will begin with a brief history of its origins and 

then turn to two key issues—whether such efforts are advisable and under what conditions they 

are most effective. 

 

The Surprisingly Long History of American Democracy Promotion  

It is tempting to assume that the current American commitment to democracy promotion 

originated in the events of 9/11.  It was, after all, following the 9/11 attacks that the United States 

began to pursue a more overt and assertive agenda of confronting dictatorships and sponsoring, if 

not demanding democratization—for example, by supporting liberal oppositions, expanded voter 

registration and turnout and free and fair elections in the hybrid regimes of Georgia in 2003 and 

in Ukraine in 2004, by calling for democratic reform in the Middle East and Russia, and by 

staging American-led military interventions in Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003.  The logic 

behind all of these actions was the same.  By replacing dictatorship with democracy, terrorists 

would be deprived of the kind of political environment in which they thrive.   

These reactions to 9/11 notwithstanding, democracy promotion is not a new priority for 

American foreign policy.  Current democracy promotion efforts are of more recent vintage than 

the Cold War practices.  These Cold War practices included opposing leftist parties and 

movements in many democratic polities in the developing world (and even Western Europe 

immediately after World War II), providing support to foreign militaries that violated human 

rights and that were often responsible for ending democratic politics (Bermeo, 2003), and 

overthrowing democratically-elected officials for reasons of economic interest, national security 

and even pressures from close, equally “democratic” allies, such as Great Britain, as in the  
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actions, for instance, in  Iran, 1953; Guatemala, 1954; Brazil, 1964; and Chile, 1973 (see 

Lowenthal 1991;  Kinzer, 2003; also see Carothers, 1999, 2004; Pevehouse, 2002, 2005; Watts, 

2005; Peceny, 1999; Cox, Ikenberry, and Inoguchi, 2000).   

However, the seeming hostility of the United States to democracy began to change in the 

1970s.  Like the third wave of democratization more generally (Huntington 1991), so the 

commitment to the international promotion of democracy, at least for the United States, started 

thirty years ago, when then President Jimmy Carter highlighted human rights as the basis for 

American foreign policy.  This led Carter to criticize regimes (particularly in Latin America) for 

their violations of civil liberties and to carve out an increasingly active role for the United States 

in monitoring elections in Latin America, with the first case being the Dominican Republic in 

1978 (Santa Cruz, 2003; also see Lowenthal, 1991).  Following the Carter Presidency and 

especially beginning with Ronald Reagan’s second term in office, American commitment to 

democracy promotion came to occupy a central place in American foreign policy.  For example, 

it was during the first Bush Presidency that budgetary support for such activities began to 

increase sharply (with that amount today now in the billions of dollars), and it was during the 

Clinton administration that American foreign policy officials began to make the empirical link 

between democratic governance and the achievement of other important international goals, such 

as peace and global (and therefore American) prosperity (Carothers 1999, 2004; Talbott, 1996; 

Mandelbaum, 1996).  It was also during the Clinton administration that the United States first 

ventured in a serious way into the thicket of deposing dictators—for example, the American-led 

NATO bombing of Serbia in 1999 followed by extensive American involvement in strengthening  
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the Serbian political opposition to the point where they were able (but largely by their own 

efforts) to defeat Milosevic at the polls and, when he resisted leaving office, soon thereafter in 

the streets.   

The United States, however, was not the only international actor to embrace democracy 

promotion--though the U.S. does use some distinctive policy instruments (Peceny, 1999; Watts, 

2005; Aksartova, 2005).  Since the early 1980s in fact, the Organization of American States, like 

the Helsinki Process and the European Union, has been involved in various aspects of democracy 

promotion, and the same can be said by the end of the 1980s for non-governmental (or semi-

governmental) organizations, such as the National Endowment for Democracy, the Carter 

Center, the Open Society Institute, the National Democratic Institute for International Relations, 

and the International Republican Institute.  

By the mid-1990s, moreover, international financial institutions, such as the World Bank, 

also embraced democracy, arguing that this system of governance was more effective than the 

alternatives in producing economic development and higher standards of human welfare. As a 

result, both Western states and a wide range of governmental and non-governmental 

international organizations have become increasingly involved in supporting democratic 

governance—for example, using economic sanctions and diplomatic isolation to pressure 

dictatorships to liberalize; investing in the development of civil society, rule of law and, more 

generally, political institutions in new democracies; providing economic and political incentives 

to states that are perceived to be making progress in meeting democratic standards; monitoring 

elections; and using diplomacy and the military to end wars and promote democratic politics 

(see, for example, Borzell and Risse, 2004; Vachudova, 2005; Walter, 2001; Pevehouse, 2002a, 

2002b, 2005; Zisk, 2004; Marinov, 2004).   
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One of the most successful examples of such efforts has been what can be termed the 

“electoral model,” which involves a multi-pronged effort to strengthen democratic oppositions, 

register voters, increase voter turnout and provide international election monitoring in countries 

that have moved in an illiberal direction, but that hold nonetheless competitive elections.  It is 

precisely such activities in hybrid democracies (see Diamond, 2002; but also Ottaway, 2003)—

with the actions involving complex collaborations among a variety of domestic, regional and 

Western actors—that have led to the fall from power of dictators in Slovakia, Serbia, Georgia, 

Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan since 2000.  These developments have in turn influenced mass 

demonstrations against dictators in other countries (albeit with varying degrees of success), 

whether in connection with fraudulent elections or other perceived abuses of power—for 

instance, in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Ethiopia, Lebanon, Mexico, Togo, Uzbekistan, 

Venezuela, Zimbabwe and even Bashkortostan (a republic within the Russian Federation) over 

the past two years.    

 

Democracy Promotion as a Popular Policy of Choice 

Why has democracy promotion become such an important priority?  There have been a 

number of trends converging in the same direction. One was the discrediting of the ideas, given 

the expansion of the number of democracies in the world from 1974 to the present, that 

dictatorships are somehow “natural” for most of the world, that democracy requires rare and 

exacting political, social and economic conditions that take a long time to materialize, and that 

democracy, as a result, cannot be crafted—by domestic elites and citizens and certainly not by 

the international community (Huntington, 1991; Bunce, 2003; Di Palma, 1991).  The global 

wave of democracy, moreover, has not produced a large number of robust democracies, but, 
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rather, the proliferation of hybrid regimes marrying elements of dictatorship and democracy 

(Diamond, 2002; Zakharia, 2003).  These hybrid regimes tend to feature a common profile.  

They are heterogeneous states that are unstable and corrupt—with corruption often denominated 

in cultural currency (see Hozic, 2004).  Because of these problems and the unevenness of 

repression, they are appealing targets for international interventions that are based upon the 

assumption that the international community can tip the political balance towards democratic 

politics.   

A third influence has already been noted-- mounting empirical evidence that democracy 

enhances other desirable goals, while weak states, by becoming “mere geographical expressions” 

(Rotberg, 2004, p. 9), threaten both their citizenry and regional political stability (Finnemore, 

2003; Krasner, 2004; Gasiorowski, 2000;  Navia and Zweifel, 2003; Powers, 2002; Siegle and 

Halperin, 2004). The latter concern, combined with a shift in international norms supporting 

violations of state sovereignty to restore human rights (Finnemore, 2003), led to a remarkable 

turn-around for the United Nations.  As Secretary General Boutros-Boutros Ghali observed in 

1992:  “The sovereignty of states must be considered under the sovereignty of human rights” 

(quoted in Santa Cruz, 2003, p. 9). Beginning in 1990, as a result, UN missions to build peace 

and democracy began to increase sharply. Today, for example, the UN has seventeen missions 

on four continents (Roberts, 2001; Derdal and Leiter, 1996).2   

Still another factor was the experience of the European Union during the 1990s in 

negotiating access with the new democracies, such as Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and 

Slovenia, that had replaced communist regimes in east-central Europe.  Democracy, it was 

                                                 
2 However, all this does not mean that either the United Nations or the United States responds forcefully to every 
massive violation of human rights.  Bosnia is exceptional; Rwanda, the Sudan, and Cambodia are, sadly, the norm 
(Powers, 2002; Barnet, 2002; Mann, 2005). 
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discovered in these contexts, could be consolidated, if the EU provided clear standards, operated 

with an internal political consensus, transferred key institutions, and extended political, social 

and economic incentives for compliance with their dictates (Vachudova, 2005; Jacoby, 2004).  

The internal dynamics of EU expansion, in turn, increasingly informed the foreign policy of the 

EU outside of Europe—though inconsistently, as we see in changing EU willingness to criticize 

Russia for human rights violations in Chechnya (Sedelmeier, 2005).   

 The final influence allows us to return to the American case in particular; that is, the 

impact of the events of 9/11 combined with the unassailable position of the United States as the 

global hegemon.  These influences did not just reinforce earlier trends and lock-in American 

commitment to democracy promotion abroad; they moved such efforts into newer and riskier 

realms. In the recent past, the United States had provided economic and political assistance to 

nascent democracies; sometimes used short-term and limited military force to restore democracy 

(Nolan, 2003); and, even less commonly, to participate with international allies in brokering 

peace and building democracy in severely divided societies.  However, with 9/11 the United 

States took the far more radical and historically-unprecedented step of using the concerns about 

national security to deploy massive military force to end longstanding dictatorships and to build 

democracy.   

 

The Debate Over Democracy Promotion 

U.S. engagement in democracy promotion has been accompanied, not surprisingly, by 

considerable criticisms of these efforts, especially in reaction to the Afghan and Iraqi ventures 

(for just a sampling, see Dower, 2003; Makiya, 2003, Lawson, 2003; Goodson, 2003, 2005; 

Nolan, 2003, 2005a,b; Diamond, 2004a,b; Galbraith, 2004; Jabar, 2005; Brown, 2005; Dobbins, 
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2005). For some analysts, the issue is that the United States has no right to impose its version of 

the good polity on the rest of the world.  As Robert McNamara reflected in his memoirs about 

American involvement in Vietnam:   “We do not have the God-given right to shape every nation 

in our own image or as we choose” (quoted in Norton, 2004, p. 198).   For other analysts, it is the 

irony of using military interventions in particular to build democracy that is the most disturbing.  

Democracy, after all, is a system of governance that privileges representative institutions as the 

locus of conflict-management and that rests on civilian control over the military. 

A third problem for many observers is that such interventions are doomed to failure.  

Thus, American foreign policy has been singled out for being both fickle and short-sighted.  

Democracy may be “in” one day and “out” the next, with local allies left to pay the price for the 

short attention span of their American patrons (Jennings, 2003; Zisk, 2004).  A recent example of 

this dynamic—and one that is reminiscent of the Cold War-- was in Uzbekistan in 2005, where 

violent repression of protesters led the European Union to press for an investigation and the U.S. 

declined to participate—largely because of the importance of American bases in that country for 

operations in central and south Asia.   

Democracy promotion efforts can also backfire—for a number of reasons.  First, even 

well-meaning and dedicated promoters are often ignorant about local circumstances.  Second, the 

various actors involved can work at cross purposes.  Third, a rapid inflow of resources can 

isolate recipients from their co-nationals, thereby exaggerating local hierarchies of money and 

power rather than diffusing democratic skills and influence in an equitable manner.  Finally, 

American interventions can settle for superficial political change—for instance, helping 

oppositions defeat dictators at the polls, but ignoring more laborious tasks, such as 

demilitarization, building political parties and civil societies, and improving the quality of 
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economic life.  At the extreme, moreover, democracy promotion can be destabilizing, because it 

threatens incumbent elites, increases the stakes of politics, exposes political resentments left 

from dictatorial policies, and weakens institutions.  Political polarization, rather than moderation, 

is encouraged, and disorder welcomes terrorist networks (Kegley and Herman, 1997; Mansfield 

and Snyder, 2002).   

Just as consequential is a legacy from authoritarian rule that is often overlooked.  The 

longer and more invasive the dictatorship, the more likely it is that complex and large networks 

formed around the dictator, his allies and his political economy.  There are, in short, habits and 

vested interests in dictatorships, whether individuals were active or passive participants. 

Finally, democracy promotion in one set of countries can lead dictators in another set of 

countries, eyeing potential threats to their power, to preempt such pressures by either introducing 

political reforms.  This may be happening today in Kazakhstan and Egypt.  However, just as 

common is another approach to preemption.  This is where dictators engage in more repressive 

political practices.  Publics in these countries mount protests, but without the resources required 

for success—for example, the effectiveness that comes from experience, access to the media, 

divisions within the ruling circle and neutralization of security forces.  As a result, the idea of 

democracy can diffuse more quickly than the capacity to carry out democratization.  Publics and 

the opposition, therefore, can be sitting ducks.   

Indeed, the world rarely offers the ideal conditions for the promotion of democracy—as it 

did, for instance, in postwar Japan and Germany (Luttwak, 2005; Jennings, 2003; Dower, 2003).  

These were strong states with homogeneous societies, developed economies and some 

democratic tradition; they had lost the war (and this was a fact of life for the entire society); they  
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were fully dependent upon the occupying powers for their economic and political reconstruction; 

and the occupations were committed to staying as long as necessary and committing as many 

resources as required in order to build democratic politics.  

Moreover, after occupation, the victors in World War II encased Germany in 

international organizations, such as the European Coal and Steel Community (later the EU) and 

NATO, while building other types of alliances with Japan.  By contrast, the norm today is one 

where the United States is “helping” to build democracy in poor, heterogeneous societies with 

weak states, virtually no democratic tradition and often severe divisions among citizens over the 

value and effectiveness of international engagement in general and over the right of the United 

States in particular to violate sovereignty.  Also unhelpful is the ambivalence on the part of the 

United States and other international democracy promoters about the appropriate reach, methods 

and temporal limits on their mission (Krasner, 2004; Eizenstat, Porter and Weinstein, 2005; 

Rotberg, 2004).  

Finally, there are built-in constraints on what democracy promotion can accomplish, 

because democracy, most agree, is largely the product of domestic dynamics.  In this sense, the 

campaign to spread democracy will often fall short of its goals, because international actors 

cannot “abbreviate historical transformations” (Hobsbawm, 2004, 41).  This has led one analyst 

of recent democratization, eyeing the fragility and illiberal character of many new democracies, 

to argue that the global wave of democratization has left us with too many, rather than too few 

democracies (Zakharia, 2003).   

Thus, in the absence of the foundations of democratic governance, all of the international 

support in the world for democratization will not be able to produce a democratic order—and 

may lead to chaos and political repression. Indeed, this is a major reason why until 2001 (though 
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Vietnam provides a partial exception) the United States, when supporting democratic 

governance, tended to do so not by intervening in dictatorships, but, rather, in democracies in 

disarray—for example, Grenada, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic (Peceny, 1999; Fearon and 

Laitin, 2003; Nolan, 2003; Watts, 2005). 

 

Looking to the Future   

All of these criticisms lead to a simple conclusion.  Democracy promotion is a high risk 

enterprise, whether viewed from the vantage point of normative or empirical considerations.  

However, democracy promotion promises to continue in the future as a vital component of 

American interactions with the world.  This is, in part, because of supply-side considerations.  

Democracy promotion is linked closely to the war on terror; it has large and embedded 

constituencies supporting it within the United States government and in American-based non-

governmental organizations; it is motivated by persuasive evidence pointing to both the global 

spread of democracy and its benefits for global publics and American security; and it is premised 

upon such core American values as the superiority of democracy governance and the American 

mission, in the Wilsonian tradition, of making the world more stable and more just.  Moreover, 

democracy promotion is a crowded field.  The United States hardly stands alone in its 

commitments to this endeavor. 

The demand side also suggests the likelihood of continuing American engagement with 

democracy promotion.  One source of sizeable socio-economic inequalities in the developing 

world is a democratic deficit—as Evelyne Huber has highlighted in her paper.  In addition, most  
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of the new democracies that have come into being over the past twenty years have retained 

significant authoritarian elements.  In these contexts, democracy is precarious, and its uncertain 

status threatens domestic and regional stability.   

At the same time, conflicts in the international system in the future are likely as in the 

past to take place primarily in poor, heterogeneous societies with illegitimate regimes and weak 

states (Eldabawi and Sambanis, 2002).  These conflicts are also as likely as in the past to exploit 

cultural cleavages and to contribute to regional instability—for example, through the flight of 

refugees, interventions by neighbors who often take sides and supply arms (Saidman, 2002), and 

dislocations of regional economies.   

Such dynamics invite international engagement, since peacekeeping usually requires third 

party enforcement, and longer-term international commitment to democracy, since only 

democracy (as Susan Woodward argues in her paper) holds the promise of re-constructing inter-

group trust and stable politics.  However, democracy carries no guarantees, as the Bosnian case 

in particular reminds us (Pickering, 2004; Woodward, 1999a, 1999b; Bose, 2002; Hayden, 2005; 

Joseph, 2005) 

If the supply and the demand side both support a continuing commitment to democracy 

promotion, then so does a final consideration.  There are considerable costs attached to 

subtracting democracy promotion from the goals of American foreign policy.  In the absence of 

this motivation, the United States could easily return to its Cold War practices of buttressing 

authoritarian regimes that are corrupt and cruel in the name of national security.  Moreover, the 

United States would forfeit a key source of its influence:  its normative claim to improving  
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global welfare.  If the economic and military components of American foreign policy were 

forced to stand alone, the global charges of American imperial designs on the world would 

stick—and for good reasons. 

The question, then, is not whether the United States should or will promote democracy in 

the future—in general and in divided societies.  Rather, the issue is how to do so.  The record 

thus far of American democracy promotion provides some clues.  While circumstances, of 

course, vary and a one-size fits all strategy is both impossible and inadvisable, there are, 

nonetheless, some helpful and broadly applicable guidelines that would enhance American 

ability to succeed in democracy promotion while minimizing the costs of such interventions. 

First, American policy-makers should not confuse the well-known benefits of democracy 

with the effects of transitions to democracy.  It is both naïve and costly to assume that the shift 

from authoritarian to democratic governance is a process that leads either automatically or 

immediately to such salutary outcomes as extensive civil liberties and political rights, rule of 

law, free and fair elections, accountable and effective government, political stability, or 

improvements in economic growth, income distribution and the socio-economic quality of life.   

Democratization is an uneven process; it is easily hijacked by illiberal politicians; it often 

takes place in states that are unwilling and unable to provide political order; and it is often 

compromised by weak civil societies, fragmented political parties and a biased media. 

Democratization, in short, raises the stakes of politics, but often in the absence of political order 

and institutions that together can facilitate peaceful negotiations over differences of opinion and 

interests; political power; economic resources; and cultural identities.  Rather than lowering 

conflict and increasing legitimacy, therefore, democratization, especially in the short-term 

(which is, after all, what politics is primarily about), may have the opposite effects. 
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Second, the American experience with democracy is both instructive and irrelevant 

insofar as American democracy promotion is concerned.   On the one hand, American foreign 

policy-makers would do well to remember, when intervening in divided societies, that the history 

of democracy in this country is a story of continuing struggles, sometimes quite violent (the 

American Civil War, for example, produced more deaths than any war in the Nineteenth 

Century), over expanding the political and economic rights of people who live in this country, 

but who are different from others for cultural and other reasons.   

The American experiment with democracy began as an exclusivist political project 

limited to white male landowners.  More than 200 years later, the U.S. is still wrestling with how 

to broaden the basis of citizenship, participation, influence and governance, while weakening the 

stubborn, but indefensible ties between class and political power and between cultural identities 

and access to power, money and status.  In the United States, as elsewhere, then, democracy is an 

ongoing and flawed process that involves using political institutions that are accessible, 

accountable and trustworthy to empower citizens and to help them negotiate among their 

divergent values and interests.  As the American experience highlights, democracy is not a 

project that can be finished, a political outcome, or a type of government that is either present or 

absent.  It is an ongoing process that is subjective to twists and turns. 

On the other hand, American institutions may not be the best ones for other societies—

though there are reasons to favor the American concept of a Supreme Court.  It is not advisable, 

for example, to follow the American precedent of the constitution either being treated as the 

foundation of democratic politics and or being devised by a handful of political elites who came 

together in one city for a brief period of time.  When constitutions are accorded too much 
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importance, cultural groups, as well as citizens in general and political leaders, can easily feel 

that they must get precisely what they want from the constitution or face political extinction.   

Their belief that the train might be leaving the station without them, therefore, makes 

constitutions hard to craft and tempts participants and outsiders alike to use them as a pretext to 

pursue their own interests and, where marginalized, to defect from the democratic rules of the 

game. These considerations have led many analysts to argue in recent years that the importance 

of constitutions for developing societies should be ratcheted downward (an argument that some 

leaders of the European Union would welcome at this point).  As a result, interim constitutions 

are desirable, as is an understanding of constitutions as documents that cannot achieve harmony 

for divided societies, but that can encourage a process of “living together without major 

disagreements” (Hart, 2003; Hughes, 2003).  Thus, especially for divided societies, constitutions 

should be framed not as contracts, but, rather, as “conversations” (Hart, 2003).  Some 

uncertainty, considerable flexibility, and an open-ended understanding of when the constitutional 

process ends, therefore, are highly desirable for heterogeneous political settings.   

Also implied in this version of constitution-making is a preference for widespread 

discussion.  This is particularly important for divided societies, since the less groups feel that 

they participated in fashioning the rules of politics and the less confident they are that these rules 

can be changed, the more likely they are to see political outcomes as biased, decisive and durable 

allocations of political power.  Moreover, participatory constitution-making can be a school for 

democracy—though it may have the consequence of creating a more distrustful, though more 

discriminating public in the short-term (Moehler, 2003).   

Winner-take-all electoral systems, as we have in the United States, are also problematic.  

They discriminate against minorities, especially when electoral districts are drawn in ways that 
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over-represent majorities—for example, by dispersing minority votes.  Among electoral districts, 

they also produce a large number of wasted votes, which undermines the important public 

connection between their votes and political representation.   

Finally, presidentialism has the cost of making the stakes of politics exceedingly high, 

especially when legislatures are dominated by the same party or are very weak in structural terms 

(see Gerring and Thacker; but see Roeder, 2005a, b).  They are also associated with democratic 

breakdown (Bermeo, 2003), and they do a poor job—in direct contrast to parliamentary systems, 

especially where governments are broadly representative—of carrying out important, but 

divisive tasks as painful economic reforms (see Hellman, 1998). 

This leads to a third guideline for American democracy promotion.  Even with the best of 

intentions and even through the most carefully-considered interventions, democracy promotion 

invariably generates costs.  For example, embargoes against dictators harm local populations and 

criminalize local and regional economies; efforts to bring peace to war-torn societies can 

facilitate the cross-national movement of weapons (as occurred in Kosovo following the Dayton 

Peace Accords ending the Bosnian war in 1995); and efforts to protect vulnerable minorities can 

encourage their leaders and some of their followers to take revenge by discriminating against the 

local communities who leaders and external patrons had once been the aggressors (as happened 

with international support for the Kosovar Albanians and the subsequent treatment of the Serbian 

minority).  Democracy promotion efforts can also de-stabilize neighboring states (as occurred, 

again with some members of the Kosovo Liberation Army, in Macedonia in 2001).   

At the same time, international campaigns to support democracy can lead dictators to 

protect their powers by becoming more repressive at home—a dynamic that describes recent 

developments in Belarus, China, Russia, Uzbekistan and Zimbabwe.  Finally, even minimal 
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interventions can be costly.  For instance, American assistance programs in new democracies 

have contributed to a widening of inequalities in the power of those who can connect with such 

aid and those who cannot (Aksartova, 2005; Petrova, 2003; Mendelson and Glenn, 2002; 

Henderson, 2003). 

Democracy promotion is more successful when democratic means are used.  This means, 

in part, taking the time to understand local conditions; in part engaging in an inclusive process 

that reaches out to diverse groups, including those who are either favored by current elites or 

who were the allies of earlier regimes; and in part always preferring collaborative to unilateral 

actions—with collaboration referring not just to partnerships with local groups, but also with 

other international actors.   

This means investing in societal capacity to participate in politics and to inform and 

constrain government, rather than the all-too-common process of rushing to elections—which 

tend to cement, rather than diversify existing distributions of political power among socio-

economic and cultural groupings and which have the additional problem, for all new 

democracies, of structuring subsequent political developments (see Harbeson.1999 and his paper; 

Lyons, 2002, 2004; Hughes, 2003; Eklit and Reynolds, 2002).   

More generally, interventions should expand, rather than narrow political participation.  

Here, it is important to note that several recent analyses of democratization have provided 

empirical support for the argument that the most successful cases of both breaking with 

authoritarian rule and building sustainable democracies thereafter have involved significant mass 

participation (Bunce, 2003; Karatnycky and Ackerman, 2005).  The earlier preference in the 

democratization literature for transitions that were crafted by elites and that involved a 

demobilization of the public is now open to considerable question—even for some of the very 
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cases where transitions were assumed to be paced and, because of that, successful.  Finally, a 

democratic process has an additional benefit.  If international interventions fail, the international 

community is less likely to be the target of blame and democratic residues from international 

interventions are more likely to remain—to be invested in the future, when conditions for 

democratization ripen.. 

Modesty is the best policy.  As noted earlier, democratization is largely a domestic 

process; the development of democracy is a process of fits and starts and slow in most cases.  

International interventions are influential only at the margins.  Moreover, neither international 

nor domestic democracy promoters in divided societies can “solve” the problem of diversity.  At 

best, they can develop institutions that facilitate negotiations about difference.  Put simply, then, 

it is unrealistic to aim for “new Switzerlands” (Watts, 2005).   

These insights, plus the earlier discussion of the costs of democracy promotion, suggest 

several implications.  One is that ambitious interventions are more likely to be costly and 

unsuccessful.  More ambitious interventions are those that, to take the extremes, deploy the 

military rather than provide election monitors, advice about designing political institutions, 

including elections, and financial assistance.  More ambitious interventions focus on 

heterogeneous, not homogeneous societies.  They target countries without a democratic tradition, 

not those with one.  They seek to end dictatorship and/or internal war and introduce democratic 

governance, rather than enhance the political capacity of existing democratic orders.   

This suggests, in turn, that the U.S. should target either hybrid regimes or new 

democracies.  In quasi-democratic or fully democratic settings, there are more building blocks 

for democratic politics—for example, political parties, an experienced opposition, alternative 
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political leaders, reasonably accurate readings of public opinion, and pockets of media 

independence.   

Modesty also means a careful reading of domestic support for democracy and for U.S. 

intervention.  Here, it is important to note that in many parts of eastern Europe, the United States 

is very popular—especially where Soviet rule was unpopular and oppressive, while Western 

Europe is seen as either too demanding or too hostile (depending upon whether the EU demands 

strict compliance with the Acquis Communitaire or declares states outside Europe), and where 

Russia has allied itself with postcommunist authoritarian rulers.  

However, by global standards, this is a highly unusual situation, prompted by the 

experiences of communism and postcommunism in creating polarized likes and dislikes that 

work to the clear benefit of the United States. As a result, support for American involvement in 

domestic affairs cannot—and should not-- be assumed to be high in other parts of the world.  

This is particular the case where American political-military, economic, and cultural domination.  

Some of America’s closest allies (such as Israel), and recent American military interventions in 

Iraq and Afghanistan are all deeply resented.  

Finally, concrete and decentralized assistance is preferable to large-scale projects.  Small 

grants should be encouraged to groups that have come together to address a local problem and 

that, with help, can devise solutions, expand participation, increases public stakes in the new 

order, and link democracy with problem-solving.  They sell the benefits of democracy for 

everyday life.  By contrast, large-scale projects that are slow to show results and that remove 

publics from the process of identifying problems and solutions communicate very different 

messages.  Moreover, because affected parties are disengaged, the results of these ventures are 

often mixed and often to the benefit of a select circle of local clients. 
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Small may be beautiful, but ambitious international interventions in support of 

democracy may be unavoidable—for largely normative reasons.  Because the potential for 

success is low does not mean that the United States should stand aloof when international 

conflicts, such as in Darfur and Rwanda, generate human misery. A considerable literature has 

assessed what works best and least well in situations where the goals are ending war and building 

a democratic polity.  To provide a brief summary: the more successful interventions are those 

where the conflicts are ideological and not cultural, and where the international community 

succeeds in: 1) reaching out to all parties rather than playing favorites; 2) demilitarizing and 

restoring public order; 3) maintaining a longterm presence and investing in the economy, civil 

society and political institutions, rather than adopting a simple formula of holding quick elections 

and departing, and; 4) legitimating difference, but providing institutions and economic incentives 

that encourage cooperation among groups (see, for example, Hughes, 2003; Lyons, 2002, 2004; 

Anderson and Dodd, 2005; Zisk, 2004; Woodward, 1999a, 1999b; Walter, 2001; Van der Borgh, 

2003; Stedman, Rothchild and Cousins, 2002)..   

The case for effective military interventions, however, should not be used to justify the 

deployment of massive American force in general in dictatorial regimes, whether the society is 

homogeneous or heterogeneous.  Such actions are matters of political choice, not necessity, and 

their impact, as in Iraq since 2003 and, to a somewhat lesser extent, Afghanistan since 2001, can 

be to cause, rather than reduce domestic turmoil, and to discredit, rather than enhance 

democracy.  That recognized, however, if the deed has been done, many of the preferred 

strategies noted above for postwar settings can be helpful.  However as we have witnessed in 

Afghanistan and particularly Iraq, such strategies were ignored in the rush to go to war on 

problematic grounds and to imagine that democratization can be a spontaneous process. 
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The Afghan and Iraqi missions remind us of a final component of successful 

interventions—giving good institutional advice.  The key insight here is that the successful 

promotion of democracy in divided societies rests upon two pillars.  The first is legitimating and 

empowering difference—for example, through hard guarantees of civil liberties and political 

rights.  The second is more complex and in potential tension with the first.  This is providing 

incentives for members of diverse groups to share the same general goals, such as democracy, 

the promotion of public welfare, and acceptance of the need to co-habit the same political space.  

Members and groups must interact and cooperate with one another in pursuit of personal 

interests, as well as overarching goals; and to believe that political outcomes are both fair and 

temporary.  The second pillar means, primarily, investing in institutions, because institutions 

allocate preferences and resources, provide incentives, and thereby influence both political 

behavior and political outcomes.  These institutions, in short, can, if optimally designed, promote 

democracy and stability, in party by over-ruling or rendering less relevant past biases and 

tensions. 

But which institutions are optimal for divided societies?  The answer to this question 

depends to a significant extent on specific circumstances, such as the relative size and 

geographical distribution of cultural communities, the structure of the economy, the relationship 

between cultural and other cleavages, the legacies of the past, and the willingness of neighboring 

countries, many of whom share cultural communities, to cooperate in the democratizing process.   

These details aside, however, there are four recommendations that can be offered.  First, 

the definition of the nation in the constitution should be inclusive. For example, in states named 

after their majority nation, such as Macedonia, the constitution should base membership in the 

founding nation and claims to citizenship on residence in the state of Macedonia, rather than, 
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say, the Macedonian nationality.  This may seem trivial, but, in fact, in most of the constitutions 

that were promulgated in the postcommunist area, the nation was defined in ethnic terms—a 

decision that, thankfully, is far less common in Sub-Saharan Africa.   

Second, there should be constitutional guarantees of individual rights and civil liberties 

that are backed up by rule of law.  Third, electoral systems should be based upon some form of 

proportional representation.  As John Gerring and Strom Thacker (2005: 148) have summarized: 

 
It is generally agreed that list-PR systems have an advantage over majoritarian systems in 
mediating severe political conflict.  Two basic features of list-PR electoral systems make this 
outcome probable: the proportional distribution of seats and votes, and the capacity to incorporate 
members from all relevant social groups on a party’s list.  List-PR systems thus allow for the 
representation of important social groups within parties and among parties.  This dual or bi-level 
proportionality has direct and indirect effects on moderating social conflict. (also see Reilly, 2001, 
2002; Reilly and Reynolds, 1999). 
 
 

Unitary Versus Segmented States 

 The final institutional recommendation addresses the design of the state for divided 

societies.  Here, the discussion must be more detailed—because the issue invites so much 

controversy and because the recommendation offered goes against common practices.   

The choice regarding the institutional design of the state for heterogeneous societies is 

between a unitary state coupled with strong guarantees of individual rights versus a “divided” 

state, such as consociational or ethnofederal systems, that organize political institutions or levels 

of government, respectively, in ways that emphasize group rights and political representation on 

the basis of membership in specific national or religious communities (see, for example, Roeder 

and Rothchild, 2005; Bunce and Watts, 2005; but see McGarry, 2001 and McGarry and O’Leary, 

2002).   

At issue in making this choice are several tensions built into the management of diversity 

in democratic settings.  One is how to legitimate and represent difference and thereby reject a 
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divisive agenda of homogenization without in the process weakening the capacity of 

governments to form (given the multiplication of group-based interests and parties and their 

resistance to compromise), and, if forming, to make decisions that can be implemented. There 

can be a trade-off, in short, between representation of cultural groups in politics and the 

effectiveness of governance.   

Another tension is how to legitimate and represent difference without locking individuals 

into singular and rigid identities that prevent them from assuming a range of roles in the polity, 

the economy and the society; adopting diverse preferences that vary according to issues and that 

cross group memberships; and locating in the process new friends and business partners, as well 

as some overarching commonalities that justify common membership in the same state.  

Democracy, in short, needs to celebrate diversity, but at the same time find ways to encourage a 

political process in which cleavages can be fluid and not just fixed, overlapping and not simply 

reinforced (see the suggestive data on Lebanon reported in Haddad, 2002).  Put differently, 

stable democracies are nourished by unstable coalitions.   

Also problematic in managing diversity and, therefore, in making choices about the 

institutional make-up of the state, is the dilemma of guaranteeing the representation of cultural 

communities but not in ways that discriminate against unrecognized groups, that privilege 

cleavages that could threaten the stability of both the state and the regime, or that encourage 

groups to opt out of the state rather than remain within the state. Here, the Indian case is 

illuminating.  India managed, once it formed its linguistically-based federalism, to balance these 

concerns in a relatively effective fashion—especially in the early years of Indian independence, 

when it benefited from some unusual conditions, such as a legacy of integration, not 
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segmentation, a definition of the Indian nation that under-pinned the struggle for independence 

from Great Britain, one-party dominance, and Nehru’s leadership.   

Moreover, the Indian leadership laid out strict guidelines for how claims to form states 

could be made and created incentives for groups to press for inclusion in the state rather than 

independence.  What was also critical in this process was a rejection of any claim that was based 

upon religion—which would have been very destabilizing, not just because of Pakistan (which 

reminds us that the Indian national movement was not as inclusive as it claimed or as consensual 

at the top as it claimed as well), but also because religion is inherently divisive.  One can, for 

example, be bi-lingual and bi-ethnic, but bi-religious is a far less likely possibility. 

          No single approach to state design can fully resolve these tensions.  That recognized, there 

are some important considerations that seem to tip the balance away from what the international 

community has usually championed when confronting the problem of building democracy in 

divided societies--that is, segmented political structures, such as ethnofederalism and 

consociationalism.  By contrast a unitary political structure is rarely proposed by the 

international community.   

One problem with segmented states is corruption. If power, money and social status are 

allocated on the basis of membership in specific communities, if there is a strict (albeit 

periodically negotiable) formula for these allocations, and if community leaders control the 

distribution of “goodies,” then what often follows is the rise of ethnic political machines that 

reduce democracy to little more than inefficient allocations by a few people monopolizing scarce 

rights, influence, goods and services.  Thus, while the broad confines of the regime may appear 

democratic, given elaborate representational schemes and guarantees of group rights, this can 

obscure what is in practice of set of relatively dictatorial and inefficient local satrapies that share 



 39

the same political space, but with limited interaction.  Leaders of those satrapies, moreover, are 

both willing and able to block not just political, but also economic reforms (Manning and Antic, 

2003). 

A second problem is that segmented institutions, once in place, are unusually resistant to 

change—a problem in divided societies in particular where flexibility is unusually important, if 

the regime is to be able to recalibrate in response to erring on either side of the dilemmas noted 

above.  However, if segmented states do change, it is usually in the direction of further 

decentralization, if not state dissolution.  

It is telling, for example, that one of the most purportedly successful experiments in 

power-sharing—Spain after the death of Franco—is still confronting demands for secession—

most recently from some leaders of the Basque country (McLean, 2005). Moreover, while 

segmented and unitary multinational states may both experience inter-ethnic conflict (though 

such conflicts are more common in the former context), these disputes seem to last longer and be 

more resistant to resolution in both consociational and ethnofederal states (Bunce and Watts, 

2005). In addition, in the segmented setting, as one statistical study has suggested, there is a 

much higher probability that conflicts will escalate—a tendency that remains even when a 

variety of other plausible causes are taken into account (Roeder, 2005b).   

It is, therefore, hardly surprising that the vast majority of states in the international 

system since the early nineteenth century (indeed, eighty-six percent by one recent estimate) 

have arisen from segmented political settings (Roeder, 2005).  Segmented states feature 

unusually high mortality rates, either dissolving or leaking territory, as the cases of 

Czechoslovakia, Kenya, Nigeria, Norway-Sweden, Pakistan, Rhodesia, the Soviet Union, 

Tanzania, Uganda and Yugoslavia remind us.  States designed along these lines are prone to 



 40

constitutional crises, secessionist movements and political fragmentation—all of which are 

associated with increased levels of political violence and not with democratic governance.  

Indeed, as one careful study of Lebanon’s long experience with consociational democracy 

suggests, the survival of segmented political states seems to depend upon the rather unattractive 

combination of an external power guaranteeing the state, favoring certain groups, and 

compromising democratic governance (Zahar, 2005).  Lebanon is one of the oldest of the 

consociational systems.  As such, he recent protests in Lebanon over Syrian control and perhaps 

Syrian complicity in the assassination of a former Prime Minister provide a revealing example of 

the tensions between intervention and sovereignty, dictatorship and democracy, stability and 

instability. 

In addition, both ethnofederal and consociational arrangements tend to spawn—and 

continue to keep spawning-- unusually complex governmental structures.  This has been the 

case, for example, in Bosnia, where one citizen expressed the frustration that:  “We don’t live in 

a country; we live in a project” (quoted in Joseph, 2005: 115; also see Woodward, 1999a, 1999b; 

Bose, 2002; Manning and Antic, 2003; Pickering, 2004).  Complexity distances government 

from governed; reduces the ability of governments to act and implement; and renders 

government less transparent while providing niches for leaders of cultural communities to carry 

out political and economic projects that serve their narrow interests (Hayden, 2005). 

  Finally, power-sharing after internal wars in particular tends to lock in the wartime 

institutions that were responsible for creating more spatially-homogeneous population clusters, 

given victories in battle, public fears, ethnic cleansing and patterns of refugee settlements.  As a 

result, institutional continuity reinforces the wartime culture of fear and the predatory economic 

and political behavior of self-appointed national leaders (Bunce and Watts, 2005; Zahar, 2005; 
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Roeder, 2005; Roeder and Rothchild, 2005; Lyons, 2004; Krasner, 2004; Haddad, 2002; Bose, 

2002; Pickering, 2004).  In the process, to paraphrase Clausewitz’s famous dictum:  peace 

becomes war by other means.  

All of these problems seem to suggest that the better institutional approach to the 

management of diversity, albeit one that also has costs, is to opt for a unitary state.  To support 

democracy and inter-ethnic cooperation, however, that state must be combined with:  1) 

extensive individually-defined rights guaranteed by law; 2) electoral systems that guarantee 

minority representation and broad-based governments; 3) inclusive definitions of citizenship, 

and; 4) significant cultural autonomy for minority communities.3   However, meeting these 

conditions can still produce a state and regime that engages in discriminatory political practices, 

especially when minorities are in a poor position to press for inclusion (see Nedelsky, 2003). In 

addition, civic definitions of citizenship—or ones that prefer residence within the state over, say, 

cultural foundations as the key--may in fact disguise a homogenizing project on the part of the 

majority (McGarry, 2001).   

Words, in short, can be one thing and political experiences in daily life another.  Thus, 

like democracy promotion in general, designing political institutions to manage diversity can be 

a helpful, but costly and certainly constrained endeavor. 

 

 

                                                 
3 It must also be recognized that, while the formula above is desirable, it may not be practical—for 

example, for countries where power-sharing or ethnofederation were already in place prior to conflicts (Bunce and 
Watts, 2005) or where the international community cannot secure peace without using power-sharing in order to 
bring conflicting parties to the table.  In these circumstances, three equally unattractive options may present 
themselves:  partition (which justifies wartime aggression), the continuing use of third parties to guarantee the state 
and peaceful coexistence among its inhabitants (assuming those parties cooperate with one another), or a transition 
from early power-sharing to institutional frameworks that encourage more pan-ethnic interactions (see Kaufman, 
1996; Joseph, 2005; Junne and Cross, 2003). 
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Conclusions 

This paper has challenged a number of common assumptions about the relationship 

between democracy and diversity and about the origins and effectiveness of American efforts at 

democracy promotion.  First, democracy is the best approach to managing diversity, but it is at 

the same time often devilishly difficult to found and sustain democracy in such contexts.  

Second, democracy promotion is not a new goal in American foreign policy, and it is a goal that 

speaks far more to international developments and empirical work on democratic politics than to 

American ideals or the terrorist attacks on 9/11.  Third, the United States is most successful at 

promoting democracy when it uses democratic methods, when is collaborates with other 

international actors, and when it focuses on contexts that already feature some elements of 

democratic politics.  In this sense, international democracy promotion works best when it is 

combined with domestic democracy promotion.   

Fourth, democracy promotion can have precisely the opposite effect—for instance, 

generating chaos, exacerbating domestic inequalities in political skills, rates of participation and 

influence, and, through poor institutional choices, weakening the state and segmenting the polity 

and the economy.  Also costly is another unintended consequence—pressing dictators to protect 

their powers and their stranglehold over corrupt economies by tightening up control and driving 

wedges between the American goals of promoting democracy and enhancing national security.  

Finally, democracy in divided societies works best when diversity is celebrated, rather than 

repressed or ignored, and when political institutions provide incentives at the same time for 

interaction and cooperation across cultural cleavages.  This argues for two institutional 

innovations: proportional representation, which is a common suggestion (though far more 
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common in practice in postcommunist Eurasia than in Sub-Saharan Africa) and unitary states 

(which have not been for the most part the design of international choice). 

Have these generalizations been internalized by American foreign policy-makers?  The 

answer is mixed.  On the one hand, the American-led military interventions in Aghanistan in 

2001 and especially in Iraq in 2003 suggest that little has been learned about both the “best 

contexts” and the “best practices” for democracy promotion. What we see, for example, is 

ambitious, not modest goals; undemocratic, not democratic methods; ignorance of local 

conditions; divisive, not inclusive strategies to build coalitions in support of democracy; 

institutional choices that weaken the state, while reinforcing cleavages among cultural 

communities; and a failure to provide the political order and economic improvements that make 

democracy both doable and attractive.  On the other hand, the recent electoral revolutions in 

Slovakia, Serbia, Georgia and Ukraine evidence some learning.  The contrast between these 

radically different approaches to the same problem—ousting dictators and building democracy—

remind us of perhaps the most important lesson about democracy promotion.  The U.S. should 

nudge, not shove. 



 44

. 

REFERENCES 
 
Aksartova, Sada., “Civil Society Promotion or Global Organizational Diffusion? U.S. Civil 
Society Assistance for the Former Soviet Union.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
Sociology Society, March 17-20, 2005. 
 
Anderson, Benedict. 1991. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origins and Spread of 
Nationalism.  London: Verso Books. 
 
Anderson, Leslie and Lawrence C. Dodd. 2005. Learning Democracy: Citizen Engagement and 
Electoral Choice in Nicaragua, 1990-2001.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcoming. 
 
Andreas, Peter (2005). “Criminalizing Consequences of Sanctions: Embargo Busting and its 
Legacy.” International Studies Quarterly, 49, no. 2 (June): 335-360. 
 
Barnett, Michael. 2002. Eyewitness to a Genocide: The United Nations and Rwanda. Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press. 
 
Beissinger, Mark (2002). Nationalist Mobilization and the Collapse of the Soviet State. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Berdal, Matts and Michael Leiter. “Cambodia.” In James Mayall, ed., The New Interventionism, 
1991-1994. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, pp. 25-58. 
 
Bermeo, Nancy. 2003. Ordinary People in Extraordinary Times: The Citizenry and the Collapse 
of Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
Bieber, Florian, “Regulating Elections in Post-War Bosnia: Success and Failure of Electoral 
Engineering in Divided Societies, “ Unpublished manuscript, 2004 (ask Florian or Marie-Joelle 
for citation). 
 
Borzell, Tanja A. and Thomas Risse (2004). “One Size Fits All: EU Policies for the Promotion 
of Human Rights, Democracy and Rule of Law.” Paper presented at the Workshop on 
Democracy Promotion, Oct. 4-5, Center for Development, Democracy and Rule of Law, 
Stanford University. 
 
Bose, Sumantra. 2002. Bosnia after Dayton: Nationalist Partition and International Intervention.  
London: Hurst and Company, 2002. 
 
Brown, Nathan. “Post-Election Iraq: Facing the Constitutional Challenge.” CEIP, Democracy 
and Rule of Law Project.  Policy Outlook, February, 2005. 
 
Bunce, Valerie. 2004. “Status Quo, Reformist and Secessionist Politics: Explaining Variations in 
Center-Regional Bargaining in Ethnofederal States.” Paper presented at the Workshop on 



 45

Eastern European Politics, Minda de Gunzberg Center for European Studies, Harvard University, 
May 14. 
 
Bunce, Valerie. 2003. “Rethinking Recent Democratization: Lessons from the Postcommunist 
Experience.” World Politics 55 (January): 167-192. 
 
Bunce, Valerie, “The National Idea:  Imperial Legacies and Postcommunist Pathways in Eastern 
Europe,” East European Politics and Societies, 2005, forthcoming. 
 
Bunce, Valerie. “The Political Economy of Postsocialism.” Slavic Review, 58 (Winter): 756-798.  
 
Bunce, Valerie. 1999b. Subversive Institutions: The Design and the Destruction of Socialism and 
the State. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Bunce, Valerie and Stephen Watts. 2005. “Managing Diversity and Sustaining Democracy in the 
Postcommunist World.” In Philip Roeder and Donald Rothchild, eds., Sustainable Peace: 
Democracy and Power-Dividing Institutions after Civil Wars. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 
forthcoming. 
 
Bush, George. 2005. “State of the Union Address.” (online). Cited March 3. Available from 
World Wide Web:http://www.whitehouse.gov/newsreleases/2005/02/print/20050202-11.html.  
 
Carothers, Thomas. Critical Missions: Essays on Democracy Promotion. Washington, D.C.: 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2004. 
 
Carothers, Thomas. Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning Curve. Washington, D.C.: 
Carnegie Endowment, 1999. 
 
Chandra, Kanchan. 2004. Why Ethnic Parties Succeed: Patronage and Ethnic Head Counts in 
India. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Cox, Michael, John Ikenberry and Takashi Inoguchi, eds. 2000. American Democracy 
Promotion: Impulses, Strategies and Impacts.  Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Cruz, Arturo Santa. International Election Monitoring as an Emergent Norm: The Latin 
American Experience. Ph.d. dissertation, Department of Government, Cornell University, 2003. 
 
Di Palma, Giuseppe (1991). To Craft Democracy. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
Diamond, Larry. “Thinking about Hybrid Regimes,” Journal of Democracy 13 (2002): 21-35. 
 
Diamond, Larry, “Transition to Democracy in Iraq?” Brown Journal of World Affairs 11, no. 1 
(Summer/Fall 2004): 45-54. 
 
Diamond, Larry, “What Went Wrong in Iraq?” Foreign Affairs 83 (Summer/Fall 2004): 34-56. 
 



 46

Dobbins, James. “Iraq: Winning the Unwinnable War,” Foreign Affairs 84 (January/February 
2005). 
 
Dower, John W. “A Warning from History: Don’t Expect Democracy in Iraq.” 
www.bostonreview.net/BR28.1/dowerhtml.  February/March, 2003. 
 
Doyle, Michael and Nicholas Sambanis, “International Peacebuilding: a Theoretical and 
Quantitative Analysis,” American Political Science Review 94 (2000): 778-801. 
 
Elbadawi, Ibrahim and Nicholas Sambanis, “How Much War Will We See: Explaining the 
Prevalence of Civil War,” Journal of Conflict Resolution 46 (June 2002): 307-334. 
 
“Establishing Rule of Law in Afghanistan.” United States Institute of Peace, Special Report, no. 
117, March, 2004. 
 
Eizenstat, Stuart, John Porter and Jeremy Weinstein. “Rebuilding Weak States.” Foreign Affairs 
84 (January/February 2005). 
 
Eklit, Jorgen and Andrew Reynolds (2002). “The Impact of Election Administration on the 
Legitimacy of Emerging Democracies: A New Comparative Politics Research Agenda.” 
Commonwealth and Comparative Politics, 40, no. 2 (July): 86-119. 
 
Esman, Milton and Ronald Herring, eds. 2001. Carrots, Sticks and Ethnic Conflict: Rethinking 
Development Assistance. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. 
 
Fearon, James D. and David Laitin (2004). “Neotrusteeship and the Problem of Weak States.” 
International Security, 28, no. 4 (Spring): 5-43. 
 
Fearon, James D. and David Laitin, “Ethnicity, Insurgency and Civil War.” American Political 
Science Review 97, no. 1 (Feb. 2003): 75-90. 
 
Fearon, James D. and David Laitin, “Explaining Inter-Ethnic Cooperation,” American Political 
Science Review 90 (December 1996). 
 
Fearon, James D. and David D. Laitin, “Violence and the Social Construction of Ethnic 
Identity.” International Organization 54, no. 4 (Autumn 2000): 845-877 
 
Finnemore, Martha. The Purpose of Intervention. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003. 
 
Fish, M. Steven (2005).  Democracy Derailed in Russia. The Failure of Open Politics.  New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Gagnon, Valere P. 2005. The Myth of Ethnic War: Serbia and Croatia in the 1990s. Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press. 
 
Galbraith, Peter. “Operation Save Face.” The American Prospect 15 (December): 29-31. 



 47

 
Gasiorowski, Mark. “Democracy and Macroeconomic Performance in Underdeveloped 
Countries: An Empirical Analysis.” Comparative Political Studies 33 (2000): 314-49. 
 
Gerring, John and Strom C. Thacker, Good Government: A Centripetal Theory of Democratic 
Governance. Unpublished book manuscript, Department of Political Science, Boston University, 
March 28, 2005. 
 
Ghobarah, Hazem Adam, Paul Huth, and Bruce Russett, “Civil Wars Kill and Main People—
Long after the Shooting Stops.” American Political Science Review 97, no. 2. May 2003: 189-
202. 
 
Gibson, James L. and Gouws, Amanda. 2003. Overcoming Intolerance in South Africa: 
Experiments in Democratic Persuasion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Goodson, Larry, “Afghanistan’s Long Road to Reconstruction,” Journal of Democracy 14 
(January 2003): 82-9. 
 
Goodson, Larry. “Bullets, Ballots and Poppies in Afghanistan.” Journal of Democracy 16 
(2005): 24-38. 
 
Harbison, John (1999). “Rethinking Democratic Transition: Lessons from East and South 
Africa.”  In Richard Joseph, ed., Conflict and Democracy in Africa.  Lynne Rienner.  
 
Hart, Vivien. “Democratic Constitution-Making.” United States Institute of Peace, Special 
Report, no. 107, March, 2004. 
 
Hartzell, Caroline, Matthew Hodie and Donald Rothchild, “Stabilizing the Peace after Civil War: 
An Investigation of Some Key Variables,” International Organization 55 (Winter 2001): 181-
208. 
 
Hayden, Robert (2005). “’Democracy without a Demos? The Bosnian Constitutional Experiment 
and the Intentional Construction of Nonfunctioning States.” East European Politics and 
Societies, 19 (Spring): 226-259. 
 
Hellman, Joel (1998). “Winners Take Politics: The Politics of Partial Reform in Postcommunist 
Transitions.” World Politics, 50 (January). 
 
Henderson, Sarah. “Selling Civil Society: Western Aid and the Non-Governmental 
Organizations Sector in Russia,” Comparative Political Studies 35 (March 2002): 136-167.  
 
Hobsbawm, Eric. 1990. Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth and Reality. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Hobsbawm, Eric. “Spreading Democracy,” Foreign Policy (September/October 2004): 40-41. 
 



 48

Hoffman, David and Cory Welt, “Gilded Lily Pad.”  
www.prospect.org/eb/page.ww?section=root&name=ViewWeb&articleld=9883. 
 
Horowitz, Donald. 1985. Ethnic groups in Conflict. Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
Hozic, Aida (2004). “Between the Cracks: Balkan Cigarette Smuggling.” Problems of 
Postcommunism, 51, no. 3 (May/June): 35-44. 
 
Hughes,  Carolyn. 2003.  The Political Economy of Cambodia’s Transition, 1991-2001. London: 
Routledge Curzon. 
 
Huntington, Samuel P. 1991. The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century.  
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press. 
 
Jabar, Faleh. “Postconflict Iraq: A Race for Stability, Reconstruction and Legitimacy.” United 
States Institute of Peace, Special Report, no. 120. May, 2004. 
 
Jacoby, Wade (2004). The Enlargement of the EU and NATI: Ordering from the Menu in 
Europe. Cambridge University Press. 
 
Jacoby, Wade (2000). Imitation and Politics: Redesigning Modern Germany. Cornell University 
Press. 
 
Jennings, Ray Salvatore. “The Road Ahead: Lessons in Nation-Building from Japan, Germany 
and Afghanistan for Postwar Iraq.” United States Institute of Peace, Peaceworks, no. 49, April, 
2003. 
 
Joseph, Edward P. “Back to the Balkans,” Foreign Affairs 84, no. 1. January/February 2005: 
111-122. 
 
Junne, Gerd and Cross, Peter. “The Challenge of Postconflict Development.” In Gerd Junne and 
Willemijn Verkoren, eds., Post-Conflict Development: Meeting New Challenges. Boulder: Lynne 
Rienner, 2003, pp. 1-18. 
 
Kaufmann, Chaim. “Possible and Impossible Solutions to Ethnic civil Wars,” International 
Security 20 (Spring 1996): 136-275. 
 
Kegley, Charles, Jr. and Margaret G. Herman. “Putting Military Intervention in the Democratic 
Peace.” Comparative Political Studies 30 (1997): 78-107. 
 
Kinzer, Stephen. 2003. All the Shah’s Men: An American Coup and the Roots of Middle East 
Terror. New York: John Wiley. 
 
Krasner, Stephen. “Governance Failures and Alternatives to Sovereignty.”  CDDRL (Center for 
Democracy, Development and Rule of Law).  Stanford Institute for International Studies, no. 1.  
Nov. 2, 2004. 



 49

 
Lake, David and Donald Rothchild, “Containing Fear: The Origins and Management of Ethnic 
Conflict,” International Security 21 (Fall 1996). 
 
Lawson Chappel, “How Best to Build Democracy: Laying a Foundation for the New Iraq,” 
Foreign Affairs  (July/August 2003). 
 
Licklider, Roy. “The Consequences of Negotiated Settlements in Civil Wars, 1945-1993,” 
American Political Science Review 89 (September 1995): 681-690. 
 
Lowenthal, Abraham, ed., Exporting Democracy: The United States and Latin America. 
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991. 
 
Luttwak, Edward. “Iraq: The Logic of Disengagement.” Foreign Affairs 83 (May/June 2004). 
 
Lyons, Terrence. “Transforming the Institutions of War: Postconflict Elections and the 
Reconstitution of Failed States.” In Robert Rotberg, ed., When States Fail: Causes and 
Consequences. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004: 269-301. 
 
Lyons, Terrence. “The Role of Postsettlement Elections.” In Stephen John Stedman, Donald 
Rothchild, and Elizabeth M. Cousens, eds., Ending Civil Wars: The Implementation of Peace 
Agreements.  Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002. 
 
Makiya, Kanan. “A Model for Post-Saddam Iraq,” Journal of Democracy 14 (2003): 5-12. 
 
Mandelbaum, Michael. “Foreign Policy as Social Work.” Foreign Affairs 75 (1996): 16-32. 
 
Mann, Michael (2005). The Dark Side of Democracy: Explaining Ethnic Cleansing. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Manning, Carrie and Miljenko Antic. “The Limits of Electoral Engineering,” Journal of 
Democracy 14 (2003): 45-59. 
 
Mansfield, Edward and Jack Snyder. “Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and War,” 
International Organization 56 (Spring 2002): 297-337.  
 
Mansfield, Edward and Jack Snyder. “Democratization and War,” Foreign Affairs 74 (May-June 
1995): 79-97. 
 
Manz, Beatrice, “Multi-Ethnic Empires and the Formulation of Identity,” Ethnic and Racial 
Studies 26, no. 1 (January 2003): 70-101. 
 
Marinov, Nikolay. “Do Sanctions Help Democracy? The U.S. and the EU’s Record, 1977-2004.” 
CDRRL Working Papers, no. 20, November 2, 2004. 
 



 50

Marten, Kimberly Zisk. 2004. Enforcing the Peace: Learning from the Imperial Past. New York: 
Columbia University Press. 
 
Marx, Anthony W. 2003. Faith in the Nation: Exclusionary Origins of Nationalism.  Oxford: 
Oxford University Press. 
 
McDowley, Kathleen and Brian Silver. “Social Capital: Ethnicity and Support for Democracy in 
the Post-Communist States,” Europe-Asia Studies 54 (2002): 505-527. 
 
McGarry, John. “Northern Ireland, Civic Nationalism, and the Good Friday Agreement.” In John 
McGarry, ed., Northern Ireland and the Divided World: the Northern Ireland Conflict and the 
Good Friday Agreement in Comparative Perspective. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001: 
109-136. 
 
McGarry, John and Brendan O’Leary. “Federation as a Method of Ethnic Conflict Resolution.” 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, September, 
2002. 
 
Mendelson, Sarah E. “The Seven Ingredients: When Democracy Promotion Works.” Harvard 
International Review 20 (Summer 2004): 87-88. 
 
Mendelson, Sarah and Glenn, John, eds. 2002. The Power and Limits of NGOs: A Critical Look 
at Building Democracy in Eastern Europe and Eurasia. New York: Columbia University Press. 
 
Moehler, Devra. (2003). Informed Distrusting Democrats: The Effects of Citizen Participation in 
Ugandan Constitution-Making. Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of Political Science, The 
University Of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI. 
 
Mote, Octavius and Danilyn Rutherford, “From Irian Jaya to Papua: The Limits of Primordialism 
in Indonesia’s Troubled East.” Indonesia 72 (October 2001). 
 
Navia, Patricio and Zweifel, Thomas D. “Democracy, Dictatorship and Infant Mortality.” 
Journal of Democracy 14 (2003): 90-103. 
 
Nedelsky, Nadya. “Constitutional Nationalism’s Implications for Minority Rights and 
Democratization,” Racial and Ethnic Studies 26 (2003): 102-128. 
 
Nolan, Robert. “Helping Haiti.” Foreign Policy Association Newsletter, Nov. 13, 2003.  
www.fpa.org/newsletter.info2583. 
 
Nolan, Robert. “Insurgents and Elections in Iraq.” Foreign Policy Association Newsletter, Jan. 6. 
2005: 1-9. 
 
Nolan, Robert. “Iraq and the Middle East: A ‘Generational’ Commitment to Democracy.” 
Foreign Policy Association Newsletter, November 13, 2003.  www.fpa.org/newsletter_info2583.  
 



 51

Nolan, Robert. “The Iraqi Interim Constitution: An Overview.” Foreign Policy, March 11, 2004.   
www.fpa.org/newsletter_info2583.  January 7, 2005. 
 
Norton, Anne. 2004. Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire. New Haven: Yale 
University Press. 
 
Ottaway, Marina. 2003. Democracy Challenged: The Rise of Semi-Authoritarianism. 
Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 
 
Peceny, Mark. 1999. Democracy at the Point of Bayonets.  University Park: The Pennsylvania 
State University Press. 
 
Petersen, Roger. 2002. Understanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred and Resentment in 
Twentieth Century Eastern Europe.  New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Petrova, Tsveta (2003). The Two Faces of Democracy Assistance: NATO and EU Intervention in 
Eastern Europe.  Undergraduate honors’ thesis, Cornell University, Department of Government. 
 
Pevehouse, Jon. 2005. Democracy from Above: Regional Organizations and Democratization. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Pickering, Paula. “Swimming Upstream: Grassroots Perspectives in Bosnia in Progress in Inter-
Ethnic Relations Since Dayton.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies, Boston, MA, December 7, 2004. 
 
Pickering, Paula. “Explaining Voter Moderation in Post-Communist Ethnic Party Systems: A 
Cross-National Investigation in the Balkans.” Paper presented at the workshop on political 
economy, Cornell University, April 1, 2005. 
 
Powers, Denise, “Fresco Fiasco: Narratives of National Identity and the Bruno Schulz Murals of 
Drogobych,” East European Politics and Society 17, no. 4 (Fall 2003): 622-653. 
 
Powers, Samantha. 2002. A Problem from Hell: America and the Age of Genocide. New York: 
Basic Books.  
 
Rae, Heather. 2002. State Identities and the Homogenization of Peoples. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Rathbun, Brian (2004). Partisan Interventions: European Party Politics and Peace Enforcement 
in the Balkans. Cornell University Press. 
 
Reilly, Benjamin. “Electoral Systems for Divided Societies,” Journal of Democracy 13 (April 
2002): 156-170. 
 
Reilly, Benjamin (2001). Democracy in Divided Societies: Electoral Enginerring for Conflict 
Management.  Cambridge University Press. 



 52

 
Reilly, Benjamin and Andrew Reynolds (1999). Electoral Systems and Conflict in Divided 
Societies. National Academy Press. 
 
Reynolds, Andrew (2001). “Designing Electoral Systems.” In R. William Liddle, ed., Crafting 
Indonesian Democracy.  Ford Foundation:  89-104. 
 
Roberts, David. Political Transition in Cambodia, 1991-1999: Power, Elites and Democracy. 
New York: St. Martin’s, 2001. 
 
Roeder, Philip G., “Power-Dividing as an Alternative to Ethnic Power-Sharing.” In Philip G. 
Roeder and Donald Rothchild, eds., Sustainable Peace: Democracy and Power-Dividing 
Institutions after Civil Wars. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, forthcoming. 
 
Roeder, Philip. 2005. Where Nation-States Come From: Soviet Lessons and Global Implications. 
Princeton University Press, forthcoming. 
 
Rose, Gideon. “Democracy Promotion and American Foreign Policy: A Review Essay,” 
International Security 25 (2000/01): 186-206. 
 
Rustow, Dankwart. “Transitions to Democracy: Towards a Dynamic Model.” Comparative 
Politics 2 (April 1970): 23-42. 
 
Saidman, Stephen M. “Discrimination in International Relations: Analyzing External Support for 
Ethnic Groups.” Journal of Peace Research 39, no. 1 (2002): 27-50. 
 
Sambanis, Nicholas and Annalisa Zinn, “From Protest to Violence: An Analysis of Conflict 
Escalation with an Application to Self-Determination Movements,” Unpublished manuscript, 
Department of Political Science, Yale University, April 21, 2004. 
 
Santa Cruz, Arturo. International Election Monitoring as an Emergent Norm: The Latin 
American Experience. Ph.d. dissertation, Department of Government, Cornell University, 2003. 
 
Sedelmeier, Ulrich (2005). “EU Identity Formation Through Enlargement Policy Practice.” 
Paper presented at the conference on, “Towards a Transnational and Transcultural Europe,” 
Mellon Sawyer Capstone Conference, June 17-18, Budapest, Hungary. 
 
Siegle, Joseph, Michael Weinstein and Morton Halperin. “Why Democracies Excel,” Foreign 
Affairs 83 (September-October 2004). 
 
Smith, Anthony. 1991. National Identity. Reno: University of Nevada Press. 
 
Stedman, John. “Spoiler Problems in Peace Processes,” International Security 22 (Fall 1997): 5-
53. 
 



 53

Stedman, John, Donald Rothchild and Elizabeth Cousens, eds. 2002. Ending Civil Wars: The 
Implementation of Peace Agreements. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 
 
Talbott, Strobe. “Democracy and the National Interest.” Foreign Affairs 15 
(November/December 1996): 47-63.  
 
Toft, Monica. 2003. The Geography of Ethnic violence. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
“Twenty Questions on the Future of Europe: The EU after “Non” and “Nee.” Special Report: 
Economist Intelligence Unit, June, 2005. 
  
Vachudova, Milada. 2005. Europe Unidivided: Democracy, Leverage and Integration after 
Communism.  Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Van der Borgh, Chris. “Donors of War-Torn Societies: A Case Study of El Salvador.” In Gerd 
Junne and Willemijn Verkoren, eds., Post-Conflict Development: Meeting New Challenges. 
Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 2003, pp. 223-248. 
 
Varshney, Ashutosh. 2002. Ethnic Conflict and Civil Life: Hindus and Muslims in India. New 
Haven: Yale University Press. 
 
Walter, Barbara. “Designing Transitions from Civil War.” In Michael E. Brown, Owen R. Cote, 
Jr., Sean M. Lynn-Jones and Steven E. Miller, eds., Nationalism and Ethnic Conflict. 
Cambridge: MIT Press, 2001: 415-443. 
 
Watts, Stephen. “Democracy by Force: Norms, Resource Constraints and Coalition-Building.” 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Honolulu, HI, 
March 1-5, 2005. 
 
Weber, Eugene. 1976. Peasants into Frenchmen: The Modernization of Rural France, 1814-
1917. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
 
Wilkinson, Steven I. 2004. Votes and Violence: Electoral Competition and Ethnic Riots in India.  
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Woodward, Susan (1999a). “Bosnia after Dayton: Transforming a Compromise in the State.” In 
Robert Rothstein, ed., After the Peace: Resistance and Reconciliation. Boulder: Lynne 
Reinner:139-166. 
 
Woodward, Susan (1999b). “Bosnia and Herzegovina: How Not to End Civil War.” In Barbara 
Walter and Jack Snyder, eds., Civil wars, insecurity and intervention. New York: Columbia 
University Press: 73-115. 
 
Woodward, Susan (1995). Balkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution after the Cold War.  
Washington, D.C.:  Brookings Institution. 
 



 54

Zahar, Marie-Joelle. “Power-Sharing in Lebanon: Foreign Protectors, Domestic Peace and 
Democratic Failure.”  In Philip G. Roeder and Donald Rothchild, eds., Sustainable Peace: 
Democracy and Power-Dividing Institutions after Civil Wars. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.  
 
Zakharia, Fareed (2003 ). The Future of Democracy: Illiberal Democracies at Home and 
Abroad. 
 
Zisk, Kimberly Marten. (2004). Enforcing the Peace: Learning from the Imperial Past. New 
York: Columbia University Press. 
 
                                                     


