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Can the United States Promote 
Democracy? 

GRAHAM T. ALLISON, JR. 
ROBERT P. BESCHEL, JR. 

Is it possible for the United States to promote democracy and 
pluralism? Are there potential actions, programs, and policies to be undertaken - 
or avoided -that will encourage the development of an appropriate system of 
checks and balances, promote the participation of existing and emerging groups 
in the political life of foreign nations, strengthen the rule of law in such countries, 
and enhance the protection of minority rights and values? If such initiatives do 
exist, then what are their chances of success? What factors will encourage or 
retard their effectiveness? 

These questions, formerly addressed only in remote academic circles, have 
recently moved to the forefront of the American foreign policy debate. The 
democratic revolutions of 1989, coupled with the retreat of authoritarian regimes 
in Latin America and parts of Asia and Africa, have prompted a resurgence 
of interest throughout the U.S. government and society at large in promoting 
democracy. The 1989 Support for East European Democracy (SEED) legislation 
authorizing U.S. spending for these purposes presupposes that such objectives 
are obtainable. It reads: 

The President should ensure that the assistance provided to Eastern European countries 
pursuant to this Act is designed -(1) to contribute to the development of democratic 
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institutions and pluralism characterized by: (a) the establishment of fully democratic 
and representative political systems based on free and fair elections, (b) effective recog- 
nition of fundamental liberties and individual freedoms, including freedom of speech, 
religion, and association, (c) termination of all laws and regulations which impede the 
operation of a free press and the formation of political parties, (d) creation of an 
independent judiciary, and (e) establishment of non-partisan military, security, and 
police forces.' 

Such enthusiasm stands in marked contrast to the considered counsel of the 
most serious students of democracy. The theorists' conventional wisdom sounds 
a cautionary note. Their prevailing answer to the question of whether the United 
States can promote democracy and pluralism is mostly "no" or "not much." 

The purpose of this article is to engage this argument. Since our analysis leads 
to a conclusion quite different from the consensus among scholars on this subject, 
we will state our conclusion bluntly. Not only is it possible for the United States 
to promote democracy, but we believe that the evidence suggests that in fact the 
United States has promoted democracy and is promoting democracy. To state 
the case provocatively, we identify fifty-seven specific initiatives, actions the U.S. 
government can take or refrain from in order to promote democracy. Moreover, 
we have no doubt that it would be possible to identify at least fifty-seven more. 

To bring this central question into sharper focus, it is necessary to be explicit 
about the lenses through which we view the evidence, for these lenses play a 
particularly important role in shaping our conclusions. Operationally the ques- 
tion appears straightforward enough, and the answer obvious. Of course govern- 
ments can promote democracy. Viewed historically, one observes cycles of enthu- 
siasm and self-confidence about the promotion of democracy. In the upswings, 
the answer seems clearly yes; on the downsides, certainly not. Through the lens 
of theory, the most thoughtful students persuade one quickly that the subject "is 
much more complicated than you thought." 

I 

When addressing the issue from an operational perspective, it is difficult to see 
how any informed observer could have serious doubts about the answer to the 
question. Is it an accident that the nations occupied by U.S. forces after World 
War II are now democracies? Consider recent events in Nicaragua. It would be 
difficult to argue that the combination of diplomacy in developing wide-spread 
support for democratic ground rules (including making future economic assis- 
tance contingent upon compliance), direct support for the opposition parties, 
and international supervision and observation of the elections were not significant 

' Support for East European Democracy (SEED) Act of 1989, (H.R. 3402), 101st Congress, 1st 
sess., 17 November 1989. 
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factors in producing both Violeta Chamorra's victory and the Ortega brothers' 
acquiescence to this result. Who doubts America's stance, including various spe- 
cific actions like the 1990 U.S. air force flyover of Manila, affected the enthusiasm 
of the Philippine military for a coup to oust a democratically elected president? 

Through the historian's lens, one discovers a recurring confidence among advo- 
cates in the inevitable progress of democratic expansion. As representative de- 
mocracy took root and flowered in the United States, both Americans and sympa- 
thetic Europeans celebrated this development.2 Alexis de Tocqueville stated that 
American democracy was "a providential fact, that it is universal, it is lasting 
... and all events as well as all men contribute to its progress." After a century 
of slow but steady growth in the number of democratic regimes, Lord Bryce 
published his classic Modern Democracies, in which he concluded that this "trend 
towards democracy now widely visible, is a natural trend, due to a general law 
of social progress." Unfortunately his book's 1921 publication date coincided 
with the reversal of this trend.3 

Eras of optimism have typically been followed by periods of pronounced pessi- 
mism regarding the future of democratic institutions and values. Fifty years ago, 
in the midst of the global clash between fascist, communist, and democratic 
regimes, doubts about democracy's future were dominant. As recently as fifteen 
years ago another crisis of confidence was fashionable. In the mid 1970s, Willy 
Brandt offered the following assessment: 

Western Europe has only 20 or 30 more years of democracy left in it; after that it will 
slide, engineless and rudderless, under the surrounding sea of dictatorship, and whether 
the dictation comes from a politburo or a junta will not make much difference.4 

In 1975, the Trilateral Commission was so concerned about the prospects for 
democracy's survival in Europe, Japan, and the United States that it commis- 
sioned a major study of the subject.5 Today such pessimism appears odd. Yet 
current optimism about the spread of democracy may be equally misplaced. The 
views of pundits on this subject are often driven by fashion as much as fact, and 
they consequently manifest more pronounced swings than the data itself would 
warrant. 

A number of historical studies identify cycles in the development of democracy. 
One of the most penetrating students of the subject, Samuel Huntington, has 

2 In 1787 James Madison claimed that one of the great innovations of the American (as compared 
to the traditional) conception of republicanism is representation. See Madison, The Federalist, No. 
63 in The Federalist Papers (New York: Mentor, 1961), 382-390. 

3 The de Tocqueville and Bryce quotes are cited from Samuel P. Huntington, "Will More Countries 
Become Democratic?" Political Science Quarterly 99 (Summer 1984): 193-218. 

4 The Brandt quote is cited from Daniel Patrick Moynihan, A Dangerous Place (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Co., 1978), 229. 

5 Michel Crozier, Samuel P. Huntington, and Joji Watanuki, The Crisis of Democracy (New 
York: New York University Press, 1975). 
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identified several cycles or waves in the emergence of modern democratic regimes: 
first, 1820-1920, when democracy spread from the United States to northern and 
western Europe, some British dominions, and a few countries in Latin America; 
second, 1920-1942, when "democratic trends were snuffed out in Germany, Italy, 
Austria, Poland, the Baltic states, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Argentina, Brazil, 
and Japan"; third, 1945-1962, when democracy expanded as a consequence of 
the U.S. imposition of democracy on West Germany, Austria, Italy, Japan, and 
South Korea, combined with decolonization during which many independent 
countries adopted the political forms of the imperial powers; fourth, a second 
reverse wave (1962-1975), in which military coups and revolutionary triumphs 
reduced the number of democracies from thirty-six to thirty; and finally, the 
period from 1975 to the present, which Huntington characterizes as the "third 
wave" of democratic expansion.6 

Between 1974 and 1990, at least thirty countries made transitions to democracy, 
almost doubling the number of democratic governments in the world. Yet in spite 
of these fluctuations, Huntington notes a remarkable constancy in the percentage 
of the world's population living in free states (as classified by Freedom House). 
This proportion stood at 32 percent in 1973, after which -except for India's two 
years of emergency rule -it never rose above 37 percent and never fell below 35 
percent. Huntington's reading of these cycles contributes to his 1984 conclusion 
that, in the absence of major discontinuities in current trends, "a significant 
increase in the number of democratic regimes in the world is unlikely."7 

Even after the democratic revolutions of 1989, the majority of the world's 
population still lives in the more than one hundred regimes that are either partly 
or wholly nondemocratic. According to Freedom House's latest publication, 
Freedom in the World: 1989-1990, the percentage of the world's population 
living under democratic rule stood at 38 percent in January 1990. If the newly 
democratic countries of Eastern and Central Europe are included, this total 
would rise to 41 percent.8 If the Soviet Union were counted, one almost reaches 
majority-49.7 percent. 

Such figures may understate the degree to which democratic values and institu- 
tions have increased during the past decade. Examined on a regional basis, democ- 
racy has made marked advances in Europe, Latin America, and Asia. This expan- 
sion has taken place primarily among the wealthier nations. Today, of the 
countries the World Bank classifies as "High Income Economies," 74 percent 
are democracies. Conversely, 71 percent of the worlds poorest nations have 
authoritarian or totalitarian forms of government. 

6 Huntington, "Will More Countries Become Democratic?" 196-197. See also Samuel P. Hun- 
tington, "Democracy's Third Wave," Journal of Democracy 2 (Spring 1991): 12-34. 

7Huntington, "Will More Countries Become Democratic?" 218. 
8 See R. Bruce McColm, et al., Freedom in the World: 1989-1990 (New York: Freedom House, 

1990), 3-7. 
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II 

Few subjects have received more attention from political scientists than democ- 
racy. Debate goes back to the first half of the fifth century B.C., when the idea 
of direct self-rule emerged in the Athenian city state. Most of the dialogue since 
replays strands of the original debate, with the exception of a major eighteenth- 
century development that married the concept of democracy with that of repre- 
sentation.9 

In the twentieth century, many scholars have turned away from the more 
philosophical task of establishing the normative basis for democracy to the more 
practical task of understanding the factors and preconditions that make demo- 
cratic regimes more likely. Robert Dahl, Samuel Huntington, Seymour Martin 
Lipset, and scores of other distinguished academicians have sought to enrich 
our theoretical understanding of the conditions under which democratic regimes 
develop and the factors contributing to their ultimate success or failure. 

Several impressions emerge from these studies. In an effort to be provocatively 
conclusive, we would characterize this theoretical literature (that is, the portion 
of it which we have reviewed) as both extensive and impressive; complex, indeed, 
tending toward even greater complexity than the phenomena it seeks to analyze; 
suggestive about possible causes, correlates, and conditions that contribute to 
the emergence and sustenance of democracy; but curiously unsatisfying, at least 
for someone who comes with the action-oriented question posed at the outset of 
this article. 

When one turns to the concluding sections or chapters of major studies, no 
point is more often repeated (quite frequently in virtually the same words) than 
that any conclusions must be "modest." The literature provides little advice for 
would-be promoters of democracy other than cautions about how little can be 
done. 

We state this impression starkly, recognizing that it is open to the charge of 
being unfair. Indeed, we hope that it will inspire or provoke others to refute it. 
But to pursue this dominant impression, consider the following quotations from 
the conclusions of a number of these scholars. 

9 Robert Dahl points out, "from classical Greece to the seventeenth century, the possibility that 
a legislature might properly consist not of the entire body of citizens but of their elected representatives 
remained mainly outside the theory and practice of democracy or republican government." In Social 
Contract, Jean Jacques Rousseau rejected representation as inconsistent with the idea of democracy. 
Yet other thinkers such as Montesquieu and John Locke had already begun to join the democratic 
notion of rule by the people to the practice of representation. John Stuart Mill cemented this relation- 
ship in the nineteenth century. Again to quote Dahl, "in his considerations on representative govern- 
ment, John Stuart Mill, stating in a single sentence what to him and his readers could be taken as 
a self-evident truth, dismissed the conventional wisdom of over two thousand years by rejecting the 
assumption that self-government necessarily required a unit small enough for the whole body of 
citizens to assemble." See Robert A. Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1989). 
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Robert Dahl sums up his masterful and inspiring inquiry of decades in a 1989 
publication, Democracy and its Critics. On what must certainly count as a downer 
for democratic activists, he concludes: "That no more than a third of the countries 
in the world are governed by polyarchy [constitutional democracies] should not 
be surprising. It would be surprising, on the other hand, if the proportion were 
to change greatly over the next 20 years." To V. I. Lenin's question, What Is to 
Be Done?, Dahl answers: "When I reflect on the conditions favoring polyarchy, I 
am driven to the conclusion that the capacity of democratic countries to transform 
non-democratic regimes into stable polyarchies is very limited in the short run." 
Nonetheless, ending on a more positive note, he states: "Yet democratic countries 
could make a difference in the long run, I think, if they steadily pursued a policy 
of supporting changes in the direction of democracy and discouraging changes 
away from it. . . . Democratic countries could aid in the democratization of 
non-democratic countries by steadily pursuing policies over many years that focus 
on changes in the underlying conditions that support stable polyarchy."10 Thus, 
to the question of this article, Dahl offers a qualified "yes." But the book ends 
without any enumeration of what such actions might be. 

Democracy has been a subject of study for Samuel Huntington for over more 
than three decades. His oft-quoted 1984 article, "Will More Countries Become 
Democratic?" not only asks that question but several others including: "What 
policies should governments, private institutions, and individuals espouse to 
encourage the spread of democracy?" Huntington's answer to the first question 
is that "the prospects for the extension of democracy to other societies are not 
great." To Lenin's question, he first insists that only "modest conclusions . . . 
emerge from this review." He then answers: "the ability of the United States to 
affect the development of democracy elsewhere is limited." Nonetheless, he does 
identify several ways in which the United States could contribute to democratic 
development: assisting economic development of poor countries; encouraging 
developing countries to foster market economies and development of rigorous 
bourgeois classes; refurbishing the United States own economic, military, and 
political power so as to exercise greater influence than it has in world affairs; and 
developing "a concerted program designed to encourage and to help the elites of 
countries entering the 'transition zone' to lead their countries in a more democratic 
direction."" As to the final recommendation, his article contains no specific 
suggestions about what such a "concerted program" might include. 

Following the classic Civic Culture by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba 
in 1965, there has been a steady growth of systematic, comparative studies of 
democracy. 12 Among the most thorough is Transitionsfrom Authoritarian Rule: 
Prospects for Democracy, a 1986 publication by Guillermo O'Donnell, Philippe 

0 Dahl, Democracy and its Critics, 316, 317. 
" Huntington, "Will More Countries Become Democratic?" 218. 
12 Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and Democracy 

in Five Nations (Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, 1989). 
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Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead. Their central conclusion relevant to our 
inquiry merits quotation at length. They seek to 

capture the extraordinary uncertainty of the transition, with its numerous surprises and 
difficult dilemmas. . . . If we ever have the temerity to formulate theory of such 
processes, it would have to be a chapter in a much larger inquiry into the problem of 
'underdetermined' social change, of larger-scale transformations which occur when 
there are insufficient structural or behavioral parameters to guide and predict the 
outcome. Such a theory would include elements of accident and unpredictability, of 
crucial decisions taken in a hurry with very inadequate information, of actors facing 
irreconcilable ethical dilemmas and ideological confusions, of dramatic turning points 
reached and passed without an understanding of their future significance. In it the 
unexpected and the possible are as important as the usual and the probable.'3 

The most extensive comparative study, supervised by Larry Diamond, Juan 
Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset, examines twenty-six developing countries in 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The overview of this study's findings appears 
in a 1990 publication, Politics in Developing Countries: Comparing Experiences 
with Democracy.'4 Three decades earlier, Lipset's Political Man had pursued 
the search for necessary and, if possible, sufficient conditions for democracy, 
emphasizing the link between economic development and the likelihood that a 
society is democratic. In one of the more famous propositions from this discus- 
sion, Lipset asserts: "The more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that 
will it sustain democracy."'5 The most recent study abandons the concept of 
"pre-conditions" and shifts instead to what the authors label "facilitating and 
obstructing factors" in democratic development. It discusses such factors under 
ten headings, one of which is "international factors." While the authors "attribute 
the course of political development and regime change primarily to internal 
structures and actions," they recognize that internal structures have been "shaped 
historically by a variety of international factors." On the one hand, they caution 
that "the potential for democratic influence from the United States or other 
external actors should not be underestimated." In support of the claim they 
cite four examples, one positive, one negative, and two mixed. The Kennedy 
administration's bet on democracy in Venezuela was "an important supporting 
factor"; the Carter administration's human rights pressure on Argentina failed 
to force the withdrawal of the military, but nonetheless "saved many victims of 
indiscriminate repression in the late 1970s and was a factor in the international 
isolation of the military regime"; in Chile and South Korea, the U.S. role was 
mixed. On the other hand, they conclude that "at the current time, however, and 
no doubt in many previous decades, the most important international influences 

'3 Guillermo O'Donnell, Philippe C. Schmitter, and Laurence Whitehead, Transitions from Au- 
thoritarian Rule: Prospects for Democracy (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986), 3-4. 

14 Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, and Seymour Martin Lipset, eds., Democracy in Developing 
Countries (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1989). 

'5 Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), 31. 

This content downloaded from 128.103.193.216 on Tue, 05 Jan 2016 16:13:52 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


88 | POLITICAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY 

on the prospects for democracy in developing countries appear to be economic 
ones." The democratic consolidation in Eastern Europe will depend significantly 
on the "flexibility and vision" of the industrialized countries in dealing with "the 
critical issues of developing countries' debt and trade."16 

These scholarly studies force one to recognize the inescapable complexity that 
surrounds the simple question with which we began. They complicate our inquiry 
by identifying more than a score of fundamental issues, many of which are 
controversial. What do we mean by "democracy"? Is democracy best understood 
as a phenomenon or as an intellectual construct? Are there unambiguous criteria 
for distinguishing democracies from other forms of government? For which kinds 
of associations among individuals, if not all, is democracy the best (or the least 
worst) solution? For the world? For national groups, nation states, business 
firms, or universities? And if for some of these associations and not others, why? 

Similar questions surround the role of the United States in promoting democ- 
racy. Why should Washington be interested in advancing the spread of demo- 
cratic values and institutions? Is our principal objective national self-determina- 
tion, freedom for individuals, or the promotion of regimes that are likely to be 
friendly to American interests? Are there significant international implications 
associated with the spread of democracy (for example, Immanuel Kant's assertion 
that democracies are inherently more peaceful than authoritarian states)? 

Finally, another set of fundamental questions surrounds the prerequisites for 
the establishment and maintenance of democratic regimes. Are there pre-condi- 
tions for democratic development? Is a market economy a necessary condition 
for sustainable democracy? Is a bourgeois class a necessary precondition for 
democracy, or a widespread belief in the legitimacy of democratic institutions? 
When countries develop economically, do they enter what Huntington calls "a 
zone of transition or choice" about democracy that was previously unavailable 
to them?"7 Is the high correlation between levels of economic development and 
democracy just a coincidence? How does the process of democratization relate 
to the probability of a stable democracy? Is blood required, as Barrington Moore 
theorizes? Or is Dahl closer to the mark when he argues that stable democracies 
-"are more likely to result from rather slow evolutionary overthrow of existing 
hegemonies."18 Finally, is political democracy a natural condition of mankind 
in that it is more consistent with fundamental human needs, aspirations, and 
inclinations than other forms of government? 

Interesting essays have been written and remain to be written in response to 
each of these questions. Moreover, thoughtful answers to each query would be 

6 Diamond, Linz and Lipset, Democracy in Developing Countries, 1-37. 
1 See Huntington, "Will More Countries Become Democratic?" 199-203. 
8 Dahl, Democracy and Its Critics, 260-262; Huntington, "Will More Countries Become Demo- 

cratic?" 21 1; Barrington Moore, Jr., Social Origins ofDictatorship andDemocracy: Lord and Peasant 
in the Making of the Modern World (Boston: Beacon Press, 1966). 
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germane to our current inquiry. But given the space available, we return to the 
operational question: is it possible for the United States government and society 
to promote democracy? 

We believe that the answer to this question is a clear and resounding "yes." 
Under a particular condition C, the transition to and consolidation of democracy 
in specific target countries is more probable; if the United States takes a specific 
initiative, then condition C is more probable; thus by taking that initiative, the 
United States can promote democracy. According to this argument, the initiative 
by the U.S. government and others that produced the Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) Agreement (which establishes democratic 
elections as the criterion for legitimate governments) promotes democracy. Con- 
versely, if failed U.S. policies contribute to a worldwide recession and protec- 
tionist sentiment seals off western markets to newly-democratic countries, their 
overall economic performance would decline sharply and with it their prospects 
for sustaining democracies. 

III 

We expected that we would find an agenda of actions for promoting democracy 
in the literature. We are still looking. Perhaps others will have articles or books 
to suggest. But since we have been unable to find someone else's list, yet remain 
unwilling to cease and desist without offering a more specific, positive answer to 
the question we began with, we will continue where qualified students of the 
subject have hesitated to tread. 

In an earlier volume on avoiding nuclear war, Hawks, Doves and Owls, we 
developed a simplistic format for stating an agenda of action in the form of 
specific do's and don'ts for reducing the risks of nuclear war. 19 Thus, for example, 
one of ten "principles for avoiding nuclear war" states "obtain a credible conven- 
tional deterrent." Under it, there follow a number of actions to take and to avoid: 
"DO strengthen NATO and the Rapid Deployment Force to levels in which it 
would not be necessary to threaten escalation to nuclear use to deter Soviet 
aggression"; and "DON'T pretend that nuclear weapons deter only nuclear 
war" -a fiction that was gaining currency in the early 1980s when the book was 
written. Shorn of qualifications and footnotes, this agenda was better received 
by politicians and officials than by academic colleagues. But in retrospect, for 
all its limitations, we judge it useful. 

Here we attempt to formulate the first draft of an agenda of actions for a 
government and society determined to promote democracy. Assuming the U.S. 
government were to give high priority to promoting democracy, what could it 

'9 Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale, and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Hawks, Doves, and Owls (New 
York: Norton, 1985), 223-246. (Emphasis added.) 
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do? Each "do" or "don't" assumes, of course, an unspecified ceteris paribus 
clause. As is true in any policy arena, specific initiatives may conflict with each 
other and with other national objectives. Trade-offs and hard choices are there- 
fore necessary. These principles and injunctions identify guidelines for action. 
They provide starting presumptions or inclinations that must at the moment of 
choice be balanced against other objectives. 

We have organized initiatives for promoting democracy under ten principles. 
Each principle identifies a cluster of factors that U.S. policy (governmental and 
societal) could promote, the presence of which makes sustainable democracies 
more probable, the absence of which makes them less so. Such factors cover the 
spectrum from macro considerations that may appear so obvious as not to arise 
in general discussion, to micro considerations so particular that they have gener- 
ally been dismissed. 

The first two principles identify initiatives that create an external environment 
favoring democracy. The second five focus on what might be called building the 
infrastructure of democracy within states. A final three target strategies for 
democratizing individual nations. Under each principle we group illustrative 
measures that government or other actors in the society might take or avoid. A 
given action like the transfer of the technological infrastructure of democracy 
might enhance the prospects for democracy while simultaneously increasing the 
prospects of chaos that could lead to an authoritarian resurgence. Whether a given 
action should be taken or avoided in a specific instance depends on situational 
assessment of the net effect on the prospects of democracy, as well as the trade- 
offs between promoting democracy and other objectives. 

This agenda could be expanded with additional measures at the same level of 
generality. Greater specificity under each do or don't could lengthen the list still 
further. And, of course, each of these principles clearly deserves discussion at far 
greater length than it will receive here. Nevertheless, this agenda serves a useful 
task in demonstrating there are a host of actions that the United States can take 
to promote democracy abroad. 

IV 

Demonstrate and communicate democratic society's superior performance. 

* DO make American democracy a "shining city on a hill." Western democra- 
cies must never forget that in the final analysis it is the vitality of their values, 
institutions, and societies that will be the strongest argument for democracy. In 
this context, the United States has a special role to play, since America has been 
the exemplar and promoter of modern democracy for the last two hundred years. 

Almost as important as the success of American society for the prospect of 
democracies elsewhere is the demonstration effect of America's allies in the com- 
monwealth of industrial democracies, specifically Europe and Japan. The suc- 
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cessful reconstruction of defeated authoritarian regimes and the rebuilding of 
Western Europe as part of a commonwealth of industrial democracies, who 
together exhibit the features of the most dynamic and successful societies in 
the world, reinforce confidence and success. This community of shared values, 
institutions, and practices thus becomes a model for other societies. 

. DO act in confidence that "it is ideas, not vested interests, which are dan- 
gerous for good or ill." As John Maynard Keynes explained: 

The ideas of economists and political philosophers, both when they are right and when 
they are wrong, are more powerful than is commonly understood. Indeed the world is 
ruled by little else. Practical men, who believed themselves to be quite exempt from any 
intellectual influences, are usually the slaves of some defunct economist. Madmen in 
authority, who hear voices in the air, are distilling their frenzy from some academic 
scribbler of a few years back. I am sure that the power of vested interests is vastly 
exaggerated compared with the gradual encroachment of ideas.20 

* DO encourage analyses by scholars and governmental officials in democratic 
and nondemocratic countries of objective indicators of society's performance: 
per capita GNP, health status including mortality and morbidity, education, 
housing, food, telephones, automobiles, televisions, etc. 

* DO broadcast the facts of life through publications, radio, television, and 
audio and video cassettes to the populations of nondemocratic countries in their 
languages and in terms and comparisons meaningful to them. Radio Liberty, 
Radio Free Europe, Television Marti, the BBC World Service, CNN, and interna- 
tional comparative statistics produced by various organizations provide facts that 
undermine nondemocratic fictions. 

* DON'T neglect the failures of American society. The United States is first 
among developed countries in consumption of drugs (50 percent of the world's 
cocaine), crime, infant mortality (higher in the nation's capital than in Jamaica), 
adult illiteracy, international debt, low savings rate, pornography, and growth 
of an underclass. As George Will recently observed, "Nothing in Bangladesh 
should be as interesting to Americans as the fact that a boy born in Harlem today 
has a lower life expectancy than the boy born in Bangladesh."21 These concerns 
are not irrelevant to the standing of American democracy, and thus to the pros- 
pects of democracy worldwide. 

. DON'T agree with arguments about the moral or practical equivalence of 
political systems. Democratic states have a proven track record at providing their 
citizenry with both unprecedented political freedoms and the highest level of 
prosperity found on this planet. 

20 John Maynard Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (London: 
MacMillan, 1957), 383-84. 

21 George F. Will, cited in Paul Kennedy, "Fin-de-Siecle America," New York Review of Books, 
28 June 1990. 
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Build an international security, economic, and political order 
favorable to democracy. 

DO build upon the alliance of industrial democracies in fashioning a strategy 
for security in the aftermath of the cold war. Substantial revisions in basic alliance 
relations, such as NATO, the U.S.-Japanese treaty, and others will be necessary. 
But the process should begin with the recognition that these alliances have pro- 
vided a longer peace, more sustained economic growth, and greater freedom than 
any of the parties enjoyed under any earlier arrangement. Alliances such as 
NATO always had positive goals beyond defending against the Soviet threat. 
Those goals should be explained and extended. The U.S. government should 
project a vision of a peaceful international order starting with the foundation of 
the alliance of industrial democracies and extending, as Kant originally explained, 
in successive stages to a widening pacific union among the democracies of the 
world. 

DO organize institutional arrangements to provide for the security of the 
newly independent nations in Eastern and Central Europe. War and the eminent 
threat of war pose a danger to democracies, young and old. Responses to security 
threats require the centralization of power and encourage authoritarian tenden- 
cies while simultaneously raising the visibility and influence of the military in 
society. Weak as it is, the CSCE framework may offer a useful framework for 
protecting current borders while providing a process for adjudicating peaceful 
changes. CSCE can also help to institutionalize the notion of open societies and 
support a full spectrum of confidence and security building measures (CSMBs) 
to minimize paranoia. 

* DO discreetly capitalize on victory in the cold war to build specific coopera- 
tive relations with the Soviet Union. Address specific regional security issues and 
global issues like the proliferation of atomic, biological and chemical weapons 
and missiles in ways that contribute to a more secure environment for democracies. 

* DO continue to build upon, extend, and strengthen the international eco- 
nomic order that has emerged over the past four decades. The global economic 
depression of the 1930s brought severe and in some cases fatal pressure upon 
democratic regimes. America's postwar strategy wisely aimed to create an interna- 
tional economic system that would provide stable monetary relations, stimulate 
investment and trade, reward market-oriented economies, and promote expan- 
sion of the United States and world economy. The performance record of this 
international economic system is impressive, and it has permitted the most rapid 
and sustained expansion of the world economy in history. Since 1950, world 
product has quintupled to more than $20 trillion; the American standard of living 
has tripled. In addition, economic growth and thickening interactions with the 
industrial democracies continue to create pressures for democratization, as in the 
case of Korea. While the successful economic performance of a society does not 
guarantee democracy, failing economic performance almost certainly guarantees 
a failure of democracy. 
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* DO welcome new democratic market economies into appropriate status in the 
major international economic organizations as they meet required prerequisites. 
Assist them in making the transitions required for Most Favored Nation (MFN), 
membership in the International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and GATT 
(General Agreement on Tariff and Trade) and participation in other institutions. 

* DO nurture the free trading system, resist backsliding, and press for the 
expansion of its realm in the GATT Uruguay round. Provide open markets for 
exports from newly established democratic countries, especially in the realm of 
steel, agriculture, and textile products. 

* DO seek to organize a strategy for major western financial assistance to 
Central and Eastern Europe and to hold out a carrot for equivalent Soviet transi- 
tions. Future SEED legislation will be necessary. 

* DO establish democracy, human rights, and individual freedom as norms of 
civilized societies. The political strand of America's cold war strategy emphasized 
promoting democratic institutions and values, not just by example but by actively 
building democratic societies elsewhere. The bedrock of these political institu- 
tions are values that the Declaration of Independence asserts are universal, in- 
cluding the freedom of individual citizens to order their political, economic, and 
cultural life and the need for governments that derive their powers from the 
consent of the governed, secured by regular competitive free elections. From the 
UN Charter and Declaration on Human Rights to the Helsinki Accords, the 
insistence upon the rights and freedom of individuals represents more than a 
preference. It is the essential ingredient in a commonwealth of industrial democra- 
cies that promises peace as well as freedom. 

* DO insist on the performance of societies in meeting these standards. Mul- 
tiple monitoring and reporting mechanisms, including independent monitors like 
Amnesty International and Freedom House, as well as official multinational 
organizations, magnify the message. 

* DO encourage advocates of victims whose rights are violated. Emphasize 
processes most appropriate to the specific society, such as using the legal frame- 
work and independent judiciary in South Africa. 

* DO establish and encourage both regional and international associations of 
democratic societies. The European Community has played a critical role in 
facilitating the transition to democracy in Spain, Portugal, and Greece. It is also 
doing so in Turkey and the newly independent nations of Central Europe. 

. DO reward good behavior and penalize violators. The interruption of inter- 
national loans to China after Tiananmen Square spoke more credibly than any 
words of condemnation. 

* DON'T imagine or allow leaders of newly democratic countries to imagine 
that any viable third way exists. It is a powerful and profound fact of history that 
all viable democracies have market economies. This is no accident. 

* DON'T insist on any single model of a market economy. The United States, 
United Kingdom, Germany, and Sweden are successful examples of market econ- 
omies. 
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* DON'T impose a foolish political consistency that would be a hobgoblin of 
little minds. For example, don't expect that the Muslim countries of the Persian 
Gulf will make a rapid transition to democracy. And don't insist upon any single 
model of democratic governance. 

* DON'T imagine an "end of history." There is a large element of fashion in 
the current democratic revolutions; and fashions change. 

V 

Promote pluralization of societies and the development of civil society. 

* DO recognize that private property, private ownership of farms, housing, 
goods, and enterprises are among the most solid guarantees of pluralization. 
People with economic power have power. 

* DO aid and abet independent groups, voluntary associations, and civil so- 
ciety: independent trade unions, businesses, professional organizations, churches, 
political parties, etc. 

* DO encourage western groups to interact and stand in solidarity with their 
counterparts in newly democratic and nondemocratic societies. 

* DO allow and promote an independent media, enabling free dialogue and 
pluralism on a national scale. 

* DO speed the transfer of the technological infrastructure of pluralism to 
newly democratic and nondemocratic societies: printing presses, photocopiers, 
personal computers, fax machines, satellite dishes, and modern telecommunica- 
tions systems. (Don't hesitate to revise lists of the Coordinating Committees for 
Multilateral Export Controls and procedures to free the transfer of most items, 
limiting only narrowly defined, militarily critical technologies.) 

Encourage the evolution of a democratic political culture. 

* DO encourage the international culture that has emerged with modern tele- 
communications and travel, and include those from political cultures hostile to 
democracy within that international culture. 

* DO provide leaders of nondemocratic countries with direct experience with 
the facts of life in democratic societies. Words are an important form of commu- 
nication, but direct experience is even more persuasive. Boris Yeltsin illustrates 
this point vividly in his autobiography when he recounts his "shattering" visit to 
an American supermarket: "When I saw those shelves crammed with hundreds, 
thousands of cans, cartons and goods of every possible sort, for the first time I 
felt quite frankly sick with despair for the Soviet people.22 

22 Boris Yeltsin, Against the Grain, Michael Glenny, trans. (New York: Summit Books, 1990), 
255. 
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* DO support professional and citizen exchange efforts with nondemocratic 
countries. 

* DON'T be insensitive to or imperialistic about other cultures; but don't 
accept the notion of a moral equivalence between authoritarianism and democ- 
racy. 

Strengthen democratic institutions. 

* DO provide information about and analyses of the strengths and weaknesses 
of various alternative models of democracy regarding constitutions, legislatures, 
executive branches, civil services and public administration, relations between 
politicians and bureaucrats, civil-military relations, independent judiciaries, etc. 

* DO provide assistance in conducting and monitoring free elections. 
* DO provide assistance for newly emerging independent political parties, but 

don't teach them the bad habits and tricks of American political consultants. 
* DO support the establishment of independent, functioning parliaments in 

new democracies. 
* DO support the formation of independent judiciary systems. 
* DO promote the development of democracy at the regional and local level. 
* DO channel such assistance through nongovernmental organizations, like 

the National Endowment for Democracy, as well as private foundations. This 
will limit the U.S. government's vulnerability to charges of imperialism. 

Assist the development of market economies. 

* DO help develop the pillars of a market economy: private property, legal 
protection of property and enforcement of contracts, financial markets, a fiscal 
system, a banking system and a central bank, macroeconomic stabilization poli- 
cies, antimonopoly regulations, privatization, etc. 

* DO work to assure access to world markets for the goods and services of 
newly-democratized market economies, including the extension of GSP (general 
system of preferences) treatment to agricultural products, OPIC (Overseas Pri- 
vate Investment Corporation) eligibility, export-import bank credits, bilateral 
investment treaties, special tax credits, etc. 

* DO encourage private sector development through devices like the Enterprise 
Fund, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, regional devel- 
opment banks, etc. 

* DO encourage foreign investment and joint ventures. Demonstration proj- 
ects like McDonald's in Moscow provide models of firms whose imported cattle 
and seeds for lettuce and tomatoes are several times more productive than their 
Soviet equivalents and whose methods for delivering services mesmerize Musco- 
vites. 

* DO work actively with newly democratic market economies to establish a 
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framework that will attract the type of international investments that transfer 
technology and know-how and thus encourage production. 

* DO provide concrete economic assistance for decisions and policies that will 
promote economic growth. The IMF, the World Bank, the EBRD, and analogous 
international banks are the preferred instruments for such conditional assistance. 

Socialize the military and the security forces to respect democratic 
norms and values. 

* DO train the emerging military leadership with American and other western 
military forces. 

* DO make socialization to respect the norms and values of democracy an 
explicit part of such extended training programs. 

* DO encourage the development of independent, civilian analysis of military 
issues throughout newly democratic and democratizing countries. 

* DO support military-to-military exchanges between democratic and newly 
democratic and nondemocratic countries, including high level contacts and visits 
to military training academies. 

VI 

Nurture and support leaders who are building democracy. 

* DO recognize that key individuals and their choices make a substantial differ- 
ence in the transition to and maintenance of democracies. Contrary to prevailing 
social science theories, social transformation is not all a matter of impersonal 
forces. Support those individuals who strongly favor democratic change. 

* DO use carrots and sticks in a calculated manner to the advantage of leaders 
who are building democracy and to the disadvantage of their opponents. Penalize 
societies whose leadership is moving in the opposite direction. 

Provide sustained advice and assistance about critical choices in the transition 
to democracy, market economies, and cooperative international relations. 

* DO encourage relationships between expert groups in democratic societies 
and those in democratizing or nondemocratic societies (with special attention to 
those in positions of political responsibility) for sustained advice and assistance 
about the lessons of western experience in democracy, market economies, and 
international relations. 

* DO seek to stimulate sustained, personal cooperation sector by sector be- 
tween leaders of newly emerging democracies and established democracies- 
parliaments, judiciaries, civil servants, military, law, press, accountants, bankers - 
in order to more effectively transfer the lessons of western experience and support 
key individuals in building democracies in their own societies. 
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. DO provide education and training, especially short courses, on the best 
practices in various areas of experience in political and economic democracies. 

* DO encourage the development of independent universities and research 
institutions to assume the responsibility of educating the next generation in a 
timely fashion. 

Be sure to differentiate between various regions and countries. 

* DO realize the inherent limitations in any one-size-fits-all approach to pro- 
moting democracy. Regions and countries differ in their history, culture, tradi- 
tions, internal politics, values, belief systems, etc. These differences are likely to 
exert an important influence over the likelihood that they will become democratic. 
Many of the major gains and setbacks in recent years occurred by region. Between 
1973 and 1989, Europe, Latin America, and Asia witnessed a considerable expan- 
sion in the number of democratic regimes, whereas Africa lost ground. A better 
understanding of these geographical differences, including the factors that shape 
them, should provide useful clues regarding how democratic norms and institu- 
tions can best be promoted and transferred within a particular region or culture. 

. DO watch for specific windows of opportunity in which, due to an unusual 
intersection of political and historical factors, a given country or region is 
uniquely open to democratic change. Southern Europe entered such a period in 
the mid-1970s after the deaths of Francisco Franco in Spain and Antonio Salazar 
in Portugal. Latin America and Eastern Europe are in such a period in 1992. 
Under these circumstances, external assistance -if conducted in a timely, sensi- 
tive, and appropriate fashion - can prove particularly effective. Resulting success 
stories may then serve as inspiration for other countries in the region. 

VII 

Is it possible to identify initiatives the U.S. government could take to establish 
conditions necessary for the establishment of democracy in a particular country 
or sufficient to guarantee democracy in that country? On the evidence available, 
while certain conditions are highly correlated with democracy, none appears 
strictly necessary. No set of conditions appears sufficient to guarantee democ- 
racy. The best candidate for a necessary condition would appear to be a market 
economy. While market economies exist with nondemocratic governments, there 
are no societies with democratic governments and nonmarket economies. 

If the United States and other democratic allies were to adopt a coherent 
program that included many of the items in our agenda, would the consolidation 
of democracy in the newly-democratic countries of Eastern Europe and Latin 
America and transition to democracy elsewhere be assured? Certainly not. Tran- 
sitions to democracy are uncertain in every case. Consolidation is never assured. 
On the historical record, there is no reason to believe that the transition to or 
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consolidation of democracy is easy, quick, or ever assured. What the record does 
suggest is that some initiatives are more conducive to the success of democratic 
government. 

Finally, why are so many scholars, pundits, and practitioners skeptical about 
the ability of the United States to promote democracy? Our reflections identify 
several possibilities. First, prescription has not been the focus of most social 
scientists studying democracy. Their goal was to define, analyze, and where 
possible to identify correlations of causal significance -not to prescribe. 

Second, respect for democratic values appears to reinforce reserve about ex- 
ternal manipulation and the desire to avoid undue interference in the internal 
affairs of other states. This basic respect for the rights and self-government of 
others leads to reserve about championing initiatives that promote democracy. 
But since most of the individuals living in nondemocratic societies have not had 
the opportunity to choose between democracy and their current political system, 
is this reservation well founded? 

Third, one senses some hangover from unfortunate experiences in the past, 
whether from enthusiasm for the Alliance for Progress, or for Woodrow Wilson's 
aspirations, or perhaps even Vietnam. Observers coming fresh to the literature 
sense almost a bad conscience or feeling of guilt about the American record. 
Perhaps many agree with Hans Morgenthau's remarkable proposition: 

With unfailing consistency, we [the United States] have since the end of the Second 
World War intervened on behalf of conservative and fascist repression against revolu- 
tionary and radical reform. In an age when societies are in a revolutionary or pre-revolu- 
tionary stage, we have become the foremost counterrevolutionary status quo power on 
earth. Such a policy can only lead to moral and political disaster.23 

We find Morgenthau's statement to be both inaccurate and dated. 
A final factor contributing to scholarly reticence about prescription could be 

an appreciation for the fact that no identifiable set of conditions is sufficient to 
guarantee a sustainable democracy. In a world in which many nations are fraught 
with ethnic, racial, regional, religious, and historical conflicts and in which var- 
ious subcultures and belief systems exist that are hostile to democratic values, 
hubris about our ability to export or impose democracy is certain to produce 
disappointing failures. Yet, for those less captured by the search for sufficiency, 
initiatives that increase the probability that regimes will become democratic are 
sufficient to justify the continued effort to promote democracy.* 

23 Hans Morgenthau, cited in Samuel P. Huntington, American Politics: The Promise of Dishar- 
mony (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1981), 247. 

* The authors wish to thank Jeffrey Cimbalo, Lawrence Diamond, Michael Doyle, Samuel Hun- 
tington, Marc Lindenberg, Gary Mueller, Adam Posen, Tony Smith, and Dennis Thompson for their 
helpful and insightful comments on earlier drafts of this article. 

This content downloaded from 128.103.193.216 on Tue, 05 Jan 2016 16:13:52 UTC
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. 81
	p. 82
	p. 83
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89
	p. 90
	p. 91
	p. 92
	p. 93
	p. 94
	p. 95
	p. 96
	p. 97
	p. 98

	Issue Table of Contents
	Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 107, No. 1, Spring, 1992
	Volume Information
	Front Matter [pp.  99 - 100]
	Washington Abandons the Cities [pp.  1 - 30]
	The Procedural Presidency of George Bush [pp.  31 - 62]
	Blacks and the Republican Party: The 20 Percent Solution [pp.  63 - 79]
	Can the United States Promote Democracy? [pp.  81 - 98]
	FBI Wiretapping: A Case Study of Bureaucratic Autonomy [pp.  101 - 122]
	The Carter Administration's Policy toward Nicaragua: Imagesz, Goals, and Tactics [pp.  123 - 146]
	Book Reviews
	untitled [pp.  147 - 148]
	untitled [pp.  148 - 150]
	untitled [pp.  150 - 152]
	untitled [pp.  152 - 154]
	untitled [pp.  154 - 155]
	untitled [pp.  155 - 156]
	untitled [pp.  157 - 158]
	untitled [pp.  158 - 159]
	untitled [pp.  160 - 161]
	untitled [pp.  161 - 163]
	untitled [pp.  163 - 164]
	untitled [pp.  164 - 165]
	untitled [p.  166]
	untitled [pp.  166 - 168]
	untitled [pp.  168 - 169]
	untitled [pp.  169 - 170]
	untitled [pp.  171 - 172]
	untitled [pp.  172 - 174]
	untitled [pp.  174 - 175]
	untitled [pp.  175 - 177]
	untitled [pp.  177 - 178]
	untitled [pp.  178 - 180]
	untitled [pp.  180 - 182]
	untitled [pp.  182 - 183]
	untitled [pp.  183 - 184]
	untitled [pp.  184 - 186]
	untitled [pp.  186 - 187]
	untitled [pp.  187 - 189]

	Reference Books and Other Publications of Interest Received [p.  190]
	Correspondence [pp.  191 - 193]
	Back Matter



