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Abstract
In this paper | will argue that main controversieselation to democracy promotion depend
on conceptual disagreements which are not direetiglvable through application of
empirical methods. Investigating empirically theises and effects of successful democracy
promotion presupposes as a minimum that, in a#ébgense, democracy can be promoted
from the outside of the political community thatlyaractice it. While this is not an
implausible position, to many rather a truism radkets an intense disagreement among
politicians as well as political theorists on wrertkhe concept of democracy actually allows
for this possibility. Definitions of democracy asllective self-determination, or a bottom-up
process of participation, may lead to differentaasion than do definitions in terms of
institutional protection of majority rule, humaghts, and civil society. In this paper | will
open up the question of what the concept of dencgdrderates in terms of promotion from
the outside as a reminder that method-driven reeeany sometimes lose sight of the very
problems that it ultimately seeks to understand.
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The success or failure of democracy promotion (BRpmmonly treated as a matter of
empirical research. The enabling conditions of denaoy, as well as the dilemmas and hard
choices it gives rise to, are then conceived aomgrete attributes in social, economic,
political, and cultural lifé. Perhaps most forcefully this ontology of the reskarea is
expressed in its standard cause-and-effect hypegh®@ghether external initiatives contribute
to the adoption or consolidation of democratic iala country might be explained for
instance by the existence of an effective statagps, the level of internal agreement on the
distribution of citizenship, the experience of demagy or violent political conflict in the
recent past of the society, or whether the coustfgr the time being stable or in transition.
Or the outcome of DP may be explained by the chofi@xternal policy, such as the use of
hard or soft power, limited or extended in timegé&ied against elites or grassroots, decided
unilaterally or multilaterally, implemented by foga states or transnational civil society.
Research on the existence of goal conflicts in 8 between early organizing of general
elections and political stability in post-conflebcieties — entertains the same presupposition
as well, that is, of defining the enabling condiBand consequences of DP as matters of

empirical research.

There is of course nothing wrong with empiricale@sh in general. When applied to the
issue of what enables DP, however, empirical metlaod not theoretically neutral but have
substantial and controversial implications for th@cept of democracy, i.e. for what the
promotion of ‘democracy’ is all about and what hat consequences and dilemmas it can
accordingly be expected to produce. Investigatmgidcally the causes and effects of
success or failure in DP presupposes as a minirhamih a logical sense, democracy can be
promoted from the outside of the political communitat will practice it. Otherwise the
relationship between DP and democracy would folllmmn logical relations among concepts
which are true or false regardless of empiricakobeation. But this assumption, that the
consequences for democracy of DP is in general tiggeampirical study, is precisely what

influential arguments in political theory and prieetcontest at least in some cases. Let me

! E.g. Laurence Whitehead, (e@he International Dimensions of Democratizationrdhe and the Americas,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998); Thomas @hers,Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning Curve
Washington: Carnegie Endowment for Internationaldee 1999); Richard Youn@he European Union and the
Promotion of Democracyeurope's Mediterranean and East Asian Policie$af@: Oxford University Press,
2002); James Dobbins et Almerica’s role in nation-building: From Japan taaly (Santa Monica: Rand, 2003);
Jeffrey Pickering and Mark Peceny, ‘Forging Demograt Gunpoint’|nternational Studies Quarterlyol. 50
(2006), no. 3: 539-560; Bruce Bueno de Mesquita@adrge W. Downs, ‘Intervention and Democracy’,
International Organizationvol. 60 (2006), no. 3: 627-649; Anna K. Jarstad &imothy D. Sisk (edsFrom

war to democracy: dilemmas of peacebuild{@@mbridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).



recall a few examples of how this proposition falfofrom, and has been developed in, some

mainstreams of political theory and practice.

That particular variants of DP are flawed evendomceptual reasons was a common theme in
academic reactions against the US war in Iraq dgtiakistan following 9/11 2011. In his
article on the ¢ontradictionsof democratization by force’ David Beetham argueith
particular but not exclusive focus on Iraq, thathie basic idea of democracy is that of self-
determination ... then it iself-contradictoryto try to initiate that through a violation of the
self-determination by a forcible invasion and oatigm.? Against a similar empirical
background, Daniele Archibugi suggested that tH®nmf democracy as a method of non-
violent resolution of political conflict implies &t ‘a war of aggression is a means that
contradictsits [democratic] ends’, and furthermore that thiedicamentrules outthe
possibilitythat democracy can be exported militariylohn Dryzek pictured the
cosmopolitan reaction to unilateral impositionglefnocracy by recalling that the ‘invasion
[of Irag] was justified by American neoconservasivie democratic terms ... [but] the
unilateral military means they prescribe deeidedly antidemocrati¢ And Jiirgen
Habermas saw a need to clarify in normative buess categorical terms that ‘[i]t is
precisely the universalistic core of democracy lanchan rights thdbrbidstheir unilateral

realization at gunpoint’

The ideas reflected in these arguments are naelihto US attempts at nation-building. That
political institutions must, if democratic, be skdghrough the unique experiences of a
unique people was suggested for instance by Ja&uean in a critical reaction to external
support for democratisation in South Africa and sasther countries in the mid 1980-ties:
‘The parts of the [democratic] machine are not cletade; the organism is in fact
indescribable, and what keeps it going, the “hatithe heart,” as Tocqueville called them,

are unique and undefinable. In short, we cannariyyconceivable means “show them how

2 Beetham, David 2009. “The Contradiction of demtizagion by force: the case of Iraddemocratization

16:3, (pp. 443-454) p. 443. My emph.

% Daniele ArchibugiThe Global Commonwealth of Citizeffinceton and Oxford: Princeton University Press,
2008) p. 224, (my emph.).

* John Dryzek, ‘Transnational Democracy in an Insed\orld’, International Political Science Reviewol. 27,
no. 2, p. 103. (my emph.). Dryzek’s point is pdrhis overall argument that discursive transnatiateemocracy
was less damaged by the US unilateralism than easdnception of cosmopolitan democracy.

® Jirgen Habermas, ‘Interpreting the Fall of a Moeat’, Constellationsvol. 10 (2003), no. 3, p. 369. (my
emph.).



to do it.”® More generally, this argument reflects a republicanationalist theory of
legitimate political foundings. Theorising the cbtuent power at the time of the French
revolution, Emanuel-Joseph Sieyes suggested thatvaegime should be founded by the
members of the nation and only by théin.social contract theory, reflected for instairce
the principle of self-determination invoked aboweBeetham, the founding of legitimate
states is conceived of as analogous with volurdaspciations freely entered into by the
people themselvésThe opening paragraph of the US constitution 4dibg a major source
of inspiration for revolutionaries around the woddestifies to the importance of the same
ideal also in political practiceAccording to these assumptions of what democrsicg fule

is not democratic if founded and sustained thrangblvement of foreign powers.

Of course, disagreement over the founding assumfioempirical study of success and
failure in DP is not a concern only of academicscdxding to George W. Bush, the
promotion of democracy in Iraq was a matter oftettg and choice on the part of the US:
‘There are five steps in our plan to help Irag aghidemocracy and freedom. We will hand
over authority to a sovereign Iraqi governmentphestablish security, continue rebuilding
Irag's infrastructure, encourage more internatisogport and move toward a national
election that will bring forward new leaders empoeeeby the Iraqgi peoplé® During his first
year in office, Barack Obama categorically rejedtad theory on both conceptual and
normative grounds: ‘I know there has been cont®ywabout the promotion of democracy in
recent years, and much of this controversy is cotedto the war in Iraq. So let me be clear:

no system of government can or should be imposed ope nation by any othét:’Again,

® Jacques Barzun, ‘Is democratic theory for expp8®th Morgenthau Memorial Lecture on Ethics & €ign
Policy (Carnegie Council, 1986). p. 25. Availabténtp://www.cceia.org/media/268_barzun.pAtcessed
2009-03-27

" Emmanuel-Joseph Sieyés, ‘What is the Third Estaeflitical writings (Indianapolis: Hackett, [ca 1788-]
2003), p. 136-37. For a more recent variant ofatgeiment, see Roger Smith, ‘The principle of coutsd
identities and the obligation to includ&thics & Global Politicsvol. 1 (2008), no. 3, p. 139-41; cf. Bernhard
Yack ‘Popular Sovereignty and Nationalisiglitical Theoryvol. 29 (2001), no. 4, /19, 531-32;

8 E.g. John LockeTwo Treatises of GovernmefiNew Haven and London: Yale University PressO[6&2003),
142; Robert Noziclnarchy, state, and UtopiDxford: Blackwell, 1974), Ch. 10; Haberm&stween facts and
norms p. 124-26et passim

° \We the people ... establish this constitution’. Mlthe founders perceived of themselves as repaihdi
rather than defenders of democracy, which they ratoled in terms of direct government, their forntiala has
since then been appropriated in explicdgmocraticpolitical theory, for instance by Bruce Ackermée the
Peoplevol. 1-2(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard, 1991 and 1998)..

19 George Bush’s address at the Army War College ®#5y2004, as transcripted Bie New York Timehke
same day. Available dittp://www.nytimes.com/2004/05/24/politics/25PTEXHH .htmI?pagewanted=all
Accessed 2010-02-10.

1 Speech in Cairo, June 4, 2009, as transcriptéthkeyGuardiarthe same day. Available at
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jun/04/barautiama-keynote-speech-egypccessed 2009-10-01.




guestioning of whether the consequences of DP prodeacy itself are in general open for
empirical study does not derive only form concesith the usefulness of military power. In a
publication from the Czech presidency of the ER2009 on the need to build consensus on
DP policy, the following ambivalence on the pod#jpbf DP was selected even as a motto of
the report: “Democracy cannot be imported, it @laonot be exported. But it needs to be
supported™?

There appears to be a considerable divide therbftreeen a background assumption for
empirical analysis of the success or failure DPthenone hand, and contributions which
suggest that some combinations of democracy andr®Belf-contradictory rather than
empirically contingent. To come to terms with tb@troversy my strategy will in this paper
not be to defend either of the two most generaitipos, i.e. that DP is in principle possible
or impossible; the amount of efforts that has alydaeen invested in research and politics
relying on either position guarantees that no amutrwill be useful to a broader group of
researchers if it does not accommodate elementstbfsides. Instead | will proceed by
specifying kinds of democracy, and kinds of DPmmstents and political circumstances,
which support competing answers to the questiomhather DP is logically possible or not.
What kind of democracy is it that cannot be achiletve what instruments of DP under what
circumstances? What instruments of DP is it thataia to be operated if the aim is one kind

of democracy rather than another?

The aim of the paper is to introduce a nuancedudson of what the concept of democracy
tolerates in terms of promotion from the outsidkeative conceptions of democracy will
be distinguished on the basis of whether they dti@ntion to (1) normative ideals or to
institutions and practices only; (2) the exerciteanmstituent or constituted powers; and (3)
power relations inside of individual states orwuald as a whole. | will ground the
conceptual alternatives in existing theory and lgdpt their diverging implications for the
legitimacy and possibility of particular externédasegies in DP. As the three distinctions will
be seen to overlap, the argument will grow fronatireely simplistic to more complex as the
discussion proceeds. | conclude with a summari@argument and some reflections on the

relationship between theoretical and empiricalasdein political science more broadly.

12 Report from the conference Building Consensus ARl Policies on Democracy Support. Available at
http://www.epd.eu/homepage/advocacy/epd-evértie motto is a citation from Kim Campbell, FornfRsime
Minster of Canada and Chairman of the World MovenfienDemocracy.




Idealsor institutions

DP is directed most easily and commonly at realisigch as economic structures, political
behaviors, and juridical institutions in the targetinty. Let me refer to these elements as part
of an institutionalist conception of democracy. Kdalifficult to influence through DP, but no
less real, are the normative principles reflectegdlitical institutions and behavidt for

instance that human beings should be treated goualinequally, and with or without

respect for their individual and collective autonorbet me refer to normative principles as
part of idealist conceptions of democraéyo theory of democracy is complete without an
institutionalist dimension, since there must be savay of translating normative ideals into
practice in order for them to be normative idealthie first placé? Institutionalist

conceptions, however, have sometimes been argudd require an idealist dimension.

The lesser but still considerable difficulties d? @b achieve institutionalist features of
democracy is mirrored in the greater attentiomstiiutionalist features in empirical study.
For example, most ways of measuring democracy, asithe Polity or Freedom House
indices, are sensitive to government violence agamlividuals while few or none of them
register for instance the extent to which publicyagn formation is constrained by fear of
social or political oppression, however relevart litter is on the normative standard of
individual and collective autononty.This balance of attention in the practice as asl|

empirical research of DP produces a particulardstanthe following theoretical issue:

* Is democracy reducible to the functioning of adfetemocratic institutions, such as
general elections, accountable and responsiveleglal protection of human rights,
and a civil society free from government domina®@r is there in democracy
necessarily some normative ideal — such as indiatitteedom and equality, and
collective self-determination and recognition —\Wdrich the institutions are but a

means or an expression?

13 For a similar point on the people’s “habits of diinsee Francis Fukuyama, “The Imperative of State-
Building” in Journal of Democragyvol. 15 (2004), No. 2, April 2004, abstract.

% The distinction between institutional and idedimigons of democracy intended here is commonpiace
political theory, for instance the work by Dahl, b&ot (1982) Dilemmas of Pluralist Democrac®?

15 Should implies can

18 E.g. Habermas 1996, op. cit.



Before exploring the implications of this issue [P, let me ground the question in existing

theory so as to recognize what is gained and toet idopting either position.

A main advantage of institutionalist conceptionsieiocracy is methodological: political
behavior, economic structures, and juridical ingitiins are all more directly observable than
is the reflection of normative ideals in politicadtion. To exclude from the conception of
democracy what can anyway not be observed willgediieoretical complexity which is
unnecessary in the view of researchers who thirgmpirical categories alone. The strength
of institutionalism may also derive from weaknessasgealism. Influential arguments
against particular idealist conceptions of demograoffered for instance by Schumpeter and
Arrow. According Arrow’s impossibility theorem, thvll of the people cannot be understood
in a consistent wa¥/. According to Schumpeter’s realist theory of deracyr participation
does in fact not attain the virtues it has tradailby been associated with in theories of
democracy, e.g. personal and collective autonordydawelopment® Whatever normative
value there is in democracy comes from empiricatigtingent consequences of its political

institutions, such as freedom from inter-state’Wand intra-state famirnt@.

The strength of idealist conceptions of democraaythe other hand, is their ability of
capturing more of what at least some people agtua#lan when they use the term. More
directly observable institutions or practices ofderacy, such general elections, protection
of basic human rights, and equality before the la@ed not in every instance exhaust, or even
contribute to, democratic ideals such as collectelé-determination and freedom from
arbitrary domination. The significance of partidipa in general elections for the collective
self-determination of the participating people widpend not only on the levels of turnout
and other easily observable behaviors, but alsth@measons for their participation in the

first place. If people participate because of benmtpctrinated and unable to imagine any
alternative ways of making political decisionspecause they will be punished by a powerful
minority or neighbor in case they don’t vétejormative ideals commonly associated with

democracy, such as personal and public autonontiyheviealized to a lesser extent than if

" Andrew HindmoorRational ChoiceHoundmills and New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008

'8 Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1950/19Capitalism, Socialism and Democradyew York: Harper Perennial.

19 E.g. Russett, B. (1993%rasping the Democratic Peace: Principles for a P@eld War World(Princeton:
Princeton University Press).

20 Amartya Sen, A. (1999b) “Democracy as a UniveX&dle”, Journal of Democracyl0, 3: 3-17.

% or in case the people don't vote in sufficient ens for a particular alternative, as anyone invibed might
fear after incidents like the Palestinian 2006 tdde&s (when the victory of Hamas was followed byese
international sanctions).



participation was motivated by commitment to thokls themselves. To bracket the
normative dimensions of democracy is to blind otiegsevhat makes this concept interesting
in the first placeé?

What are the implications of the distinction betwegealist and institutionalist conceptions
for the availability in practice of DP instrumemigpable of attaining aims of either sort under
different political conditions? If compliance ofetlpeople with democratic institutions is the
only requirement of democracy, there will be refaly few restrictions as to what outcomes
of DP should count as having furthered democranggine an extreme case (because a less
extreme case will lend even stronger support fercitnclusion | now aim at) where the
whole of a population agrees that liberal democraayot in their interests and a foreign
power decides unilaterally to embark on a missibtlemnocratizing the country by forég.

The kind of democracy available through DP is timstitutionalist but — in view of the
normative ideals commonly associated with democracgt idealist. Say for instance that the
institutional requirement by which democracy isntiiged is citizen participation in general
elections. On that measure alone, it will make ffier@nce whether citizens vote because of
republican spirit or because of pointed at by a @ensitive researchers would try to avoid
the most absurd consequences of institutionalisteations, for instance by disqualifying as
instances of democracy acts of voting that takeeplander the threat of severe punishment.
But in order to retain its methodological advantageempirical research — for instance to
allow for the usage of existing democracy indicéke-institutionalist conception of
democracy will at some point have to reveal itdétf: instance, the standard view in DP
history that Japan was successfully democratizetidyS after the Second World War
rarely or never considers as relevant that theimead of the US to drop nuclear bombs on
civilians in case of an irreconcilable conflict oadternative sovereigns might have been a

factor in Japanese compliance with the constituioh9462*

Because institutionalist conceptions are relatiyaymissible with regard to which kinds of
DP policy can work, they will invite a correspongiy large number of normative dilemmas

regarding the means and ends of DP. Only if denegdsaunderstood so as to allow for the

%2Cf.. Pateman, Carole 1970. Participation and Deatiac heory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
2 Whether the decision to democratize is itself divedor the military intervention can for the moméde
ignored, however important for many other purpdses e.g. Sonja Grimm and Wolfgang Merkel, 2008af'W
and Democratization: Legality, Legitimacy and Effeeness” inDemocratizatiornl5 (3): 457-471).

2 Which in Japanese is sometimes referred wshiisukekenpo— the imposed or enforced constitution. |
thank Japanese speaking political scientist Linagdttém for this note.



promotion through force can there be a questido asether democracy is worth the cost of
being promoted in this way. More generally, themdor conflicts between democracy and
other goals — however related to democracy — wplaed as democracy is defined in more
permissible ways. For instance, the argument thpost-conflict societies external actors
face a choice between democratisation and seculigcause election campaigns and
majority government will allow expression and prajation of the conflict — presupposes
commitment to an institutionalist democracy conmeptlf democracy is defined in the
idealist terms of for instance collective self-adatmation there would simply be no
democracy left where a society is plunged intol eirdr. By contrast, if democracy is defined
as the running of general elections alone, the anpidemocracy on social violence or civil
war is an empirical question. This is only a contaapclarification, but it does carry practical
significance. Because the alleged dilemma betweemdracy and security in post-conflict
societies presupposes an institutionalist undedstgrof democracy, it would not contradict
the underlying concept of democracy if complianagndemocratic rights and institutions
was secured through increasing police efforts, ipbyssupplied by external actors. What
might at first glance have looked like an inescépahoice between either democracy or
security is actually (from the normatively poor gi@ctive on democracy which allowed the
formulation of this dilemma in the first place) mplem of insufficient resources that may
call for a practical response.

On the basis of an idealist conception of natia@®ahocracy, conclusions will be very
different?’ If participation in general elections is only aane towards collective self-
determination it will indeed make a difference Wiegtpeople participate because of a will to
realize their independently formed preferenceseaahbse fear to be punished or lose support
from an overwhelmingly powerful internal or extelraator. Even if there is no democracy in
a country to begin with, the people do not comaseaido democracy by having to surrender to
aggressive domination. What instruments, if ang,auailable for DP if democracy is defined
in the normative ideal of collective self-deterntina? Standard interpretations of the concept
are not contrary to the use of violence per sehisirically dominating locus for realizing
collective self-determination has been sovereigtest— i.e. organizations empowered and in

part established to exercise physical violencé¢opint of killing human beings. The

% It may be noted that my reasoning in this seqpimteeds on the assumption that democracy is anaeti
political project. The conclusion changes if denaggris thought of instead as a kind of transnationglobal
politics (see section below).



limitation of what will count as democracy in tlsense is given instead by what the people
want. If a democratic intervention in an authordarstate is successful and supported by the
people, the outcome might seem to be in no coriadi with the ideal of collective self-
determination. On the other hand, domination ohssart as violates the ideal is not limited
to military means. Philippe Schmitter distinguisf@sr international factors relevant for the
democratization of states — contagion, controlseaot, and conditionality — and defines
conditionality as the ‘deliberate useaafercion— by attaching specific conditions to the
distribution of benefits to recipient countriesr-the part of multilateral institutioné®Since

it is impossible to be self-determining and subjeatoercion at the same time, the kinds of
DP that can achieve democracy as self-determinatmme among many idealist definitions
of democracy — should not be distinguished in tesfrthe policy instruments used, but in

terms of the popular support for the constitutibthe state.

It is generally difficult to know what the peoplet prior to the establishment of democratic
procedures in their country. Some would questi@ewery concept of a will of the people
before preferences can be aggregated in demopratiedure$’ However, there are clearly
cases when it is easier than in others to contireth $ome people are in support of an external
intervention. If a democratically elected governineses been ousted by a military junta, a
democratic intervention will simply allow the comtiation of a democratic process which the
people may already have accepted through earllgicpbparticipation. Intervention and DP
programs which are brought to an end sooner ratlaerlater will run a smaller risk of
making leaders and people act in ways contraryhatiwhey had done in the absence of the
external actor$® Some assessment of the will of the people ispdssible in authoritarian
states. Consultations with civil society groupsjdie and outside the country, in opposition
and in support of the government, will obviouslguge careful judgments in order to provide
useful information about what the people wants;tbat challenge need not be impossible to

meet.

% philipe C. Schmitter, ‘The Influence of the Intational Context Upon the Choice of National
Institutions and Policies in Neo-DemocraciesTime International Dimensions of Democratization.
Europe and the Americasd Laurence Whitehead (Oxford : Oxford Universitgd3 [1996] 2001),

p. 30. For survey of conceptions of conditionadityeither coercion or invitation to voluntary adsion, see
Agné, Hans (2009) “European Union Conditionalitge@cion or Voluntary adaptationAlternatives: Turkish
Journal of International Relationsol. 8, no. 1 (Spring 2009)

2" E.g. Richardson op. cit., Henry S. (200@gmocratic Autonomy: Public Reasoning about thesafdPolicy
Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 206;

2 Which of course is a standard definition of havimyver exercised over oneself. See Robert Dahk ‘Th
Concept of Power’, Behavioural Science 2 (1957%-2@5. Reprinted iPower: Critical Conceptsed. John
Scott (London and New York: Routledge, 1994), 290.
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To sum up then, the kind of democracy which is fixdsso promote is either concerned with
institutions, absent ideals such as collectivedetérmination, or with countries where the
population supports the external actors. What mbaieslifficult even to conceive of, on the
other hand, is the definition of democracy in ideaims like collective self-determination and
application of the concept to countries where theutation is mixed or opposed to the

external action.

If these conclusions seem simple, even banal g&son might be that they presuppose that
the positive or negative influence of DP dependb@n it affects the democracy of a

political entity which already exists. By assumthgt a people, a territory, and a
constitutional order are all in place, the analysis so far exposed DP as an obstacle or a
facilitator of a democracy whose most basic coadgihave already been established. That is,
democracy has been implicitly understood as anceseeof constituted powers, not

constituent power. However, this is itself a théiost controversy with implications for the
possibility and legitimacy of particular DP caskewill expose the reasons and implications of

this disagreement in the next section.

Exercise of constituent or constituted power

Political processes — and processes of demociatisatparticular — are commonly separated
into the following two phases.First, the political order is constituted. Thislides deciding
on the boundaries of the political community andatypowers should be exercised in
common and through what procedures. Political adteen exerciseonstituenjpower.

Second, the so constituted powers are exercisdiwvtitie existing political order. This
involves the shaping of political alternatives, thaking of collectively binding decisions,
and the implementation of what has been decidetimibhe now bounded and
constitutionally ordered political community. Ingtphase political actors exercisenstituted

power*

# E.g. Macdonald, K. and Macdonald, T. (2010), ‘Denaay in a Pluralist Global Order: Corporate Poased
Stakeholder Representatio&thics and International Affairg@4 (1), p. 23.

% Different accounts of the distinction between ¢itaent and constituted power are provided foranse in
Schmitt, C. (2008)Constitutional TheoryDurham and London: Duke University Press. Tramgleffrey
Seizer; Ackerman, B. (1998)Ve the People I. FoundatignSambridge, MA: Harvard University Press;
Kalyvas, A.(2008),Democracy and the Politics of the Extraordina@ambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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DP can be conceived of most easily as an elemeheifirst of these political phases, i.e. in
the exercise of constituent power of an individstate. It plays a role, if at all, in the process
of establishing and consolidating new power retaiwithin existing states, and sometimes it
helps to create new boundaries of political comiesi whether more inclusive, exclusive or
better protected than the existing boundaries. dtmeeptualisation of DP is not inconsistent
with a hypothesis that most DP resources are @ideciwards political entities whose
boundaries and constitutions are already in plagformal sense. The fact that external
actors involve in supporting the political struasiis itself sufficient evidence that the social
and economic conditions necessary for stabilithepolitical institutions are still in the
making. The exercise of constituent power is nasfied once a piece of paper has been
adopted and internationally recognised as the itaheh of a state; it involves social,
economic, and cultural work as well. Once politiess into the second stage, however, DP
has made itself superfluous. Here one argumemtnseaptual. According to both idealist and
institutionalist definitions of democracy as expbgethe previous section, the alternatives of
public choice are in democratic politics shaped @aclded by the people, not the
representatives of international organisationoifn states. Hence the foreign influence
over political decisions inherent to DP must comart end before political powers is
exercised under a fully democratic constitutiorstdis DP is conceptualised most easily as an
activity in the first stage of politics, i.e. whdemocracy is still in the making, it follows that

democracy itself is located in the secShd.

The conceptualisation of DP and democracy as tghimge in two phases of the political
process provides for an explanation of why demacragnderstood as a system in which
people rule themselves — is not contradicted byrthelvement of foreigners in the political
process. However, the conceptualisation can sarsgtrpose only through adopting a
critical background assumption, namely that denmcisabout the exercise of constituted —
but not constituent — power. This assumption istvtireoretical attention:

*. Though of limited empirical relevance, DP coulddtetically speaking be viewed as an element is¢foend
stage of politics, in case the politics of DP -ttlkahe ways in which decisions on DP are madejanily in the
actor countries — is itself made an object of damatigation through DP (in the sense of openingpbigics for

universal and equal participation of everyone aéfécincluding the people in target countries of) [However,
since this is generally not the kind of democradyol guides DP, we can for the moment ignore tkeerétical
possibility of viewing DP as an element in the setstage of politics distinguished above.
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* Is democracy limited to how power is exercisedotitigzal orders already constituted?
Or is it necessarily also about how political osdare constituted, i.e. the ways in

which they come into being in the first place?

Before detailing the implications of this issue P, | will make some notes on the relative
strengths of each position. Limiting the conceptl@focracy to the exercise of constituted
powers has been commonplace in the mainstreamadftenal political theory over the last
century® Apart from the fact that academically dominatitagess like the US and the UK are
relatively stable and themselves in less need tieamy others of consideration of constituent
power, the reasons for omitting constituent powemfdemocratic analysis has not always
been very clear, however. From the viewpoint ofaamntract theory, what is of normative
value is in the first place the existence of pcditiorder in contrast to the state of nature.
Hence to prioritise attention to democracy as ar@se of constituted powers is to focus on
what is ultimately valuable. Limiting attentiontite exercise of constituted powers may also
serve to avoid notoriously difficult, and perhapgsolvable, problems. Treating the
boundaries and separateness of political commsrasea given frees the analyst from the
task of explaining why humanity should be segrefyat® discrete political communities in
the first placé® or how a people can decide democratically oniits composition, i.e. before
the people as such exiéfsrinally, the exercise of constituent power is ofperceived of as
an exceptional everit,performed most visibly if not exclusively in theaking of new states
or drafting of new constitutions, in contrast te tloutinized exercising of constituted powers
in times of political and social stability. Priasing attention to the exercise of constituted
powers is then justified as a way of focusing aempirically dominating category of

politics.

In contrast, conceptualising democracy as entailiegoower even to constitute political
orders widens demaocratic theory’s field of appimat Political orders must begin at some

point in time, or through some process in time, gmedconcept of constituent power serve

32 E.g. Dahl, Robert 1979/1998. “Procedural democratoodin, Robert E. and Pettit, Philip (eds.p89
Contemporary Political Philosophyxford: Blackwell, Rawls, John, 197&.Theory of JusticeCambridge
(Mass.): Harward University Press.

% Agné, Hans "Why democracy must be global ", Papepared for the 2010 SGIR conference in Stockholm,
section on World Community, (also linternational Theoryfall or winter 2010, forthcoming) or Bartelson, J
(2008), ‘Globalizing the democratic communitiethics & Global Politicsl(4): 159-73; or

% Nasstrom, S. (2003), ‘What Globalization OvershaslpPolitical Theory31 (6): 808-834.

% Kalyvas, Andreas (2008Remocracy and the Politics of the Extraordina@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
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precisely to include politics of such time in thealysis democracy. Hence the theoretical
ideal that explanations should, other things beiggal, cover more ground rather than less
speaks in favour of recognising the exercise oktirent powers as part of the democratic
process. Moreover, the exercise of alternative wadigxercising constituent powers is not
only an issue to which the application of democrtteory can be tried out as a means to
provide for a more general theory, but also anasshich must be accounted for in
democratic reasoning. Since preferences are nallgglistributed across alternative
delimitations of political communities (we can $bis simply because majorities in different
countries prefer different public policies) the mune of majoritarian decision-making
procedures will depend on how the political commynias delimited® To explain why
democrats have reason to abide by the outcomenabctatic procedures, defined as the
exercising of constituted powers, it will therefdre necessary to explain how decisions on
alternative delimitations of the political commuyn#hould be made. On this note, without an

explanation of legitimacy in constituent power hedry of democracy will be complete.

A practical implication of viewing democracy asexercise only of constituted powers might
be that DP programs should proceed fast and fsosin®’ The democracy that can exist,
according to this conception of democracy, doesappear until its constituting has been
completed. By the same token, commitment to thegotion of democracy as an exercise
also of constituent power does not require DP @nogrto finish as soon as possible. As long
as the very constituting of the new political orélgfils sound criteria of democracy it will
yield legitimacy as it proceeds, and need not lsaed in order for democracy to begin. The
conception of democracy as an exercise of constifp@wver will therefore not by definition
rule out the democratic legitimacy of long-term ¢oitments to development and state-
building typical of DP in post-conflict societiddowever, the conception of democracy as
constituent power will imply normative criteria itd own whose approximation by DP in

different variants must be investigated in theinavght.

While there is for the time being no widely accelptfeeory of democratic constituent power,
especially not in the context of DP, the principlest do exist rely heavily on territorially

bounded conceptions of self-founding, or self-dateation, which give little or no room for

% Whelan, F.G. (1983), ‘Prologue: Democratic Themng the Boundary Problem’, R.J. Pennock and J.W.
Chapman (eds),iberal DemocracyNew York: New York University Press, p. 41.

37" Walzer, Michael, 2007, "The Argument about Humaritn Intervention”, in David Miller (ed) hinking
Politically. New Haven & London: Yale University Press, p. 246.
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activities similar to DP. According to social caadt theory, the founding of a legitimate state
presupposes a unanimous voting among the peopjecsth the new political ord&tor a
voluntary association of people free to initiategd &0 migrate among, alternative
associations. According to nationalist theory, it is the menemnd they alone, who should
participate in the making of a new political ord&the idea then is that some people share a
pre-political sense of belonging and identity whidgtimately justify their exclusion of others
in the exercise of constituent power. Both docgiskare the assumption of self-founding in
the sense that the authors and the addressee®p$ttution are one and the same people
and, more specifically, that both doctrines appig tdea to the making of territorially
bounded political communities. If foreigners areegi any role at aft it is limited to the
drafting of the constitution, not its establishm#mbugh changing or consolidation of power
relations at which DP typically aims. On these does of democracy as an exercise of
constituent power, therefore, the involvement oéigners in the shaping of new political
orders is consistent with democracy only if the deracy promoters don’t exercise any
power at alf*? This conceptual presupposition then implies (intcast to those analysed in
the previous section) that the instruments usdaHrare directly relevant for the
democraticness of DP: the less powerful the instnis) the less they obstruct democracy in
the sense of an exercise of constituent power aaheckating a territorially and socially
bounded political community and order. It bearsal@wy, however, that implications of
classical theories (like contractualism and natisng in a new context (like that of DP) may
suggest a rethinking of these theories just as msdahnrectification of political practice in

accordance with those theories.

Applying nonetheless the theories we actually have,easy to conclude that the division
between democracy as constituent and constitutegnsdhave implications as to whether DP

is possible. If democracy is defined so as to ingptlemocratic exercising of constituent

% Rousseau, op. cit.

% Nozick, Ch. 10, op. cit.

0 Siéges op. cit.; Smith op. cit.

*1 Rousseau op. cit.; Honig, B. (200Democracy and the ForeigngPrinceton and Oxford: Princeton
University Press.

*2 These doctrines do not imply that a foreign inéetion cannot liberate a people from a dictatah¢algh that
could be denied as well, for instance on the bafsi®hn Stuart Mill's argument that sustainabledfem must
be fought for and earned; see his ‘A few words on-imtervention’). What these doctrines say iseathat
democracy requires something more than being libérmamely that the freed people prove willing aagable
to establish political order by themselves. Sofdr@ign intervention would succeed in removingaator
while the people would not succeed in founding & efate or a new constitution, the political resuttuld be
something like anarchy or foreign domination, ania of both, but not democracy — as in Iraq in years
following the US declaration of victory in 2003.
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power and, more specifically, the democratic ddteis defined as some variant of self-
founding into territorially bounded political commities, most and perhaps all strategies for
promoting democracy abroad will need to be rejeatedelf-contradictory. Democracy, in
that sense of the term, is not the name of prdcesbich foreigners participate in the making
of government for others. By the same token, theabeacy which external actors may in fact
try to promote is limited to the exercise of condgéd powers. This in turn has implications
for what promotion strategies are democraticalijtimate: the faster the external actor gets
out from the target country, the sooner it is pgalssior democratic procedures to come into
being, and the better it is. Hence external aactarst choose between the ideal of a self-
founding people and long-term commitments to th@gof restructuring a society as

alternative source of legitimacy.

If again the conclusions drawn here sound simplkeven banal, my guess would be that this
time it depends on their taking for granted thahderacy is a nation-state kind of politics —
either because constituent powers is about estaimiserritorially bounded political
communities or because constituted powers are iseeravithin such communities. In recent
years, however, economic globalisation, supra-natity, foreign intervention, and failed
states have drawn critical attention to these aptions. A large and still growing number of
authors now locate democracy beyond or above the ¢ individual states. It remains open
to question then whether DP should be describeoh @&xercise of non-democratic constituent
power because it violates century old principleteafitorially bounded self-founding. It is
time to consider therefore the implications for gussibility of particular variants of DP of
defining democracy as a domestic or a transbounat@@gomenon.

Power within or beyond the state

Democracy has traditionally been imagined and ddsas a particular kind of domestic
politics. The assumption has been empirical, thatmpact from the outside on democracy is
in fact limited, but also conceptual, that the icifaom the outside is in any case irrelevant
for what democracy is. The conceptual variant ehderatic theory limited to domestic
politics was made unusually explicit by Brian Bartgurely the normal way of

understanding the term ‘democracy’ is to suppoaeithiefers to the internal distribution of
power within a political unit ... [A] state is dematic if the government acts in accordance
with the wishes of the citizensand it is not less democratic if there are sommghf

concern to the citizens that the state has lingtadrol over, like sea pollution, nuclear war or
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worldwide inflation.”® Not few democratic theorists continue to workhis ttradition today.
The conception of democracy as located in domeslitics of individual states apparently
captures what many analysts mean by the term aatitivdy are able to measure with
democracy indices. However, diverse debates oragiiattion have brought forward a range
of theories which suggest that assessing the dextiauess of political power — in ideal as
well as institutional terms, in constituent as vealin constituted form — requires that
international relations are taken into accolim. basic conceptual question can then be

phrased as follows:

* Is democracy only about the distribution of powsithin states? Or is it about the
distribution of power in the world as whole, amiay be held and exercised by not
only by domestic institutions and interest groupsdiso by foreign states,

international courts, global business, transnatiaotors, etc.?

The implications of this issue for the democratgsef DP are straightforward. If democracy
is limited by definition to the domestic politicéiadividual states, a democratic state may be
dominated by external powers without implicatioasifs democraticness, as long as the
internal distribution of power remains unchanged tire external powers don’t challenge the
notion of the people having a state in the firacpl Whether external actors or factors
prevent the people of a democratic state to malleraplement the decisions they want — for
instance regarding sea pollution or worldwide itfla to keep with Barry’s examples — is
from this perspective irrelevant for the realizataf their democracy. This definition of
democracy applies generally, and therefore alsbegolitical issue of choosing between
democracy and other kinds of rule. Hence whetlimaocratic constitution is kept in place
because the people want it or because require@lghabors or structures is again irrelevant

for their democrac$®

“3 Barry, Brian 1974. “Size and democracy'Government and Oppositipwol. 9, no. 4, pp. 492-503, page 494-
45

“E.g. Held, D. (1995)Democracy and the Global OrdeEambridge: Polity Press. Macdonald, T. (2008),
Global stakeholder democracy: power and represémtateyond liberal state©xford: Oxford University
Press.

> The notion of collective self-determination (agdisn an earlier section to illustrate idealist@gptions of
democracy) implies that the people should not bridated by a foreign actor. Hence this conceptypesses
that democracy is not limited to the domestic edibf individual states. Traditionally, howevédretconcept
has been explored under the empirical backgrousahagtion that external forces do in fact not pase a
significant limitation. A normative problem whichis concept has more typically served to highlighthat of
arbitrary domination within states (e.g. Pettitjliph1997.Republicanism: A Theory of Freedom and
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By contrast, if democracy is not only about theinal but also the external relationships of
states, as well as political relations which tramscthe distinction between internal and
external, the democraticness of DP will depend @m tve define the criterion of democracy
in politics beyond the nation-state. On this pdivgtre is nothing like a consensus in political
theory today, but a large and growing literaturéoashat democracy really means in this
context. To bracket of the details of this deblgteme draw attention only to one particularly
influential idea, namely the so called all-affecpgthciple, stipulating that everyone
significantly affected by a political decision shebe offered equal opportunities to
participate in the making of that decisirif democracy implies that everyone affected by a
decision must be able to participate in making fgllows that people should be unaffected
by decisions which they have no democraticallyisigifit possibility to participate in making.
As for politics within territorially bounded stateshich is the main or even the only concern
of DP as it exists today, DP might then seem intitgreindemocratic. People within the
country will not be offered equal rights of paniation in the decision-procedures of the
external actor, although they might depending @nkihd of DP indeed be significantly
affected. Hence DP does not observe the corolfaityecall-affected principle, namely that
people should be unaffected by decisions whosengdkey have had no possibility to
participate in making.

This conclusion would seem to follow most natur#iithe normative aim is democracy in the
sense of exercising constituent power. After i, tonstituted powers of an individual state
have not yet been fully established during the &% their observing of any democratic
principle could not be obstructed prior to theirmexistence. Hence it is only the constituent
power of the prospective state that would contiatie all-affected principle if it involved
external actors. However, as we have now abandiheealssumption that democracy is
necessarily realized only in the domestic politiescan also drop the assumption that DP is
limited to exercising democracy’s constituent pavigqually possible is that DP is an

example of how the existing powers of world po$itice. constituted powers, are in fact

GovernmentOxford: Oxford University Press). In large pasfshe literature, therefore, self-determination is
still most commonly associated with the domestilitips of individual states.

“° E.g. Held (1995), op. cit.; Goodin, R.E. (200Bnfranchising All Affected Interests, and its Altmatives’,
Philosophy and Public Affairs35 (1): 40-68; for critiques of this theory, skgné, Hans (2006) “A Dogma of
Democratic Theory and Globalization: Why Politicedd not Include Everyone it Affects” furopean Journal
of International Relationsvol. 12 (3) or Nasstrom, S. (fortcoming), "The altange of the All-Affected
Principle”,Political Studies
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exercised today. That assumption would changeat dgeal. While democracy defined as
exercising of constituted power within individugdt is not violated by DP even if we adopt
the all-affected principle (because such power tho¢yet exist at the time when DP
operates) DP would indeed violate the constitutslgy of world politics as long as we retain
the all-affected principle as internal to democrémgcause this power already exists while it
does not operate so as to include everyone signific affected by DP in the making of the
decisions to pursue DP).

For DP to be democratically legitimate under the#eria of democracy — the all-affected
principle being observed in the exercise of eitt@rstituent or constituted power of world
politics — world politics would itself need to bene democratic. Again there is not much
agreement in contemporary political theory as tawvdemocratic world politics must actually
look like in practice. Proposals have includeddbtablishment of a world parliament with
sovereign power as well as self-empowerment arfiebsghnizing of people on the basis of
transnational interest in single issues. Whataadly agreed upon, however, is that world
politics falls short even of minimal criteria ofrdecracy today. Hence adopting the view of
democracy as a kind of world politics would seenmiply that there is no democracy which

can either justify DP today or which DP is liketyproduce in the near future.

One must notice, however, that the difficulty odtjiying DP from the perspective of world
democracy is not logical but contingent on the wiaywhich world politics operates today.
The conceptual move to democracy in world politaports a range of new empirical
obstacles to the analysis and practice of DP,tlalso expands the conceptual room of what
kinds of democracy can be achieved and studiedesu#t of DP. In contrast to practical or
academic approaches to DP stipulating that dempdsdonited to the exercise of constituted
powers in domestic politics, a concern with woréhbcracy is not undermined by important
observations that domestic and international psliéire increasingly inseparable and that
democracy is about constituent as well as consttpbwer. Oppression from the outside of a
political community is worth attention just as mwhoppression from the inside, and policy
outcomes follows from the exercise of constituenivall as constituted powers; so by
keeping a strictly domestic perspective on demagcaagcconstituted power, empirical research
will make itself increasingly irrelevant to real-vla problems. By contrast, significant
empirical contributions in research on DP in thiife is likely to grow out of a conceptual

landscape of world democracy, concerned with usbihs as well as normative ideals, and
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constituent as well as constituted powers, howdifécult it is be to achieve (and for the

time being even to imagine) such democracy in pract

Conclusion

| have argued in this paper that controversies theesuccess or failure of DP depend not
only on factual matters but as well on conceptisdgreements that are not directly
resolvable through empirical observation. Invesiigpempirically the causes and effects of
successful DP presupposes as a minimum that,agieal sense, democracy can be promoted
from the outside of the political community thatlyaractice it. While this is not an
implausible position, it brackets an intense disagrent on whether the concept of
democracy actually allows for this possibility.tms paper | have therefore explored some
dimensions of what the concept of democracy tadsrat terms of promotion from the
outside, as a reminder that method-driven reseasghsometimes lose sight of the very
problems it ultimately seeks to understdht¥ore specifically | have explored what ideals of
democracy are in a conceptual sense possible tevacthrough what instrument of DP under

what political conditions.

To synthesize the three sections of the papekititeof democracy that can be promoted
through violence and without confirmed supportref population in the target state must be
defined in terms of (1) institutional and practipabceedings, not traditional normative ideals
of democracy such as collective self-determinatiofreedom from arbitrary domination; (2)
the exercising of constituted powers, not the cturestt power of a territorially bounded
political order; and, partly as an explication loé iearlier point, (3) the domestic politics
exercised within individual states while bracketaggirrelevant the influence of transnational
and global politics. The same kind of democracy@arourse be promoted also in cases
where military violence, or threats thereof, is aghajor factor and where there is reason to
assume that the people in the target states ggnapgiroves of the operation. In addition,
such promotion strategies are in conceptual teapalde of attaining not only an
institutionally, but also an ideally defined demaxy, as long as we remain with democracy
as an exercise of constituted powers. Accordirgaitional theory, however, DP cannot

even in the logical sense of the word contributdgmocracy as the exercise of constituent

" Green, Donald P. and Shapiro, lan (19Rdbhologies of rational choice theory: a critiqueapplications in
political scienceNew Haven: Yale University Press.
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power, as long as DP involves the exercise of pswkany sort and as long as we remain
within the imagination of national democracy. If akft attention to consider instead the
ability of DP to establish or support democracydred/individual states — which is
particularly important in view of democracy seeraagpecial kind of constituent power since
such power is partly about drawing the boundarybenh inside and outside in the first place
— the conclusion is not that DP is by definitiorable to attain its aim of democracy.
Democracy beyond the nation-state is not an imptesaim of DP, only unlikely to appeatr,
especially as DP has been practiced and studidchomt. Overall, however, the theory of
democracy beyond the nation-state appears to &iow greater role of normatively
significant DP than does the theory of democracyg dsmestic politics of individual states.
The latter will allow for empirical research on d@gusal linkages with DP only by bracketing

the increasing importance for democracy of inteomat relations.

The list of distinctions between kinds of democradych informs these conclusions could
easily have been extended. For instance, whetkewrithof the people in an authoritarian
country can be referred to as a justification of WP depend on whether the will of the
people is assumed to exist before or only afteegtablishment of democratic proceduffes.
Or, what room can be reserved for external actotBe design of political institutions will
depend on whether the institutions of democracysaes either as universals, i.e. entities
which are identical across time and space, orquaatis, i.e. products of varying
circumstance®’® The purpose in this paper, however, has not lepmovide an exhaustive
list of alternative conceptualisations of democraath implications for the possibility of
different polices of DP under different politicardditions, but to illustrate the need for
dialogue between philosophically and empiricallglimed researchers in this area. In order to
expand their views on what is possible, philosopkéll benefit from learning about new
relationships detected in empirical research. tfeoto know what they study and what its
theoretical and normative interests are, empirieséarchers will benefit from recognising
varying interpretations and implications of the cepts they prefer to use. It is for the
stimulating of efforts at attaining such conversatibetween theoretical and empirical
faculties, that empirical observation at the brifikhe logically possible can be useful. In
research on DP as in democracy itself, an effectiodel of integrating viewpoints into

common positions is to continue talking with thelyaayou don’t yet fully understand.

8 E.g. Richardson op. cit.,
49 Cf. Chantal Mouffe@©n the Politica) Routledge, 2005.
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