The democratization process: can there be the same democracy for every nation?
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I 

One important outcome of the global expansion of democracy over the past 25-30 years has been that scholars and practitioners increasingly began to speak of democracy as a universal system of values that can be «implanted» in any region of the world, regardless of culture. Of course, this claim can be questioned, especially in the light of the unsuccessful attempts to democratize the so-called «Greater Middle East». 

At present, not only the cultural component of the democratization process becomes a vital problem in this field of study. Both in the academic and in the political circles occurs the displacement of the accent from a question of the Cold War period saying that democracy is the best form of administration, to a question whether the involvement of states and nongovernmental organizations in the processes of the propagation of democracy abroad can be achieved, and if yes, then to what degree. It should be noted that in the contemporary globalized world the democratization of individual states passes not in the vacuum, but in the specific international situation, which has a significant effect on the internal political processes of transit states.

Thus, the more clearly marked the emergence of international standards (not fixed, however, in the international law) dealing with the promotion of democracy as a universally accepted and necessary component of international behavior. In general we can say that now the problem is gradually redefining the relationship of internal and external factors of democratization. 
Although today democracy came to the forefront, it still faces a number of challenges. For example, there is a view of democracy as a model imposed from above, which plants its principals, regardless of socio-cultural characteristics of development of the state. At the same time, the principles proclaimed by democracy are primarily aimed at the observance of human freedoms, proclaim the freedom of the individual, the right to self-determination, the possibility of personal development and the protection of fundamental human rights. So should democracy be considered as a path to peace and prosperity or as an implanted phenomenon, which is not suitable for all states?
II
Democracy as an international norm is stronger today than ever, and democracy itself is widely regarded as an ideal system of government. Democracy also has near-universal appeal among people of every ethnic group, every religion, and every region of the world. Second, democracy promotion as a foreign policy goal has become increasingly acceptable throughout most of the international community. Norms protecting the sovereignty of states still trump norms protecting the rights of individuals, but the balance is shifting. The United States, especially in the last century, has played a pivotal role in making the advancement of democratic values a legitimate foreign policy objective. Furthermore, although many around the world loathe U.S. power and preaching, the norm of democracy has achieved striking universality in the current international system. The promotion of democracy, even when embraced and, according to many, tainted by the most powerful country in the international system, has also become an international norm.
Throughout the world, people are embracing democracy not only as a system of government, but also as a value. In On Democracy, Robert Dahl succinctly summarizes the advantages of democracy as a system of government. According to Dahl, democracy helps to prevent rule by cruel and vicious autocrats, guarantees citizens a set of fundamental rights, ensures a broader range of personal freedoms, helps people protect their own fundamental interests, provides the maximum opportunity  for self-determination—the freedom to live under laws of one’s own choosing—provides the maximum opportunity for the exercise of moral responsibility, encourages human development, fosters a relatively high degree of political equality, promotes peace—as modern representative democracies do not fight one another—and generates prosperity.

Although increasing numbers of governments and people around the world now endorse the norm of democracy promotion, even democratic states disagree about how to do it. Few believe, for example, that military force is justified to advance democratization. The slogan “you cannot force them to be free” still resonates with many champions of democracy. Most boldly, a majority of states and people around the world consider military intervention for the defense of individual human rights illegitimate. Countries act on that belief even if debate still remains over who has the right to authorize such humanitarian missions. Although the United States has initiated or led most of these interventions, humanitarian interventions have been undertaken without U.S. participation by other regional actors and their armed forces, such as Australia in East Timor, the Military Observer Group of the Economic Community of West Africa States and its UN reincarnation in Sierra Leone, or the European Union in eastern Congo. The democratic members of the Organization of American States (OAS) even helped prod the U.S. intervention in Haiti in 1994. In all of these cases, the promotion of democracy and the protection of human rights featured prominently in the justification of military action. Two hundred years ago, democracy would not have been part of intervening powers’ lexicon. Military intervention’s mixed record of success in promoting democracy only strengthens the moral argument against the use of force. Democratic states have also disagreed about the morality and utility of using economic sanctions as a method for promoting democratic regime change. 
Leaders in some autocratic regimes try to defend their go-slow approach to political liberalization by arguing that their citizenry is not ready for democracy. Their people, so the argument goes, are either not wealthy enough to afford the luxury of democracy or not Western enough to desire democracy. Wealthier countries do have a greater prospect of sustaining democratic regimes than poorer countries. Yet, little evidence suggests that only wealthy people desire democracy, nor do cultural and religious differences vary support for democracy as a value. Instead, survey data suggest that support for democracy is robust and at relatively similar levels in every region of the world. Furthermore, in the Arab world, surveys suggest that a strong commitment to Islamic ideas does not hinder the embrace of democratic principles. Polls conducted by the World Values Survey team show that support for antidemocratic ideologies varies throughout the world, with respondents in some countries ready to trade some democracy for more order. In no country surveyed, however, does support for dictatorship exceed support for democracy.

There is a genuine correlation between the advance of democracy as well as democratic norms worldwide and the growth of U.S. power. The subject of democracy promotion has in recent years moved to the center stage of U.S. foreign policy as a result of the heightened awareness of the strong connections between the state of democracy in the world and vital U.S. national interests. The U.S. government is devoting greater resources than ever before to the task of supporting democracy abroad. No country has done more to strengthen the norms and practices of democracy around the world than the United States.

However, suspicion about and resistance to U.S. democracy promotion activities in developing countries and post communist countries is at an all-time high.  Democracy building work has long been greeted with skepticism abroad by persons unsure about the true motivations of democracy promoters and wary of what sometimes appears to them as foreign-sponsored political interference.  But a combination of two different developments in the past several years has greatly increased such negative attitudes around the world:

• The Bush administration’s emphasis on the Iraq war as the leading wedge of its democracy promotion policy in the Middle East has closely associated democracy promotion with the assertion of American military power and security interests.  With the U.S. intervention in Iraq viewed as illegitimate in most parts of the world, the legitimacy of the general concept of democracy promotion has suffered accordingly.

• The recent “color revolutions” in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan have also contributed to growing global unease about democracy promotion.  The dramatic, inspiring political breakthroughs in these countries were an important advance for democracy.  Yet as accounts of U.S. support for key civic and political opposition groups in these countries spread, so too did the incorrect but seductive idea that the United States was the shadowy guiding hand behind those events.

Although these two developments—the Iraq war and the color revolutions—were unconnected, their coincidence has caused many authoritarian and semiauthoritarian governments to take a new, much harder look at U.S. democracy promotion activities on their territory.  Many governments have started actively pushing back against democracy assistance, arguing that blocking such programs is necessary to defend their national security against what they portray as a United States bent on carrying out regime change against governments it does not like.

When U.S. presidents claim to be promoting democracy, the gap between rhetoric and action is sometimes so glaring that observers question the depth of the U.S. normative commitment to the democratic cause. Bush’s postwar strategy for Iraq is a tragic example.34 Especially when compared to the planning and resources devoted to ousting Saddam Hussein, the poor articulation and frequent alteration of the blueprint for regime reconstruction in Iraq, as well as the scarcity and slow delivery of resources for rebuilding, have compelled even the most fervent supporters of democratic regime change in Iraq to question the president’s genuine commitment to the project. Within the wider region, Bush’s policies to date have resulted in a net loss of freedom. Authoritarian leaders in Egypt, Iran, Uzbekistan, and Pakistan are stronger today than they were two years ago, while antidemocratic ideologues such as bin Laden also enjoy more support today than before Bush came to power. 
Moreover, for the first time since the end of the Cold War, democracy no longer enjoys an unchallenged place on the international scene as the only political system viewed as successful and credible.  For example, China’s continued economic success has elevated the “strong-hand” political approach to managing economic development as an attractive model in many parts of the developing world.  Authoritarian leaders in the Middle East, Asia, and elsewhere justify their repressive tactics by citing the Chinese example.  Citizens in some countries with poor development records show a willingness to sacrifice some of their freedoms for the possibility of better economic development.

In connection with all that examined above, I propose to examine in greater detail  the reasons for the appearance of such problems in the process of the democratization.

«Democracy»  is one of the few concepts, most frequently used in social and political life, which, by and large, the modern man is not bound by persistent negative association. Even in the Russia, where fresh memories of the 90's of the last century passed under the sign «democratic» experiments, people generally recognize advantages of democracy over authoritarianism and totalitarianism. And even in the Middle East, to which forced «democracy» costs thousands of lives, the claim that democracy is the best form of government, with certain reservations, is still maintained a majority of the population.

This is not surprising. No matter how contradictory  the practice of democracy is, how severe are the problems, caused by the democratization, democracy was and still the best known forms of social organization. There are two main reasons for this.
The first one is that in a democratic society, where decisions are the prerogative of the people or their authorized representatives, the responsibility  for a historic choice lays not only on the leaders, but also on the citizens - and most people are not inclined to take erroneous action and solutions. Practice has shown that democracies rarely rewrite history, but the most severe criticism is directed towards  current policies, rather than characters of past ages. Respect for ourselves does not allow people to pejoratively refer to the policy, which at one time or another provided the result of free choice. 

The second reason is much more fundamental: democracy is the natural consequence of the humanization of society,  it is more the mechanism of socialization, in the absence of which a society can not meet the requirements of time, than a form of government.. Democracy implies the willingness of every person to trust fellow citizens in decision-making concerning the questions on which there destiny depends. So the relationship should be based on trust and cooperation. It is not possible outside the law and procedures, which are essential tools of protecting the interests of any member of the society. In a democratic society, people are equal in front of the law - and that is why there are prerequisites for the approval of the ethnic, cultural and religious tolerance. 

First, a degree of democracy in the society cannot be a criterion upon which a relationship to a State on the world stage forms. The external signs of democracy do not guarantee nor respect for human rights, neither economic liberalism nor the rule of law. Widely spread assertion is that democracies do not fight each other, is also a mistake. In the second place, in the overwhelming majority of the cases the development of democracy occurs in the context of the general modernization process, which covers all aspects of the life of society. To speak about strengthening of democracy in the country, where the economy stagnates, and security issues constantly are aggravated, is to give self up to self-deception. Finally, the formation of the democratic society inevitably assumes a change in the nature of social connections, but not the simple reformation of political superstructure; as well-known Harvard economist D. Rodrik emphasizes, democracy – is of its kind “the meta- institute, which uses specific knowledge for each country or region in order to select adequately and to arrange all other institutes, which would allow society to function normally”. So, the external factor in assertion and development of democracy can have very limited value.
One of the characteristic properties of the contemporary wave of democratization became the conviction of western ( first of all,  American) politicians in the fact that this process can be not only pushed slightly, but also initiated, or coordinated from without. Almost five years later after the beginning of the forced “democratization” of the Near East no one can inspire its results. Neither in Afghanistan nor in Iraq the governments, which would be capable of independently controlling the territory of the country, are formed. The scales of terrorism in the region sharply grew, and are in any way obscure the prospects for fight with it. A practically sole example of free elections - in the Palestinian autonomy - was marked by the accession to power by the completely democratic way of terrorist organization “Hamas”. After encountering with the real threat of aggression from the side of the United States, Iran began to develop its own nuclear weapon. But there is neither democracy nor freedom in the region.
There are 2 reasons for the problems occurring during the process of the democratisation: 
1 - On the one hand, in the majority of the countries, which to this day remain undemocratic, there are no explicit prerequisites for shaping the democratic system of administration, and on the another hand we can see the determination to resist any attempts to tie any new social forms from without. This does not mean that democracy in principle cannot be inculcated to another people – it simply means, that the time for similar “inoculations” has already gone. And the most impressive examples of the “introduced” democracy are not Germany and Japan, found under the administration for American military government, but India and other old colonies, who for long decades and centuries lived under the British dominion.

2 – At least 2 difficulties immediately appear with such formulation of the problem. The institutes, practically unknown to the people, are transferred to the new soil. Western experts quite often recognize that this process is conducted with a neglect to the real needs of the local population and with such contradiction with the prevailing practitioners, that in any democratic country they would guarantee their rejection with the majority of the citizens. In the same Iraq, where on December 15, 2005. parliamentary elections were carried out, five weeks were required in order to bring vote totals and to affirm them, and then nearly three months to elected the chairman of the parliament. - Repeated visits of the senior officials of American administration and the straight threats of the reduction of military aid from the side of the USA were required for the election of prime minister. At that moment, when this “historical solution” was accepted, the establishment of democracy cost  America 2385 killed and 275 billion dollars

Another problem is that the shaping of similar “democracy” is received primarily as the redistribution of authority. During the experience of the 90's in Russia and many post-Soviet states, and the process of forced democratization in Afghanistan and Iraq - i.e., everywhere, where “fight for the aims of democracy” was accompanied by the construction of new institutional system - it was shown that the new elite can no longer be removed from the authority democratically. This is caused by the fact that the imposed democratization in its quite essence is undemocratic; after imposing new orders and supporting new Head of The State, who knew how “to saddle” the wave of people motion, the sponsors of democratic changes begin to mortally fear notorious “recoil”, even if it is democratic. Democracy, forcibly introduced into an unprepared country, is immediately associated with the party, the group or the individual leader, which ruins project on the root. Very soon persistent lectures about to what extent are stability, stability and safety important come for the change to calls for the changes and the reforms. And all this are by no means “unforeseen consequences”: can the construction of powerful national state become unpleasant unexpected contingency for its “builders” themselves?
III 

Imposed democracy - even if it seems successful - provides for the establishment of various institutions, commonly functioning in most democratic societies. But as a rule, it does not lead to the desired result - in fact, as noted by A. Sen, «Democracy is not confined to filling in the ballots and counting the votes, it also involves public debate and controversy, which is usually called «managed by discussion». Not surprisingly, the introduction of alien institutions, which are the result of the development of certain traditions and practices, as a prerequisite of the forming of the same assumptions proves ineffective:  these institutions are reborn in the cover, which will soon blossom Illiberal or managed democracy.
Democracy it is not possible to establish undemocratically, it cannot be imposed against the will of the people - here is the most important lesson, which sooner or later should be carried out from the experience of Russia and Iraq, Afganistan and Somali. The problem of democracy lies in the fact that citizens can support the passage to the authoritarianism by democratic means, but it is not possible to inculcate democracy by authoritarian methods - it will not be self-reproduced, and the most probable result will prove to be the steadfast immunity of people to the democratic innovations.
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