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Abstract

20th century has witnessed two terrible and startling World Wars, one 
Cold War and many regional conflicts; however, humanity has never experi-
enced any age of insecurity after the end of Cold War. Since there were many 
rouge and failed states around at the period, democratization in line with mod-
ernization were inseperable brother-in-arms in order to balance the world in se-
curity terms. While this was the main goal of unilateral American politics in a 
single-polar world order, nevertheless, a new age of insecurity in hand-to-hand 
with terrorism had arisen in the horizon. Then, it was crystal-clear that a wish 
for the security of the future caused a doubtfull future for security. Because 
inseperable democratization and modernization seemed to be getting apart due 
to the malicious effects of a terrorized future. Since terrorism any kind was the 
main threat to secure world order, it occupied humand minds as more vast and 
complex than any other issue. The good news was that ever since representa-
tive democracy first emerged, it has been spreading, pushed forward by the 
forces of modernization. However, the news are not good anymore; because 
we are, no doubt, nearer to a time of insecurity when a clear conflicting rela-
tionship among democratization, modernization and terrorization is at hand in-
evitably. So, there is a present crisis in democracy in the world since the future 
of democracy is not preordained. The main aim of this study is to explore how 
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this decline of democracy would wither away and be re-secured to increase 
again in the future and how long its success or failure will depend on whether 
modernization will resist terrorism by ensuring the benefits of widely-shared 
rising prosperity.   

Keywords: Democracy, Promotion, Security, Modernization, Terrorism, 
Conflicting Objectives.

“What is good and essential about this country is the [democratically 
made] law itself. It has evolved over centuries from medieval barbarities into 
something, for all its faults, that is civilised. Our law expresses and maintains 
the best virtues of our society. Anyone who does not accept it does not belong 
here.” (Marrin, 2008)

Introduction

Not all good things go together in the age of insecurity due to conflicting 
objectives of relations between democratization, modernization and terroriza-
tion on a ‘conflicting’ style. Conflicting objectives are often problematized 
as challenges to the effectiveness of international peace promotion. However, 
systematic research about their emergence and effects is still missing. This 
study will try to address this research gap and seek to provide conceptual and 
empirical answers in the field of conflicting objectives in international peace 
promotion in an age of insecurity. Exploring and putting forth of the emer-
gence and consequences of conflicting objectives in democracy promotion is 
crucial. It pursues two aims: (1) to systematize significant conflicts of objec-
tives in democracy promotion (conceptual dimension), and (2) to analyse these 
conflicts of objectives in order to explore their origins and their consequences 
for the effectiveness of democracy promotion (empirical dimension) (Grimm 
and Leininger, 2012: 391).

Conflicting objectives are inherent in any kind of policy-making and 
cooperation between two or more actors. Scholars and practitioners widely 
acknowledge that conflicting objectives challenge the effectiveness of de-
mocracy promotion (Burnell, 2004: 112). Any target country of democracy 
promotion will find itself facing a multitude of international actors pursuing 
divergent interests and goals. Consequently, the objective of democratization 
is likely to compete with alternative objectives of foreign policy of the vari-
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ous international actors. At times, the same actor can simultaneously attempt 
to pursue competing objectives. The individual nature of the paths that de-
mocratization can follow aggravates this complex situation further. In gen-
eral, democratization does not follow a universal pattern that could serve as a 
guideline for facilitation of external support. Accordingly, there is no blueprint 
for successful democracy promotion. In each individual case, democracy pro-
moters must rethink how, when, and by what means democratization can be 
supported (Grimm and Leininger, 2012: 392).

Faced with such complex realities, since the end of the Cold War interna-
tional actors have often pursued democratization from the point of view that 
‘all good things go together’ (Packenham, 1973). They have integrated into 
their democracy promotion portfolio a mixture of objectives including peace, 
stability, freedom, prosperity, good governance, and the rule of law – objec-
tives that, in their perspectives, could all be conducive to democratization. In 
other cases, international actors have indirectly assumed that policies such as 
economic assistance or peace- and security-building will positively comple-
ment measures to support democratization. Over time, international actors and 
scholars of democratization and international relations have become increas-
ingly aware of the fact that ‘not all good things do necessarily go together’, 
learning from experience that ‘good things go together only under certain fa-
vourable conditions’ (Gravingholt et.al. 2009; 2012). In order to promote de-
mocracy effectively, the conditions and time spans in which good things such 
as peace, security, and development do indeed go together must be investigated 
in a detailed and systematic fashion. This special issue seeks to explore this 
topic and to enrich the empirical foundations of the current debate on the chal-
lenges of democracy promotion.

The promotion of democracy is seen as desirable by Western govern-
ments not only given the widely touted belief that democracies do not go to 
war with one another, but also due to the perception that democracies make 
better partners in trade and diplomacy (Talbott, 1996: 47). While there is great 
debate about whether a proliferation of democratic states would actually usher 
in a more peaceful international order (Sen, 1994: 34-35), is there any ba-
sis to assume that democracy will bring domestic peace and stability to those 
countries who embrace it? Are democracies really less likely to suffer internal 
strife? Given the proliferation of conflicts within states today, this is a critical 
question for those concerned with human suffering and social and economic 
development.
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Civil conflict is not only immediately damaging to the people directly in-
volved, but also involves large development costs, as noted by Fei (1997: 510); 
“We must realize that, under conditions of social unrest, political upheaval 
and wars, economic modernization is impossible” Over recent decades, the 
presence of civil conflict appears to be one of the major causes of underdevel-
opment: six of the worst ten performers in the world, judged by HDI or GNP 
per capita, are countries which currently have, or have recently had, severe 
civil wars. An investigation into the countries worst affected by conflict in the 
1970s and 1980s showed the heavy economic and social costs that typically 
arise, and therefore the importance, from a development perspective, of con-
trolling conflict (Stewart and O’Sullivan, 1998: 3).

Democracy and Security: A Shotgun Marriage?

The relationship between democracy, security and development is at the 
heart of global liberal governance. It has been enshrined by the UN as a guid-
ing principle of international cooperation. At the same time it is hotly disputed. 
On the one hand by realists who argue that promotion of democracy conflicts 
with the requirements of security and unduly restrains the pursuit of national 
interest. On the other hand by radical critics who view it as an ideological 
fig-leaf for intervention by powerful international actors in the affairs of poor 
and vulnerable countries. Are the critics right? Is the relationship between de-
mocracy and security a shotgun marriage in which (to adapt Hobbes) guns 
are trumps – and democracy (like development) is inexorably ‘securitised’? 
During the Cold War it used to be claimed that it was in the West’s enlightened 
self-interest to support both democracy and development in order to drain the 
swamp of discontent in troubled peripheries. The current instrumentalization 
of democracy as a solution to ‘political extremism’, ‘radicalism’ and ‘terror-
ism’ is simply the latest twist in a tangled and murky tale (Luckham, 2009).

The central conjecture of liberal peace, as already suggested, is that de-
mocracies are inherently better than other political systems at resolving violent 
conflicts between and within states. In the first place they pose a moral alterna-
tive to violence rooted in conceptions of human rights. Secondly democratic 
institutions create procedures and establish forums in which demands can be 
negotiated and conflicts resolved through the political process, without re-
course to violence. Thirdly societies and groups, which share common demo-
cratic values, have less reason to go to war with each other. Fourth the impacts 
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of political democratization tend to be reinforced by economic liberalization 
and global capitalist markets, which integrate economies in networks of inter-
dependence, substituting trade for violence (Krasner, 2004).

However, all of these remain at best plausible hypotheses rather than es-
tablished truths, and remain open to dispute and debate (Doyle, 2005). There is 
strong empirical evidence that democracies do not go to war with each other. 
But the causal mechanisms remain unclear and are hard to disentangle from 
the particular historical matrix of post World-War II Western Europe and North 
America. Moreover there is a sting in the tail – namely that democracies seem 
to have few inhibitions about going to war with non-democracies. Whether 
liberal peace will prevail in a world in which Western hegemony is increas-
ingly challenged by the emergence of new centres of global capitalism and 
political power like China, India or Brazil, is far from certain. Moreover the 
jury remains out on whether democracies are better able than nondemocratic 
systems to resolve conflicts within their own boundaries: the experience of 
Northern Ireland, Colombia, Mexico, Sri Lanka or India in Kashmir, Punjab 
and Gujerat among others seems to suggest otherwise (Keen, 2008; Krause and 
Williams, 1997).

Nor have Western democracies been consistent in their support for de-
mocracy in the developing world. Their own democratization was built on the 
foundations of populist imperialism and colonial expansion. After World War 
I the Wilsonian vision of a liberal world order sought to universalize democ-
racy, but foundered on the rocks of economic depression and fascism. It was 
reinstated after World War II through the creation of the UN and the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights. Since then Western powers have inter-
vened militarily in the South in a number of shifting and inconsistent guises: 
as colonisers and occupiers; through support for ‘democracy’ against ‘commu-
nism’ during the Cold War; as backers of authoritarian as well as democratic 
regimes; as opponents or (when it suited them) supporters of nationalist or 
Islamist insurgencies; as peace-keepers, peace-enforcers and peacebuilders; as 
guarantors of security in fragile or failing states under international trustee-
ship; and as enforcers and occupiers in the war on terror. In sum one may tell 
two contrasting stories about the marriage between democracy and security, 
which is consecrated beneath the tattered banner of liberal peace (Bermeo, 
2003; Chandler, 2006; Collier and Levitsky, 1997).
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The first sees democracy as an alternative to violence; and violence and 
insecurity as threats to democracy. But it also sees security as potentially 
problematic when prioritized above democratic accountability and freedoms. 
Hence security is compatible with democracy only if public authority remains 
legitimate; if security institutions are under firm democratic control; if the 
security of citizens is the touchstone of state security; and if there is broad 
consensus about the norms governing the latter – all of which have to be or-
ganized not assumed by democratic governments. According to the second 
story both democracy and security are contested and the relationship between 
them tends to be antagonistic. Liberal peace lends an illusory aura of respect-
ability to security architectures constructed around military power and preser-
vation of corporate wealth. Indeed security is unequally distributed between 
North and South, rich and poor, and this places it on a collision course with 
democracy. Rather than resolving the underlying conflicts of multiethnic soci-
eties, democratic contestation tends to awaken and aggravate them. When the 
international community launches humanitarian interventions to resolve such 
conflicts, protect civilians, rebuild states and establish democratic governance, 
it tends instead to establish new forms of imperialism (Cohen, 1973; Doyle, 
1986; Hobson, [1902] 1965; Jackson, 1990; Gallagher and Robinson, 1953).

Does Democratization Increase Commitment to Multilateral   
        Security?

Democratic transitions increase the incentives of states to cooperate in 
multilateral security and that this is observable in the rate at which new democ-
racies ratify international treaties of arms control, nuclear nonproliferation, 
and disarmament. New democrats all around the world seek a positive interna-
tional reputation as an insurance mechanism against future regime reversals. 
By becoming “good citizens” of the global system, newly elected democratic 
leaders seek to expose potential conspirators to the possibility of diplomatic 
and economic sanctions if they were to attempt to reverse the transition. First, 
using original data on the ratification rates of 201 states for twenty major arms 
control, nonproliferation, and disarmament treaties, it shows conclusively that 
new democracies outpace older democracies and all autocracies in commit-
ting to multilateral security. Second, it is empirically tested whether the swift 
ratification of security treaties works as a consolidation strategy and find that, 
indeed, it does. That is, new democracies that commit to nonproliferation and 
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arms control treaties are less likely to experience a regime reversal (Alcañiz, 
2012).

Using original data on the ratification rates of 201 states for the twenty 
major treaties on arms control, nonproliferation, and disarmament over the 
past 50 years, we put forth conclusively that new democracies outpace older 
democracies and all autocracies in committing to multilateral security. This 
result holds when controlling for institutional, economic, and military differ-
ences, time periods (during and after the Cold War), and scope of treaty (global 
and regional). This finding is explained by the need of newly elected elites to 
raise the costs of an authoritarian reversal. By vigorously committing to multi-
lateral security treaties, new democracies build an international reputation for 
nonaggression which serves domestic consumption purposes (Finnemore and 
Sikkink, 1998; Gaubatz, 2006).

The argument developed above is founded on a distinct feature of dem-
ocratic transitions: newly elected leaders have a limited portfolio of regime 
consolidation strategies available to them. As the balance of power tends to 
favor the outgoing autocrats (who controlled the military or more often are the 
military), new democrats have to be very careful in how they attempt to se-
cure the transition. These domestic limitations prompt the search for “outside” 
policy options, leading to an international dimension of democratization. Be-
cause reputations function as a mechanism of peer selection new democracies 
–like new firms- have strong incentives to invest in good reputations in order 
to be backed by other states, effectively increasing the international costs of a 
regime reversal. If new democrats rush to commit to multilateral security trea-
ties in order to secure the transition, the question then becomes whether this 
kind of international strategy works. That is, for consolidation-seeking politi-
cians, does an investment in international reputation in the area of multilateral 
security pay off? It can be answered unequivocally as “yes”. New democracies 
that commit to multilateral treaties of arms control, nonproliferation, and dis-
armament are much less likely to experience regime breakdown. This finding 
carries a major policy implication: governments’ participation in international 
society through treaty ratification enhances democratic stability. Thus, this 
research contributes significantly to the literature on democratic survival by 
providing evidence of a successful strategy for consolidation. 

Recently there has been much debate on whether international treaties 
screen or constrain (Simmons and Hopkins, 2005; Von Stein, 2005). That is, 
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do states comply with international agreements because they only ratify those 
they were already compliant with (and thus their behavior would be the same 
if they had not ratified) or they comply because treaties raise noncompliance 
costs (thus in fact affecting states behavior)? While the present study falls out-
side this debate, as it only examines commitment, one possible extension of 
this research is to examine compliance rates to determine whether multilateral 
security treaties screen or constrain the behavior of new democracies. Given 
what we know about how democracies and autocracies differ regarding do-
mestic accountability and enforcement mechanisms, we should expect treaties 
to have a greater screening effect on the former. Furthermore, as new democra-
cies have the most need to win the support of the international community, they 
should show higher compliance rates –as well as adoption of other policies 
(i.e., increased participation in International Organizations) – in order to earn 
good will. However, to truly address the issue of screening versus constraining, 
future research must examine in depth the effect of the costs of reneging on 
an international agreement not just by treaty, but more importantly, by country 
(Alcañiz, 2012; Adler and Barnett, 1998; Boix and Stokes, 2003; Epstein et.al. 
2006; Downs and Jones, 2002).

Conclusion

Democracy has spread globally, with 65 countries having undergone the 
democratization process at the end of 1990. This global trend toward democ-
racy is gratifying to peoples everywhere who value freedom; however, it is 
also shadowed, fragile, and in need of support. A scholarly debate on the future 
of democratization process contains widely diverging views. One school of 
thought expects profoundly positive consequences from the spread of democ-
racy; another completely rejects the importance of democracy for international 
relations. In terms of the advantages of democracy, it is noted that such a re-
gime can modernize economies, improve social conditions, and integrate into 
the international community. In addition, it does not sponsor terrorism and war, 
and could be reliable and good partners in international trade and business. 
Several studies have rejected the idea that democracies are more peaceful than 
other regimes. Authoritarian regimes and their apologists claim that democ-
racy is economically inefficient, and that in impoverished nations enlightened 
authoritarianism is a more effective means of generating economic growth. 
Overall, it could be said that democracy is a vague notion and is subject to 
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wide interpretation. Making a distinction between the two arguments would 
require a more detailed analysis of regions of the world and some countries 
with specific peculiarities. However, given the absence of the study of interna-
tional factors in the prospects for democracy, neither the scholar nor the prac-
titioner could be confident in the role outside forces would play in the process 
of democratization. With little theoretical or empirical work on the issue, there 
would be no way to tell what types of strategies would succeed or fail. Indeed, 
many began to criticize the lack of a coherent effort to promote democracy 
from the US and Europe (Pevehouse, 2005).

Our main task in today’s global community is to accept and live up to 
the triple challenge of development, security and human rights. These three 
challenges are together highest on the United Nation agenda. They affect and 
reinforce each other. One of the most serious threats to our common security 
emerges from human desperation in societies which lack in respect for human 
rights and democracy. Acting for democracy is acting for peace and security. 
Democracy is also a strong driving force for development. Our efforts to pro-
mote respect for human rights and democracy are not only ethically motivated. 
We can also add the effects on security and development when we promote and 
defend the fundamental right to vote. Democratic rights, economic strength – 
and how it is distributed – social cohesion, environmental balance and well 
educated people cannot be separated in today’s world. We need more than 
ever to deal with our common future in a holistic way. The only way democ-
racy will prove itself is through a living relationship between peoples and their 
governments based on trust, accountability and the determination to deliver 
practical results (Judith and Sisk, 2006).
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