First publ.in: Democratization 15 (2008),3. - pp.525-549

External Democratization after War: Success and
Failure

SONJA GRIMM

In post-war societies external actors promote democracy within a broad framework of state- and
nation-building, rule-of-law building, and economic development. But not all democracy pro-
motion efforts succeed in an equal way. A closer look at cases of intervention and democratiza-
tion since 1945 helps us to account for this variation. Cases of democratization can be
differentiated according to their level of post-war socio-economic development, the level of
social trust versus the level of inner-societal violence, the character of remaining stateness,
the potential erosion of the nation, and the terms of peace. In order to explain the democratiza-
tion successes of the post-World War II period on the one hand, and the apparent democratiza-
tion failures of the 1990s and after 11 September 2001 on the other, the strategies external
actors use in post-war transformation must be considered. Sometimes, external actors differ sig-
nificantly in their ability and willingness to deal with the five issues mentioned above. Given
differences in both structural conditions and actor engagement, external actors should be
more careful when using some of the early democratization cases as blueprints for democracy
promotion today.
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Introduction

In the course of a civil war, a foreign military intervention, or military defeat in an
inter-state war, a window of opportunity for democratic change can open and the res-
toration or the institutionalization of a democratic regime can become possible. From
today’s perspective, the early post-World War II cases of (re-)democratization of
fascist regimes is a success story of external democratization. Germany, Austria,
and Italy were forced by the war-winning allies to reform their political systems
towards democracy and the rule of law.' In Japan, the US military forces even
imposed a democratic political system from scratch.” In the aftermath of a world
war that caused millions of deaths, large-scale starvation, and immense refugee
flows all over Europe, these states were able to develop into full-fledged democracies
— this despite the fact that the conditions seemed to be anything but advantageous for
democracy.

Quite the opposite seems to be true for post-war transition to democracy since the
beginning of the 1990s. After the collapse of the Soviet Union an international com-
mitment to democracy and human rights emerged and set the context for the
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international community of states and international non-state organizations to engage
in democracy promotion in transformation countries.’ These transition processes
were supported by external engagement through international financial and technical
aid, expert advice, supervision of state-building, monitoring of elections and some-
times the offer of membership in attractive regional organizations.* War-torn
countries in Africa, Latin America, Southeast Europe, and the Middle East received
extensive grants for state-building and democratization.” Some countries were even
temporarily administered by an international interim authority or a unilateral occu-
pation regime with strong preferences for the introduction of norms and rules comply-
ing with international law and liberal economic standards.® However, despite the
external actors’ keen interest in rapid democratization, most recent cases still struggle
through deep socio-economic and ethno-religious conflicts and are stuck somewhere
in the institutional transition process. According to the results of a study by Mixin Pei
and Sarah Kasper, the consolidation of a full-fledged democratic political system in a
war-torn country receiving US external support is mostly unlikely.” An extended and
more comprehensive tableau of cases considering several external actors engaging in
major post-war reconstruction and democratization operations since 1945 does not
present a more positive picture (see Table 1). So, the puzzle is: why were the early
democratization processes of post-World War II states under occupation successful,
while the success of democratization in recent cases of post-war transition seems unli-
kely despite massive foreign assistance?

To answer the question, this study will proceed as follows. To begin with, it pre-
sents an overview of the universe of cases that have been affected by post-war exter-
nal democratization, evaluating success and failure of transition to democracy within
a ten-year period. In the subsequent explanation of why some cases succeeded but
others failed, a two-step analysis is employed. First, it differentiates cases by the
structural conditions that affect the transition processes: the socio-economic situation
after war and intervention, the existing level of stateness, the underlying minority and
ethno-national conflicts, the level of societal trust, and the conditions of peace.
Second, it compares the different strategies of external engagement — that is, how
external actors deal with these conditions in order to promote democracy. As will
become clear, external actors promote democracy in post-war societies within a
wider framework of economic development, state-building, the promotion of the
rule of law, as well as nation-building. However, the success of these strategies
varies according to the prevalent structural conditions and according to local accep-
tance of external interference in domestic affairs.

The Cases

Obviously, each case included in the analysis has its own conflict history and path
dependencies. Nevertheless, cases can be sorted according to the type of war or inter-
vention they experience, and according to the strategies external actors engage in after
the core military operation. According to these two criteria Wolfgang Merkel and the
writer distinguish four modes of external democratization after war: enforcing demo-
cratization by enduring post-war occupation (mode 1); restoring an elected



TABLE 1

SUCCESS AND FAILURE OF EXTERNAL DEMOCRATIZATION AFTER WAR

Freedom
Polity TV? House®
1 year 10 10 Democracy”
Mode of promoting Type of interim Height of external Main external before years 1 year before years after
democracy administration Country presence military actor intervention after intervention after 10 years
Enforcing Occupation/ Germany (West) 1945-49 USA.GB. F -9 10 - - Yes
democratization multilateral
by occupation administration
Occupation/ Austria 1945-52 Allies 0* 10 - - Yes
multilateral
administration
Occupation/US Japan 1945-52 USA 1 10 - - Yes
administration
Restoring elected Local administration Dominican Republic 1965-66 USA 0’ =3 - 43 No
government with TS
monitoring )
Local administration Grenada 1983 USA - - 75 1.2 Yes
with US
monitoring
Local administration Panama 1989 USA -8 9 6,5 1.2 Yes
with US
monitoring
Local administration  Haiti 1994-96 USA, UN = —g8¢ %7 45 ?
with US/UN
monitoring
(continued)
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TABLE 1
CONTINUED

Freedom
Polity V2 House®
1 year 10 10 Dcmocracy”
Mode of promoting Type of interim : Height of external ~ Main external before years 1 year before years after
democracy administration Country presence military actor intervention after intervention after 10 years
Humanitarian Local administration Cambodia 1991-93 UN 1 2 T 6,5 No
intervention and with UN
democratization supervision
Local administration Mozambique 1992-94 UN =6 6 6.4 34 ?
with UN
monitoring
Local administration  El Salvador 1992-95 UN 7 G/ 34 2.3 Yes
with UN
monitoring
Local administration Guatemala 1997 UN 8 8 34 34 ?
with UN
monitoring .
Local administration ~ Sierra Leone 1999 GB: UN, ECOWAS 0’ 5 35 43 ?
with UN
monitoring 3 5
NATO/EU/UN Bosnia-Herzegovina 1995-? NATO 0’ - 66’ 6.6 33 ?
administration,
High
Representative
NATO/EU/UN Kosovo' 1999-? NATO/UN - - - - ?
administration
UN administration East Timor? 1999-2002 UN - 6 - 34 ?

8¢S



Democratic Local administration ~ Afghanistan 2001-? USA, allies

=7 —66 7.1 5.5 ?
intervention with NATO/UN-
supervision
Occupation/US- Iraq 2003-? USA. allies -9 —667 T 6.6 ?
administration

Sources: Polity TV variable ‘Polity2’ 2005, available at http://www.cidem.umd.edu/polity /data/showFiles.asp in section ‘Polity IV Data Sets’, registration required
(accessed 15 Nov. 2007); Monty G. Marshall and Keith Jaggers, Polity IV Project. Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2002, Dataset Users’
Manual (Oct. 2005), available at http://www.cidem.umd.edu/polity /data/showFiles.asp in section ‘Polity IV Data Sets’, registration required (accessed 19 Nov.
2007). Freedom House variables “Political Rights, Civil Rights’, 2007, http:/ /www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=15 (accessed 15 Nov. 2007). Own research.
Notes:

! Polity IV and Freedom House deliver no scores for non-sovereign territories. Territorial status of Kosovo not vet defined. East Timor gained independence in 2002.
% Polity IV *Polity2’ scores ten years after intervention. Scores available 1800—-2004. For cases 19451993 scores ten years after intervention. For cases since 1995
scores for 2004.

3 Freedom House, Political Rights, Civil Rights. Scores available 1973—2006. For cases 1973—1996 scores ten years after intervention. For cases since 1997 scores for
2006.

4 Polity TV rates democracy with at least 6 points (from 10). Freedom House calls a country *free’ (equals liberal democracy) with at least average score 2.5 (1 free. 7 not

free). If both indices rate the country over that score, democracy after ten years is ‘yes’, other wise ‘no’. If the ten-year period is not yet achieved or the indices are
discordant, democracy after ten years is *?".

5 Score *0’ indicates ‘cases of interregnum or anarchy’ (Marshall and Jaggers, Polity IV Project, Users’ Manual, p. 16).
f Variable ‘Polity2’ is not available. Polity variable ‘—88’ indicates “cases of transition’ (Marshall and Jaggers, Polity 1V Project, Users’ Manual, p. 16).
" Variable ‘Polity2’ is not available. Polity variable ‘—66" indicates ‘cases of foreign interruption” (Marshall and Jaggers, Polity 1V Project, Users’ Manual, p. 16).
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government by military intervention (mode 2); intervening in ongoing massacres and
civil war with military forces (‘humanitarian intervention’) and engaging in demo-
cratic institution-building in the thereafter reconstruction process (mode 3); and
enforcing democracy on rogue states by ‘democratic intervention’ (mode 4).* This
classification will guide the analysis of structural conditions and external actors’
behaviour.

In presenting the cases and evaluating their democratization success, the analysis
follows the pragmatic approach of Stephan Finkel and his colleagues who use
changes in the Polity IV and the Freedom House data set scores as a proxy for demo-
cratization.” The state of democratic institutions as well as political and civil rights
are compared as between one year before external intervention and ten years after
external interveners leave. All cases of ongoing transition under external monitoring
or supervision since the middle of the 1990s fall below the ten-year threshold. For
these cases, Table 1 presents the latest scores available in the data sets.

Since 1945, I'count 17 cases of external democratization after war, violent conflict
or external military intervention. Six cases of external democracy promotion (West
Germany, Japan, Austria, Grenada, Panama, Iraq) were effected by or followed an
inter-state war, 11 cases followed an intra-state war (for an overview of the conflict
types according to the common conflict data sets see Table 2).'" Applying our
mode of war/intervention and democracy promotion typology, results in slightly
different groupings.

In West Germany, Austria, Japan (mode 1) and Iraq (mode 4), the old regime col-
lapsed because of a clear cut-military defeat. The winning party installed an occupy-
ing military regime and temporarily exercised executive, legislative, and judicial
control in an interim administration."" All occupying regimes tried to set out a demo-
cratization process by launching constitution making and democratic elections.'”
These three cases of external democratization following World War II (mode 1)
each achieved a full democracy score of ‘10’ in Polity IV directly after the end of
the occupying regime and kept it over the ten-year period (see Tab. 1). Given
current civil strife and insurgency, an equal development in Iraq (mode 4) seems
rather doubtful."”

In the case of Grenada (1983), Panama (1989) and the Dominican Republic
(1965—-1966), the US government tried to restore an overthrown elected government
by military intervention (mode 2)."* During the Cold War, until the breakdown of the
Soviet Union, US unilateral interventions in Latin American countries dominated the
landscape of resolving intra-state political conflicts. With the military interventions in
the Dominican Republic, the US intended to overthrow the military that opposed the
democratically elected head of state; in the case of Grenada the US intervened to
support the elected government in its fight against the opposition movement; and
in the case of Panama the US intervened to secure the lives of Americans living on
Panamanian territory and (more or less by the way) to support the opposition
whose candidate won presidential elections.'” The operations in the Dominican
Republic and Grenada were not followed by an aid programme for restructuring
state institutions and promoting long-term democratization. In these and other
countries, democracy promotion fell prey to higher ranked US priorities of economic
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prosperity and in particular national security.'® In Panama, US forces stayed for a few
months, mainly to rebuild infrastructure and train the Panamanian military.'” While
Panama and Grenada were able to use the intervention as a stimulus to democratic
change, the Dominican Republic failed to democratize in the following ten-year
period.

The end of the Cold War did not end the US influence on resolving internal pol-
itical conflicts in Latin America. Its intervention in the intra-state conflict of Haiti
(1994-1996) also falls within the group of democracy promotion by ‘restoring an
elected government’ (mode 2). But in contrast to the cases of the Cold War period,
the intervention was followed by a comprehensive peace-building strategy under
the lead of the United Nations.'® Nevertheless, Haiti did not achieve even a
minimal level of democracy in the ten-year period following intervention, as coded
by Polity IV or Freedom House.

As demonstrated in the Haitian case, the end of the bipolar world changed the will-
ingness of multilateral coalitions and international organizations to intervene militarily
in conflict-prone societies. Not only unilateral, but also multilateral interventions
became an option for conflict resolution in ongoing intra-state ethnic and political con-
flicts, genocide, and large-scale human-rights violations. Once on the ground, peace-
keepers realized the necessity to engage more comprehensively in post-war
reconstruction and democratization. The members of the UN Security Council gradually
included state reconstruction and democratization in the missions’ mandates (mode 3).
The monitoring of elections in particular became a major tool of conflict resolution."” In
addition, multilateral missions shaped the contents of peace agreements and included
written plans for free and fair elections. They provided expert advice to local parties
in war-shattered states during the implementation phase. Several international agencies
like the World Bank or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) imposed conditions
requiring states to undertake specific economic and political reforms in exchange for
economic aid. And they even performed quasi-governmental functions such as the guar-
antee of public security by military and police force presence.”

In Mozambique, El Salvador, Haiti, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Guatemala, and Sierra
Leone, the United Nations and its partner organizations combined peace-making and
peace-building means to monitor the peace processes.”' The UN interim adminis-
tration of Cambodia (1991-1993) served as a precursor to the UN protectorates in
Kosovo (since 1999) and East Timor (1999-2002) where the UN fulfilled executive,
legislative, and judicial tasks.?*

Despite extensive external support, only four of the mode 3 cases of the 1990s
show hopeful democratization outcomes. El Salvador clearly merits democratic cre-
dentials from Polity and Freedom House, based on its institutions and respect for civil
and political rights. Mozambique, Guatemala, and East Timor just scrape by the
democracy threshold proposed by the indices. Cambodia, Haiti, and Sierra Leone
are far from being consolidated democracies. Bosnia-Herzegovina is stuck in insti-
tutional deadlock without having yet regained full national sovereignty and still
depends on supervision by the High Representative; and Kosovo meanwhile is strug-
gling with the question of its future territorial status, and therefore is not ranked in any
of the indices (see Table 1).



TABLE 2
WAR TYPES ACCORDING TO CONFLICT DATA SETS
PRIO? (armed
Mode of promoting democracy Cases COW? (war) conflict) NEW LIST* (war)
Enforcing democratization by Germany (West) Inter-state ' - - -
occupation Japan Inter-state - -
Austria Inter-state - -
Restoring elected government Dominican Intra-state Internal Intra-state, with Belgian and US
Republic intervention
Grenada - Interstate -
Panama - Interstate -
Haiti - Internal -
Humanitarian intervention and Cambodia Intra-state Internal Intra-state
democratization Mozambique Intra-state Until 1990 Intra-state
internationalized
internal, from 1991
internal
El Salvador Intra-state Internal Intra-state
Sierra Leone Intra-state Internal Sub-state
Bosnia- Intra-state Until 1994 Sub-state, with NATO
Herzegovina internationalized intervention
internal, from 1994
internal
Guatemala Intra-state Internal Intra-state
Kosovo - Internationalized Intra-state, with NATO
internal intervention
East Timor - Internal Intra-state
Democratic intervention Afghanistan - Until 2000 internal. Sub-state, with multinational
from 2001 intervention
internationalized
internal
Iraq - Interstate Interstate

(continued)
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Sources: Correlates of War (COW): Meredith Reid Sarkees, ‘The Correlates of War Data on War: An Update to 1997°, Conflict Management and Peace Science, Vol. 18,
No. 1 (2000), pp. 123—44; Melvin Small and J. David Singer. Resort to Arms: International and Civil Wars, 1816-1980 (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 1982);
Inter-State War Dataset Version 3.0 and Intra-State War Dataset Version 3.0. available at http:/ /www.correlatesofwar.org/ (accessed 15 Nov. 2007).

PRIO: Lotta Harbom, Halvard Buhaug, Joachim Carlsen. and Havard Strand. UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset 1946-2006, Version 4-2007 (Oslo: International *

Peace Research Institute, Uppsala University, 2007) and UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset 1946-2006, Version 4-2007, Codebook (Oslo: International Peace
Research Institute, Uppsala University, 2007), available at http://www.prio.no/cwp/armedconflict/ (accessed 15 Nov. 2007).

NEW LIST: Sven Chojnacki, New List of Wars, 1946-2003, Version 1.1 (July 2005), p. 5. available at http: //www.polwiss.fu-berlin.de/frieden/pdf/warlist-1.1-7-
2005.pdf

Notes:

! For main external actors see Table 1.

2 Cow defines war as ‘serious military conflicts between states (inter-state war), between states and non-state actors {(extra-state war), and within states (intra-state war).
This data set records such events over the 1816—1997 period’ (http: //www.correlatesofwar.org/. accessed 15 Nov. 2007). The threshold for war is ‘1,000 battle deaths
for the whole conflict among military personal only’ (Small and Singer, Resort to Arms, p. 55).

° PRIO codes armed conflicts according to their intensity as ‘1. Minor: between 25 and 999 battle-related deaths in a given year. 2. War: at least 1,000 battle-related
deaths in a given year” (Harbom et al., Codebook. p. 9). Four types of conflict are differentiated: *(1) Extrasystemic armed conflict occurs between a state and a non-state
group outside its own territory. . . . These conflicts are by definition territorial, since the government side is fighting to retain control of a territory outside the state system.
(2) Interstate armed conflict occurs between two or more states. (3) Internal armed conflict occurs between the government of a state and one or more internal opposition
group(s) without intervention from other states. (4) Internationalized internal armed conflict occurs between the government of a state and one or more internal opposi-
tion group(s) with intervention from other states (secondary parties) on one or both sides’ (Harbom et al., Codebook, p. 9). It covers the period 1946-2006.

“# Chojnacki defines war as *(1) inter-state wars between one or more internationally recognised states; (2) extra-state wars between a state and one or more non-state
groups outside its territorial boundaries: (3) intra-state wars between a government and one or more non-state parties within the boundaries of an internationally recog-
nised state; and (4) sub-state wars between non-state or non recognized quasi-state groups, whether within or across formal state boundaries. In such cases, a functioning
monopoly of violence of the affected state(s) either does not exist, is restricted to the capital or narrowly confined territories, or is not enforced in the conflict region’
(Chojnacki, New List of Wars, p. 5). Interventions are marked with a footnote. here indicated in short in the cell. NEW LIST covers the period 1946-2003. With regard to
inter-state wars, NEW LIST follows the COW threshold of 1,000 battle deaths. For non-international wars, NEW LIST sets ‘(2) These conflicts resulted in at least 1,000
military or civilian deaths — attached by state or rebel forces — over their entire duration. (3) In order to rule out massacres, sporadic violence and terrorist attacks the
conflict killed at least 100 deaths per year on both sides’ (Chojnacki, New List of Wars. p. 3).
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After the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, a multinational coalition under
the lead of the US intervened both in Afghanistan and in Iraq as part of the ‘war on
terror’ (mode 4). As a result of the military campaign against the al-Qaeda network,
the Taliban regime and the regime of Saddam Hussein both collapsed. Massive inter-
national efforts have been undertaken to stabilize these countries and to pave the way
for an Afghan and an Iraqi democracy. In both cases, the US government justified its
military operations as necessary in the ‘war on terror’, so that repressive regimes that
support terrorist networks can be overthrown and replaced with democratic regimes.
In both Afghanistan and Iraq it is too early to judge the outcome of that undertaking,
but in both cases the continuing lack of security has been detrimental to the progress
toward democracy.>

From this brief empirical overview we can draw three conclusions. First, we can
distinguish four historical periods of external democratization that largely coincide
with our four modes of promoting democracy after war: (1) the post-World War II
period with external occupation by the war winning allies and clear-cut democratiza-
tion successes (mode 1); (2) the Cold War period with US intervention in government
crises leading to mixed outcomes of either simple restoration of the elected govern-
ment or failure in trying to do so (mode 2); (3) the post-1990 period with all interven-
tion cases struggling to cope with domestic societal conflicts coupled with
multinational efforts to mitigate these conflicts and implement a broad agenda of
state- and democracy-building reforms (mode 3);** and (4) the post-2001 period
framed by the ‘war on terror’ with one case of multinational intervention in an
ongoing sub-state conflict (Afghanistan) and one inter state-war with enforced
regime change (Iraq) (mode 4).

Second, the success of external democratization depends on the type of war or
conflict in each case. While all the inter-state war cases of the post-World War II
period became clear-cut democratization successes, the picture of all inner- or sub-
state war cases and cases of military intervention is mixed. None of the latter cases
achieved a Polity IV score of ‘10’. Only five countries achieved scores of ‘6’ to ‘9’
falling above the Polity IV democracy threshold.

Third, the differentiation between the two conflict types, inter-state war and intra-
state war, cannot be sufficient to explain the different outcomes of democratization
success or failure. As will be argued next, the mixed record of post-intra-state war
democratization must depend on other structure- and actor-related factors.

Explaining Success and Failure

Terms like ‘the hour zero’ suggest that after war, actors can start their reform projects
from a blank slate.”® But the collapse of the old regime as a result of military defeat
does not erase prevalent path dependencies of structural disequilibria and societal
cleavages, which may even have been intensified during war or violent conflict.
The transition from war to peace can be better described as a process configured
by actors’ decisions and behaviour within a specific structural context experiencing
‘complex dynamics, shifting agendas, and multiple interactions’.*® The following



535

paragraphs examine the different structural conditions in the cases under scrutiny and
the different strategies of external democratization after war.

Structural Conditions

Transition research has identified a number of analytically relevant structural
conditions in transitional countries. These include, most notably, the level of socio-
economic development, the level of stateness, the existence of a nation, and potential
minority conflicts.”” In war-torn countries the level of societal trust available after war
and the terms of peace also play a crucial role in the chances of successful democratic
transition. These conditions will be discussed with respect to the four modes of exter-
nal democratization to explain how democratization cases are differently affected by
their occurrence.

Socio-economic Development

Socio-economic welfare defines the distribution of power among the members of
society. Unequal distribution of economic power results in unequal access to political
power and unequal capability to express preferences in the political process.”® The
mode 1 cases had all been powerful economies before World War II. The conduct
of inter-state war largely destroyed industrial facilities and private property. At the
same time, the war evened out previously unequal distributions of economic
wealth and left everyone struggling for survival. Furthermore, in contrast to Allied
expectations, the economic infrastructure and private enterprises functioned rela-
tively well after the war.”® In short, mode 1 cases were poor but not underdeveloped
in 1945. They managed to regain economic prosperity in a relatively short period and
to allow fair political competition.

In contrast, mode 3 and 4 cases were affected by protracted economic and societal
disparities. Highly disproportionate levels of income, often superimposed on ethno-
nationalist or religious cleavages, are major sources of violence when state insti-
tutions fail to moderate conflicting interests.*” In most of these cases, such conflicts
persisted or even intensified in the course of becoming violent. War entrepreneurs are
able to monopolize military or economic power while civilians suffer from arbitrary
violence and hunger, and are often obliged to leave their homes. After the war,
members of paternalistic networks try to continue profiting from welfare gains and
privileges acquired in war, to secure their access to resources, and to transform mili-
tary gains into political power. Mechanisms of clientelism, corporatism, patrimonial-
ism, and corruption persist and hinder the spread of democratic norms and
behaviour.*'

Some actors who gain power in war use radicalized conflict narratives to convince
their supporters to participate in the war. Those actors are less likely to change their
narratives in the course of preparing and conducting peace and may even try to rein-
troduce their radical ideas to the political agenda. Hence, nationalist issues appear to
heavily influence the discourse on necessary reforms. Economically or militarily
powerful actors playing the ethnic, religious, or ideological card can become spoilers
of the peace process, especially if they have reason to fear a loss of their economic,
social, and normative power position in peace negotiations and follow-up transition.*?
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Recent developments in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo, Iraq, and Afghanistan are
typical examples.

Stateness

A central prerequisite for democratization after war are functioning state structures. A
well-established state offers rational management of individual and collective needs,
creates reliable rule of law procedures, constitutes a legitimate monopoly of force,
and controls the territory effectively.”” But during war and intervention, the normal
rules of a legitimate monopoly of force, the avoidance of a security vacuum, the guar-
antee of security, and the establishment of a legitimate monopoly of force all come
under major challenge.

Mode 1 cases in particular suffered from completely delegitimized regimes and
bureaucracies whose members had to be identified and punished. At the same time,
mode 1 cases could rely on a long tradition of functioning and stable state structures
with rational bureaucracies.*® With this prior experience in effectively administering
the countries, the Allies could rebuild civil administrations in a short period of time
and introduce democratic principles of political organization.

Most of the mode 3 and 4 cases could not rely on prior experience with a stable
state. Even worse, intra-state wars contributed to the erosion of existent state struc-
tures and mostly caused their failure.* Accordingly, mode 3 and mode 4 cases suf-
fered from a lack of well-trained experts and corrupt instead of functioning rational
bureaucracies. They could not rely on military and police forces capable of securing
order, or on courts able to impartially impede criminals and dispense justice. But
ongoing insurgencies, varieties of civil unrest, and communal discontent cannot be
moderated without state institutions.*® As a tool of conflict resolution, state-building
has recently received special external attention. The idea is to combine security for
both former combatants and refugees. The former need guarantees against retaliatory
violence committed by their adversaries after demobilization and disarmament and a
chance to re-integrate into civilian life if they cannot join the new security forces.?’
The latter need guarantees for safe return, reintegration into societal and working life
as well as compensation for past injustices.”® Thus the need for rapid conflict resol-
ution and the satisfaction of contradictory individual preferences places a heavy
burden on the main actors of transition.

Minority Conflicts and Nation-building
Nation is here understood as a group of individuals with a sense of belonging to one
political community based on shared history or identity.*® Such a political community
is the basis for accepting majority decisions and for regulating the fair distribution of
goods and services. While the nation in mode 1 cases was not contested, all mode 3
and mode 4 cases and Haiti (mode 2) struggled through protracted political, ethno-
national, religious or socio-economic conflicts that called into question the very exist-
ence of a nation.

The sense of belonging to one nation is especially eroded in multi-ethnic, multi-
religious, multi-linguistic states. Cultural traditions, customs, symbols, rituals, and
historical narratives become contested. The erosion of the nation’s coherence can
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escalate into violent conflict and war."® Such nation failure is a typical source of
intra-state wars and becomes a major obstacle for state reconstruction and democra-
tization after war, as demonstrated in the Latin American countries, in the Balkans,
and in the Middle East.

Social Trust and Inner-societal Violence

Trust is a necessary precondition for organizing interests and negotiating consensus,
both in turn essential for democracy.*' In addition to socio-economic disparities and
the erosion of a nation, the mere experience of war, of arbitrary violence, torture and
rape, displacement, and dispossession can destroy trust.** The absence of inner-
societal trust especially affects the transition of the mode 3 cases. These post-conflict
societies suffered either from arbitrary violence by the governing authorities or vio-
lence between different ethnic groups that sometimes escalated to ethnic cleansing or
genocide. Under such circumstances trust is at best available in families, clans, tribes,
ethnic or religious groups, but not beyond kinship or ideological boarders. This
societal split poses the permanent danger of renewed violence, or the struggle for
autonomy rights or even secession. Mostly, there is no functioning civil society
that could bridge these cleavages," making it difficult to build the consensus required
for a peace process. Without trust, each participating group has no other option than to
expect deception by their counterparts during peace negotiations and democratiza-
tion.** Mode 4 cases show a similar low trust profile. In these cases, long-term repres-
sion and brutal dictatorship destroyed the fundaments of inner-societal trust. The
military operations within the ‘war on terror’, for example, reinforced existing mis-
trust, provoked insurgency against the external occupiers, and escalated to assaults
against members of other ethnic or religious groups.

The failure to moderate conflict heightens the risk of a renewed outbreak of vio-
lence in the form of incidents incited by ethnic, religious, or ideological issues, verbal
provocation, or single assaults that escalate into widespread violence, as seen in Haiti
(mode 2), Sierra Leone, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo (mode 3), and even more so in
Afghanistan and Iraq (mode 4).

Conditions of Peace

Classic wars, in Kalevi Holsti’s terms, have a clear-cut end: ‘Following the declara-
tions of war, armed combat led either to stalemate or, more often, to a decisive mili-
tary defeat in a single battle or a short series of battles. The defeated party then agreed
to a formal armistice and sued for peace.”*” Mode 1 cases present an even clearer
picture: the war-winning allies did not need to negotiate a peace agreement, but
could demand the signing of an unconditional surrender.*® They could install occupy-
ing regimes to stabilize the war-affected countries and to guarantee that the World
War II aggressor states would not regain their destructive power. The frontline was
clear: winning parties could declare the rules of peace; defeated parties had to
accept them. The success of the Allies was not contested by those defeated. The
clear-cut military success made the defeated amenable to externally enforced
reform projects.







































