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File was written by: 

Masoom Chainani, Anisha Reddy, Viveth Karthikeyan , Eileen Li, Adele Watkins, Simar Vedantham & John Mellow
The counterplan uses troops to do rule of law training in Afghanistan or Iraq.  That training spreads democracy which solves for the AFF. The additional utility of the CP is that it generates uniqueness for your DAs by keeping troops stationed in the country.  
The neg should argue that changing the role solves for the opposition to their presence.  
1nc Shell (Afghan)
Text: The United States military should provide rule of law training to national and local government officials in Afghanistan 
Troops key to Afghani democracy. Alternative is a coup

McFaul, 02 (Michael, associate professor of political science and a Hoover Fellow at Stanford University, and a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Reconstructing Afghanistan”, Journal of Democracy, Volume 13, Number 1, pg. 170-175, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_democracy/v013/13.1mcfaul.html)
Another external actor largely ignored in current media coverage but heavily scrutinized in these books is the United States. For both Good-son and Rashid, the United States has helped to exacerbate conflict in Afghanistan. Their indictments differ in interesting ways, however. For Goodson, the problem is U.S. inaction. In his view, it was the lack of U.S. engagement in Afghanistan after the Soviet withdrawal that helped to produce the anarchy of the Rabbani era and the subsequent rise of the Taliban. According to Goodson, the United States spent more than $2 billion on Afghanistan between early 1980 and the signing of the Geneva Accords on Soviet withdrawal in April 1988. The following year, U.S. aid dropped to $50 million. By 1992, it had dried up altogether. U.S. disengagement proved disastrous for Afghanistan, and eventually disastrous for U.S. national security as well. 
Even more forcefully than Goodson, Rashid blames U.S. disengage-ment as a cardinal sin of omission that caused the regime breakdown of the 1990s. "The US strategic absence allowed all the regional powers, including the newly independent CARs [Central Asian Republics], to prop up competing warlords, thereby intensifying the civil war and guaranteeing its prolongation" (p. 176). Yet Rashid chastises U.S. actions as well. He blames the Clinton administration for actively supporting the Taliban from 1994 to 1997 in order to secure its blessing for a pipeline project that would have allowed the U.S. oil company Unocal to ship natural gas from Turkmenistan to Pakistan. According to Rashid, it was only the effective intervention of "American feminists against the Taliban" (p. 176) that stopped Clinton's sinister policy of support. Rashid is a better follower of the Central Asian Silk Road than the Washington Beltway. His charges concerning Clinton's support for the Taliban are overstated. Yet his general claim about the negative U.S. role in the region remains valid. 
Despite this indictment, Rashid bows to the reality of U.S. super-powerdom, and ends by calling for more U.S. involvement in Afghanistan as the only hope for peace there. Years before anyone ever dreamed that U.S. warplanes and ground troops would be dispatched to fight in Afghanistan, Rashid wrote: "The USA is the only world power which has the ability to influence all the neighboring states to stop interfering in Afghanistan. It has to do so with far more commitment than it has demonstrated so far" (p. 210). Goodson comes to the same conclusion: "The US would have to take the leading, active, and determined role in securing a settlement in Afghanistan" (p. 181). 
When these books were published, such pleas for American interven-tion fell upon deaf ears. Since the atrocities of September 11, however, the United States now grasps that its own vital national security interests [End Page 174] are intertwined with the future development of state and society in Afghanistan. To be effective, however, the United States will have to approach the task of state building with the same zeal and openhanded commitment of resources that it devoted to the harsh but necessary process of state destruction. The U.S. military has destroyed the Taliban regime with amazing speed and effectiveness, setting a high standard for those who must now attempt to build a post-Taliban regime. 
In calling for a concerted American intervention, neither of these two excellent books offers to American diplomats a blueprint for making peace. Both emphasize the importance of stopping the flow of arms into Afghanistan, suggesting that the logical next step must be the demobilization of combatants. But then what? Who decides who rules? As returning warlords and regional powers claim the right to choose who should rule Afghanistan, American negotiators might consider proposing an alternative group for choosing Afghanistan's next set of leaders--the Afghan people. Afghanistan's only "cautious democratic experiment" (Goodson, p. 52) ended in a military coup in 1973, yet the partial democracy did last for more than a decade. Recently, dozens of important studies have underscored the bad effects that can flow from holding a vote too soon in a war-torn society. Yet a crucial factor in these previous electoral disasters was the lack of international resources dedicated to the project of peacekeeping. Because the United States is already involved, Afghanistan could be different. But as both Goodson and Rashid stress, this can only happen if the United States remains involved. 
The Rule of Law promotes peace and prevents future conflicts. 

Ban, 04, Secretary General of the UN [Ki-Moon, “The rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict societies”, UN Security Council, August 23, S/2004/616, http://www.unrol.org/files/2004%20report.pdf]

2. The objective of the present report is to highlight key issues and lessons learned from the Organizations experiences in the promotion of justice and the rule of law in conflict and post-conflict societies.5 Our experience in the past decade has demonstrated clearly that the consolidation of peace in the immediate post-conflict period, as well as the maintenance of peace in the long term, cannot be achieved unless the population is confident that redress for grievances can be obtained through legitimate structures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and the fair administration of justice. At the same time, the heightened vulnerability of minorities, women, children, prisoners and detainees, displaced persons, refugees and others, which is evident in all conflict and post-conflict situations, brings an element of urgency to the imperative of restoration of the rule of law.
3. And yet, helping war-torn societies re-establish the rule of law and come to terms with large-scale past abuses, all within a context marked by devastated institutions, exhausted resources, diminished security and a traumatized and divided population, is a daunting, often overwhelming, task. It requires attention to myriad deficits, among which are a lack of political will for reform, a lack of institutional independence within the justice sector, a lack of domestic technical capacity, a lack of material and financial resources, a lack of public confidence in Government, a lack of official respect for human rights and, more generally, a lack of peace and security. Over the years, the United Nations has accumulated significant expertise in addressing each of these key deficits. Departments, agencies, programmes and funds and specialists across the system have been deployed to numerous transitional, wartorn and post-conflict countries to assist in the complex but vital work of rule of law reform and development.

4. Of course, in matters of justice and the rule of law, an ounce of prevention is worth significantly more than a pound of cure. While United Nations efforts have been tailored so that they are palpable to the population to meet the immediacy of their security needs and to address the grave injustices of war, the root causes of conflict have often been left unaddressed. Yet, it is in addressing the causes of conflict, through legitimate and just ways, that the international community can help prevent a return to conflict in the future. Peace and stability can only prevail if the population perceives that politically charged issues, such as ethnic discrimination, unequal distribution of wealth and social services, abuse of power, denial of the right to property or citizenship and territorial disputes between States, can be addressed in a legitimate and fair manner. Viewed this way, prevention is the first imperative of justice.
1nc Shell (Iraq)
Text: The United States military should provide rule of law training to national and local government officials in Iraq
The US rule of law training stabilizes Iraq and boost international credibility of its democracy promoting efforts

Austin, 10, General and Commander U.S. Forces-Iraq [Lloyd J., MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 
COMMITTEE: SENATE ARMED SERVICES, CQ Congressional Testimony, June 24, LN, http://web.lexisnexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=7050da7b7478514c0217b797543bc1f1&_docnum=15&wchp=dGLbVzz-zSkSA&_md5=3e9d56f0e4c9e5a9d491508150e4efc4
How important do you consider continued U.S.-supported training to Iraqi leaders in establishment of the "rule of law"?

I believe that U.S. supported training to Iraqi leaders in establishing the rule of law is critical to the success of the mission in Iraq. Establishment of the rule of law is key to providing domestic legitimacy to the Government of Iraq. The Iraqi government must have this continued U.S. support to succeed, and I believe this model is an example for the entire region.

What is your understanding and assessment of the impact of previous rule of law training initiatives and the current organization of U. S. government-led efforts to foster commitment to the rule of law in Iraq? 

Achieving U.S. objectives in Iraq hinges on advancing gains made over the last several years. As a result of previous initiatives, the Iraqis have made progress in the development of the rule of law. There is still much work to do to ensure that mature, professional judicial and criminal justice institutions are in place to complement an increasingly capable police force. It will be critical to our success in Iraq that the U.S. government allocates the necessary resources to sustain further progress in this areaDo you believe that additional effort is needed by U.S. military forces and through an inter-agency approach to develop doctrine and resources for rule of law training?

I believe sustained effort by U.S. military forces through an interagency approach to continue developing doctrine and resources for rule of law training is important to our overall objectives and that our interagency approach is effective. This type of U.S. sponsored activity increases our democratic credentials in the world, and the application of this program affords the U.S. the opportunity to improve and refine our doctrine and resources for "rule of law" training efforts in Iraq, the region, and internationally.
The Rule of Law promotes peace and prevents future conflicts. 

Ban, 04, Secretary General of the UN [Ki-Moon, “The rule of law and transitional justice in conflict and post-conflict societies”, UN Security Council, August 23, S/2004/616, http://www.unrol.org/files/2004%20report.pdf]

2. The objective of the present report is to highlight key issues and lessons learned from the Organizations experiences in the promotion of justice and the rule of law in conflict and post-conflict societies.5 Our experience in the past decade has demonstrated clearly that the consolidation of peace in the immediate post-conflict period, as well as the maintenance of peace in the long term, cannot be achieved unless the population is confident that redress for grievances can be obtained through legitimate structures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and the fair administration of justice. At the same time, the heightened vulnerability of minorities, women, children, prisoners and detainees, displaced persons, refugees and others, which is evident in all conflict and post-conflict situations, brings an element of urgency to the imperative of restoration of the rule of law.
3. And yet, helping war-torn societies re-establish the rule of law and come to terms with large-scale past abuses, all within a context marked by devastated institutions, exhausted resources, diminished security and a traumatized and divided population, is a daunting, often overwhelming, task. It requires attention to myriad deficits, among which are a lack of political will for reform, a lack of institutional independence within the justice sector, a lack of domestic technical capacity, a lack of material and financial resources, a lack of public confidence in Government, a lack of official respect for human rights and, more generally, a lack of peace and security. Over the years, the United Nations has accumulated significant expertise in addressing each of these key deficits. Departments, agencies, programmes and funds and specialists across the system have been deployed to numerous transitional, wartorn and post-conflict countries to assist in the complex but vital work of rule of law reform and development.

4. Of course, in matters of justice and the rule of law, an ounce of prevention is worth significantly more than a pound of cure. While United Nations efforts have been tailored so that they are palpable to the population to meet the immediacy of their security needs and to address the grave injustices of war, the root causes of conflict have often been left unaddressed. Yet, it is in addressing the causes of conflict, through legitimate and just ways, that the international community can help prevent a return to conflict in the future. Peace and stability can only prevail if the population perceives that politically charged issues, such as ethnic discrimination, unequal distribution of wealth and social services, abuse of power, denial of the right to property or citizenship and territorial disputes between States, can be addressed in a legitimate and fair manner. Viewed this way, prevention is the first imperative of justice.

U – Demo now

Election turn outs impressive- democracy taking root 

NY Post 10 (New York Post, “Democracy in Iraq”  March 21, 2010,  http://www.nypost.com/f/print/news/opinion/editorials/democracy_in_iraq_FaR3xdS9fzdLofUHnTBxHK0) 
Post-Saddam Iraq may not yet be fully at peace. But there is no denying that it is a functioning democracy. Fully 62 percent of eligible Iraqis turned out at the polls. Yes, that's a drop from 2005, when 76 percent cast ballots. But that was Iraq's first legitimate election in decades, and excitement was high. Moreover, this time around there were more stringent voter-ID requirements to prevent fraud. Still, 62 percent is impressive -- certainly, the US rarely achieves national turnout numbers like that anymore. Indeed, consider how the Obama team is trying to take credit for the fact that Iraq is no longer a giant battlefield. That Iraq has achieved military stability is due almost entirely to the troop surge overseen by Gen. David Petraeus and enacted by then-President George Bush -- over the strong objections of both Barack Obama and Joe Biden, as well as nearly all of their Democratic colleagues. Now Iraq appears embarked on achieving relative political stability, as well. Early returns suggest Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki's slate came out on top by campaigning against the religious parties that have dominated the government since Saddam was toppled, and will likely form a coalition government. All of which strongly suggests that, contrary to the doomsday predictions of those like Obama and Biden, democracy is genuinely taking root in Iraq. Mission (almost) accomplished. 
 Democracy taking root in Iraq- Nuri al-Maliki Leading the change 

GERECHT 7 (Reuel Marc Gerecht, April 30, 2007, “Democracy Takes Root in Iraq”, Weekly Standard, Vol. 12, No. 31, http://www.weeklystandard.com/author/225) 
 We highlight this Democratic contradiction since the party's character is being put to the test, as we see whether General David Petraeus's counterinsurgency tactics, which will seriously kick into gear in June, can rescue Baghdad and Anbar and Diyala provinces from the precipice. We don't know if General Petraeus at this late date can reverse the bloody dynamic that has developed in the Iraqi Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish communities. But militarily the United States is finally waging a counterinsurgency that makes sense: We are focusing our efforts on securing Iraqi lives and property. Incrementally, in many quarters of Baghdad, daily life for Iraqis appears to be getting better. And politically, Iraq is coming alive again. A Shiite-led Iraqi democracy is taking root--an astonishing achievement given the concerted efforts of the Iraqi Sunnis, and the surrounding Sunni Arab states, to attack and delegitimize the new Iraq. The country's obstreperous, stubborn, highly nationalist, Shiite prime minister, Nuri al-Maliki, appears increasingly to be a man of mettle and courage. Slowly but surely, he is distancing himself from the clerical scion, Moktada al-Sadr, the overlord of the Sunni-shooting Mahdi Army. Maliki is so far holding his ground after the resignation of Sadr's men in his government. This distancing was inevitable once the Americans reversed the disastrous tactics of former secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld and General John Abizaid, which had allowed Sadr and his allies to become the only defenders of Baghdad's Shiites against the Sunni insurgents and holy warriors. Maliki and Sadr are not natural allies intellectually or temperamentally; Maliki's diverse and fractious Dawa party is of a different social milieu from the uneducated young men who give Sadr power.  
Sol – Troops key
US troops free up resources for democracy-building 

Sawyer 06 – Ph.D. Candidate in Government @ Georgetown University [ John Sawyer (Masters in Security Studies @ Georgetown University) "Promethean Power: How U.S. Troops Export Democracy" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, San Diego, California, USA, Mar 22, 2006]

Domestic Stability Turning now to the internal, rather than external, sources of democratization, clearly the provision of security and stability is a prerequisite for governance, much less democracy. American troops supplement, or in some cases supplant, domestic security forces in order to provide the necessary resources to improve domestic and international security. Olson and Zeckhauser originally demonstrated in 1966 that richer countries bear a greater proportion of the burden in an alliance. 3 This allows poorer, smaller allies to free ride on the public good of defense. However, studies over the subsequent decades have shown that exploitation of this potential for asymmetrical expenditure is mixed and does not occur as often as Olson and Zeckhauser predict. 4 Nevertheless, the logic of burden sharing still applies. Even if they bear their fair share of the alliance costs, that expenditure is generally still less than if the state were self-reliant. Thus, alliances free up resources to be spent on other sectors of society. The great economic powerhouses of the last half-century are primary examples of this phenomenon. Despite the considerable threat from the Soviet Union, Europe and Japan did not become military great powers. Instead, they focused on developing their economic power. Similarly, South Korea has become a major economic player in the global economy despite the looming menace from the North. Given the democratic nature of these states, it makes sense that some of these freed resources were not only spent on economic development, but also on improving human rights and the infrastructure of democracy. pg. 4-5
US troops facilitate capacity-building that lays the groundwork for democracy
Sawyer 06 – Ph.D. Candidate in Government @ Georgetown University [ John Sawyer (Masters in Security Studies @ Georgetown University) "Promethean Power: How U.S. Troops Export Democracy" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, San Diego, California, USA, Mar 22, 2006]

Humanitarian interventions may well be an effective means of promoting democracy, but the record is not strongly supportive of the American record in this regard. 9 However, the mere presence of American troops and the implied or explicit security-sharing alliance they represent allows states to engage in positive capacity building. Even if these state functions are not inherently democratic, they provide the groundwork for positive governance. As citizens become more engaged with the economy and the state, it is not an unreasonable expectation that   the state will make compromises, which over time may lead to increased liberalization. In fact, this is the explicit strategy currently being pursued with China. pg. 6-7

US troops lead to respect for diversity and civic participation – the building blocks of a strong democracy
Sawyer 06 – Ph.D. Candidate in Government @ Georgetown University [ John Sawyer (Masters in Security Studies @ Georgetown University) "Promethean Power: How U.S. Troops Export Democracy" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, San Diego, California, USA, Mar 22, 2006]

Cultural Diffusion A sociological or constructivist explanation of the relationship between democracy and American troops points to the interaction of the individual troops and military organization with the basic elements of society. Even when the U.S. military attempts to minimize its profile in a country, American troops and bases tend to be highly visible. Their mere presence may be enough to provide a passive diffusion, but it is when they actively engage with the local community that there are real opportunities for troops to spread liberal values. Highly visible U.S. missions provide an example for individuals and organizations to emulate. The American ability to project power into the country indicates the success of the capitalist-democratic system. Even those hostile to American presence may adopt a grudging respect for the underlying causes of American power. But more importantly, the make-up of the military demonstrates U.S. commitment to respect for diversity and civic participation. Since President Truman’s Executive Order 9981 in 1948, the military was at least nominally fully integrated. 13 More recently, women have been given a more prominent role within the military. Local minorities and women may observe this greater equality and be empowered to advocate for change within the domestic system. Rights & Democracy emphasizes the concept of non-discrimination as “central in all human rights instruments as well as to the modern concept of democracy.” 14 Therefore, witnessing the effectiveness of such cultural openness within the U.S. military may help the local population develop greater tolerance and build the basis of a strong democracy. Pg. 9

Their independent sources of information facilitate democratic transition 

Sawyer 06 – Ph.D. Candidate in Government @ Georgetown University [ John Sawyer (Masters in Security Studies @ Georgetown University) "Promethean Power: How U.S. Troops Export Democracy" Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, San Diego, California, USA, Mar 22, 2006]

A second institutional mechanism by which the military may foster the cultural basis of democracy is by providing an independent source of information separate from state control. Dahl argues that such a source is a necessary condition for democracy. Alternative views are essential to the creation of “enlightened understanding,” by which a citizen forms an opinion and subsequently a policy preference. Information free from government control allows the citizen to become effectively engaged and shifts the public agenda away from one that is strictly controlled by the government elites.pg. 10
Military Presence key for the transition to democracy

Watts 06 , Ph.D in Political Science – Cornell University ( Steven Watts, 3/22/06, “Culture, Interests, and the Conduct and Outcomes of Military Interventions” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p40768_index.html )

There are two exceptions to this trend. First, a democratic intervener with a militarist orientation and a willingness to invest substantial resources in a particular intervention may pursue higher-quality democracy, creating a more secure and inclusive environment in which unarmed political groupings may participate in politics. Such an intervener will not necessarily rely predominantly on military tools for policy implementation – indeed, interventions are usually more successful if the military can be kept in the background and civilians, such as police and aid workers, do as much as possible. Such civilians, however, cannot themselves provide ordinary people with a sense of security or challenge well-armed paramilitaries intent on retaining power. For such tasks a dominant military presence is necessary.

A second exception exists: autocratic (or quasi-democratic) interveners with militarist orientations and low resource constraints are likely to seek to impose an autocracy in the target polity. Such interveners tend to believe that stability requires a firm hand, and in regions of particular importance to them they may be willing to ensure that their preferred faction exercises control (see for instance Malashenko 2000 on the Russian case). Where they intervene in regions of less importance (and thus where resource constraints are greater), they may still desire to prop up an autocratic client regime, but be unable to concentrate the military capabilities necessary. In such instances even interveners who do not believe in democracy may broker power-sharing arrangements among the most powerful contenders for power – and even legitimate them through elections – as a means of stabilizing an unstable periphery. The divergent preferences of different types of intervening state pose substantial challenges to multilateral cooperation in high-stakes interventions taking place in challenging circumstances. Multilateralism is unproblematic for antimilitarist states or those facing high resource constraints. In such cases interveners seek to minimize the risk of confrontation with armed factions in the target country by relying on their cooperation as much as possible, even if this weakens the prospects for the intervener’s first-order preference (either democracy or autocracy). Multilateralism is more problematic for committed, militarized interveners, whether democratic

Solv – Institution building 
Fostering political institutions increase support for democracy.  

Fandl 06, American university Washington professor, (Kevin, 4/20/6, Recalibrating the War on Terror by Enhancing Development Practices in the Middle East, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?cmd=Download+Document&key=unpublished_manuscript&file_index=13&pop_up=true&no_click_key=true&attachment_style=attachment&PHPSESSID=543521a7f606a0275a28ccd2f8f71066 )

Whether the impetus for the U.S.-led war on terror in the Middle East was the pursuit of terrorists or preventive warfare, the result has been an attempt at forced democratization. The question that policymakers should be asking is whether this effort is having an effect on terrorist proliferation and, if so, whether that effect is positive. The signs that terrorist activity in democratic countries is increasing are evident, but is there a correlation between this increasing activity and current democratization efforts?

The data presented in this Article indicate there is a positive correlation between Western efforts to forcefully democratize the Middle East and the level of terrorist activity against foreign targets. In addition, the literature suggests that there is a comparatively weak relationship between democracy, rapid economic development, and peace. From these findings, the following conclusions can be drawn.

The extent and sufficiency of the United States’ preparation for its wars with Iraq and Afghanistan have been hotly debated and extensively analyzed. However, more important is the United States’ lack of preparation for sustaining a peaceful transition process from authoritarian regimes to democracies in these countries. The United States merely ensured that symbolic democratic mechanisms were in place—no other plan for continued support and development was established prior to engaging in the regime change process. Rebuilding Germany and Japan after World War II involved “several years of intensive advance planning . . . and training of key administrators, both military and civilian, with the organization ready to be put in place immediately [after] the surrenders of the defeated states had been made.”128
This planning is largely absent from the present plan to reconstruct the Middle East.

The spread of democratic political and economic values to the developing world should focus on fostering civil society institutions, rather than elections and multiparty democracy. Alex Seita claims that globalization should be configured to promote the values of liberal democracy and that Western democracies should “be able to determine the specific content of globalization.” 129
However, he warns that the perception of the West as political and economic imperialists will not foster support for democratizing efforts. Thus, the “primary vehicle for the industrialized democracies should be the ‘rule of law[.]’”130

Sol  – Troops key (Iraq)

US troop withdrawal destroys Iraqi democracy.  Without institution-building the old order will be reinstated 

Brinkley 6/27, professor of journalism Stanford Univirsity ( Joel Brinkley, 6/27/10, “Democracy leaving Iraq with troops”, http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/2010/jun/27/democracy-leaving-iraq-with-troops/ )

As American troops withdraw from Iraq this summer, expect the democratic freedoms Iraqis have enjoyed in recent years  to recede as well. Already, the Iraqi government is restricting freedom of the press, expression and assembly. It’s toying with Web censorship, torturing political prisoners and killing political opponents. 

Even with all of that, Iraq remains freer than every other Arab state but Lebanon. The United States wrote democratic freedoms into Iraq’s constitution, including protections for women and minorities — offering as a tacit guarantee the active presence of 150,000 American troops. But now the guarantors are leaving. 

A large part of the problem is corruption. Under American stewardship, Iraq has become one of the half-dozen most corrupt nations on earth. “Significant widespread corruption” afflicts “all levels of government,” the State Department says. Nothing can so quickly cripple a democracy as the need by the nation’s leaders to protect their cash flow. That leads, at least, to electoral fraud and press censorship. How can corrupt officials survive if the press can report on their misdeeds? 

“We are controlled and censored,” Faris Fadhil Sultan told me. He’s a reporter for Al-Arabiya television in Iraq. “The government can exert its will on reporters through criminal charges or suspension from work — even kidnapping and killing.” 

Iraqi reporters are intimidated into compliance — even when Western journalists found government officials had embezzled $13 billion in U.S. reconstruction funds. That is a tactical problem for Iraqi democracy. A larger, strategic problem lies in the certainty of history. 

After the United States invaded Iraq in 2003, the Bush administration came up with the plan to bestow Iraqis with a great gift: democracy. Freedom! 

But a nearly inviolable rule governs this arena: Democracy cannot be imposed on any nation unless its people and leaders are asking for it. Otherwise the nation’s oligarchy will fight to restore the old order of things. It happens every time. All of that is made even worse when sectarian divisions smolder under the foot of an oppressive government — only to flare up once the government falls. Of course, that has been a fundamental part of Iraq’s problem from the start. 

Afghanistan, another state where Bush tried to bestow the gift of freedom, offers a vivid demonstration of this rule. Like Iraq, Afghanistan had no history of democracy — and dozens, if not hundreds, of warlords who stood to lose everything if local leaders were elected. And, like Iraq, Afghanistan is thoroughly corrupt. 

A generation earlier, the United States imposed democracy on Nicaragua after fighting the Contra war against the Marxist Sandinista government and its leader, Daniel Ortega. The country held its first free election in 1990. But Ortega was still around. He manipulated the system so he could win office with only 35 percent of the vote and then faked a court decision exempting him from term limits. So much for democracy there. 

The granddaddy of democracy efforts was Cambodia. The United Nations occupied the nation for two years in the 1990s and staged elections in a nation that had been ruled by kings or dictators for all of time. But the previous king and the rest of the oligarchy were still there. They all fought to undermine the election results as soon as they were announced and pulled the country back into dictatorship. There it remains today. 

Troops key to successful transition to democracy

Bryman and Pollack 3 (Daniel L. Bryman and Kenneth M. Pollack, Senior fellow Foreign Policy Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution and assistant professor in the Security studies program at Georgetown University, Director of Research, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, “Democracy in Iraq?”, The Washington Quarterly 26:3 pp. 119–136, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2003/summer_iraq_byman02.aspx) 
These concerns are real, but they are not unmanageable. Critics tend to overlook the success of other international efforts at performing precisely this role in democratic transitions elsewhere around the world. The UN, the United States, and the coalition of U.S. allies will have to help the new Iraqi government fend off these challenges until it has developed the institutional strength to handle them itself. Minimizing the risks of civil strife, meddling neighbors, and other barriers to successful institutionalization will require the United States to push for and then staunchly back an international effort to address Iraq’s political, diplomatic, and security efforts. Providing security is an essential task for intervening powers. Without internal security, the political process will be badly distorted if not entirely undermined, humanitarian relief becomes impossible, and economic recovery a will o’ the wisp. Even in places where the transition to democracy has been rocky, such as Bosnia, a strong international presence has had great success in preserving the peace. The Australian-led effort in East Timor was even more successful—if only because the situation was, in some ways, more challenging—and could provide a good model for a U.S.-led effort in Iraq. By leading a multinational force of initially at least 100,000 troops with a strong mandate to act throughout Iraq, the United States and its coalition partners will have an excellent prospect of ensuring the degree of security necessary for a successful transition to democracy. In essence, the goal for the U.S.-led peacekeeping force would be to ensure that no group or individual uses violence for political advantage. International security forces will reassure Iraq’s Shi‘a and Kurdish communities that repression at the hands of Iraqi Sunnis is at an end. Equally important, the presence of these foreign troops would reassure Iraqi Sunnis that the end of their monopoly on power does not mean their persecution and repression, minimizing their incentives to oppose the process. The presence of multinational troops could prevent small incidents from snowballing and thus could help create the expectation of peace within Iraq—an instrumental factor in making peace a reality.  

Military presence key to democracy in Iraq

GERECHT 7 (Reuel Marc Gerecht, April 30, 2007, “Democracy Takes Root in Iraq”, Weekly Standard, Vol. 12, No. 31, http://www.weeklystandard.com/author/225) 
Not that long ago, many--perhaps most--Iraqis thought that the United States would soon abandon Iraq. President Bush's decision to back the surge has altered this perception, in Iraq and elsewhere in the Middle East. The effect of this on Iraq's politics has been enormously beneficial. The retreat of Sadr, the growing Sunni tribal unease, if not outright conflict, with al Qaeda in Anbar, and the growing self-confidence of Maliki are all, in part, results of President Bush's decision. Prime Minister Maliki actually appears to be leading his Dawa party, an awkward, tense collection of deeply patriotic, semi-Westernized Shiite activists, into an embrace of parliamentary democracy. Although not a mass movement, the Dawa has prestige among the Shiites: It was the first organized expression of a Shiite political consciousness and was born, in part, from the mind of Muhammad Baqir al-Sadr (1935-1980), the greatest of Iraq's modern clerics and the font of the Sadr family's continuing charisma. If the Dawa embraces democracy, its commitment, along with that of senior clerics in Najaf led by Grand Ayatollah Ali Sistani, will likely ensure a lasting Shiite commitment to democracy--provided Iraq's current leading men aren't destroyed in an all-out sectarian war, a scenario that seems likely only if the Americans hastily withdraw from Iraq. And Senator Reid should take note: As a Shiite-led democracy grows, the calls for an American withdrawal will increase. Which is fine. Iraqi nationalism is vibrant among the Shiites, especially those who are religious. And democracy in Iraq, as elsewhere in the Muslim Middle East, is unlikely to be particularly affectionate toward the United States. Iraqi democracy is much more likely to free American soldiers to go home than is chaos in Mesopotamia. Critics of the surge often underscore the absence of a clearly defined post-surge political strategy. Echoing Rumsfeld and Abizaid, these critics believe that only a "political solution"--that is, Shiite and Kurdish concessions to the once-dominant Sunni minority--can solve Iraq's trauma. The Bush administration has largely been in agreement with this view, following a strategy since 2004 of trying to placate the Sunnis. 

COIN makes Iraqis feel secure enough to adopt democracy 
WSJ 9 (Wall Street Journal , November 10, 2009 “Democracy in Iraq: A new election law shows growing political maturity”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574525802672727462.html )
As spectacles of democracy go these days, we'll take Iraq over Congress. They're both messy, but at least Iraqis are making progress. On Sunday night, Baghdad's various sectarian and political factions came together and passed a compromise election bill, backed by 141 of the 195 legislators present. The law clears the way for a January 21 vote, the first national poll since 2005. "There was a lot of discussion, a lot of arguing, but we finally were forced to listen to each other," Kurdish lawmaker Ala Talabani told the Washington Post. "It's a nice feeling—that we're on the path of real democracy." Disputes among the three largest Iraqi communities—Kurd, Shiite and Sunni—can be bitterly fought. But now the setting is usually in the halls of parliament or Iraq's many media outlets, and these fights don't pose a danger to a unified Iraq. The sticking point for months in parliament had been oil-rich Kirkuk, a previously Kurdish-dominated city that Saddam Hussein ethnically cleansed and resettled with Arabs. Arab Iraqis were uncomfortable about the growing number of returning Kurds. The compromise allows the use of 2009 voter registration rolls in January but adds safeguards against voter fraud demanded by the Sunni Arabs. Their compromise sounds better than what we normally get in, say, New Jersey. Local elections in Iraq earlier this year came off without incident, showing how the U.S. surge and counterinsurgency campaign neutralized al Qaeda and the Baathist diehards. With Iraqis feeling more secure, sectarian divisions are being replaced by more prosaic matters, such as conflicting views of the best way to govern Iraq. 
Troops key to an effective Iraqi Government

Austin, 10, General and Commander U.S. Forces-Iraq [Lloyd J., MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 
COMMITTEE: SENATE ARMED SERVICES, CQ Congressional Testimony, June 24, LN, http://web.lexisnexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=7050da7b7478514c0217b797543bc1f1&_docnum=15&wchp=dGLbVzz-zSkSA&_md5=3e9d56f0e4c9e5a9d491508150e4efc4]
What do you believe are the most important steps that the United States needs to take in Iraq?

We need to address the primary areas of risk to stability in Iraq. A key to this effort will be support for the transition of the national leadership resulting from the recent elections and the establishment of effective relationships with the new Iraqi Government. The results of this election and the potential for an inclusive coalition government offer an opportunity to help Iraq move toward national unification and a national vision. We need to assist in the continued development of effective ministries to enable the Iraqi Government to appropriately meet the needs of the people and maximize their economic potential. We need to support efforts to develop positive strategic relationships between the Iraqi Government, its regional neighbors, and the United States. We need to support efforts to implement enduring solutions to Arab-Kurd issues. Security and stability are foundational requirements and necessary conditions for progress in these areas. Capable, professional Iraqi security forces are a prerequisite and our ability to effectively train, advise, and equip them is key.

Sol - Corruption (Afghan) 
Corruption is the key Internal Link to Afghani Violence

Niland, 7-13-10, Chief U.N. human rights officer in Afghanistan until a few months ago 

 [Norah Niland, “Opinion: Justice is missing in Afghanistan”, Global Post, 7/13/10, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/worldview/100708/un-afghanistan-kandahar-nato-war-mcchrystal-petraeus?page=0,0]

Afghans have little confidence that they will ever obtain justice under the current regime in Kabul. The absence of justice is a key driver of instability that is largely ignored by the major players. However, the justice deficit is well understood and exploited by the Taliban. A growing surge of disillusionment with the Karzai regime, and its international backers, can be traced to a long list of injustices that are systemic as well as systematic.

Injustices are built into a political system that rewards abusive power-holders whether in or outside government. Examples include a parliament that is dominated by warlords thanks to an electoral system that works to the advantage of those with cash, influence and a history of thuggish behavior.

Private security companies that help maintain the supply line for NATO troops are, effectively, a law unto themselves. Funded by U.S. and other taxpayers, they buy-off insurgents to secure unhindered passage and profit greatly from a $2 billion industry. They thrive on lawlessness and insecurity.

The Kandahar Strike Force, a militia associated with the Karzai family, exemplifies the problem. They were involved in 2009 in a gun battle with the Kandahar police chief, Matiullah Qateh, after the local prosecutor refused their demand to release one of their associates held on theft charges. The police chief was killed but those involved in his killing were relocated away from Kandahar; they were never prosecuted nor held to account.

Injustices attributed to non-Afghans, especially the international military forces, are also a huge bone of contention. A botched night-time raid, in February in Gardez in southeastern Afghanistan resulted in the deaths of three women, two of them pregnant, and two men, a local policeman and a prosecutor. Initially the dead were described as insurgents. After a lot of angst and protest, a U.S. military investigation found that the dead were civilians and apologized for the raid that was conducted on the basis of erroneous information.

This is not infrequent in Afghanistan. The lack of impartial, public scrutiny and accountability for such incidents is widely seen as contempt for the rule of law and of Afghan lives. The situation of the hundreds of detainees at the Bagram Detention Facility, that rivals Guantanamo, given the total absence of due process, is another source of festering contention and resentment. Coupled with night-time raids and civilian casualties, Bagram puts into question the ability of Afghanistan’s partners to build credible and trustworthy rule-of-law institutions.

Afghans are astute analysts of changing political winds, and they see that change is on the way.

“Afghanization” — the euphemism for handing over to Afghans the accumulated mess of recent years as the United States winds down its engagement — is the newly minted narrative for a transition that is utterly different from the one that was promised in the heady days of 2002. The international community knows that Afghan institutions are too weak to stand on their own, but in the rush to leave that is not likely to make much difference.

In discussions surrounding the Bonn Conference, held at the end of 2001 as the Taliban regime was routed, Afghans were promised the moon or, at least, a semblance of justice, democracy, honest officials, and the prospect of a better future for their children. Women were going to emerge from the dark days of Taliban rule and enjoy the novelty of being treated as human beings; and the government headed by Hamid Karzai would make good on the promise of respect for their human rights.

As different policy gurus, think tanks and politicians scramble to re-work strategies that are failing, Afghans today can find little comfort in having their initial skepticism proved right.

From the onset of the B-52 campaign in October 2001, just a few weeks after 9/11, Afghans from different walks of life expressed the need for a break with the policies of the past. Afghans wanted an end to policies which excluded those individuals and groups eager to build a new political culture based on the rule of law and to create the framework for a stable and democratic state.

But in the weeks leading up to the Bonn Conference that provided the road map for Afghanistan’s future, the very people who had created the chaos that was responsible for bringing the Taliban to power were resurrected and "rehabilitated." These included the northern warlords. Some of them were responsible for acts that could be classified as war crimes.

With a few isolated exceptions, the Afghans who were at the receiving end of discrimination and abuse were excluded from Bonn. The injustices that Afghans had suffered, and which are at the center of the current discontent with the government in Kabul, were not even on the agenda. The reality was that global war on terror took precedence over the safety and well-being of Afghans. That continues to be the reality today. The Bonn state-building process effectively denied the political space that was needed to strengthen respect for core human rights and democratic values including dignity, non-discrimination, inclusiveness, accountability and respect for the lives of others.

“Bonn was wrong” and this was clear to many from the outset. But the juggernaut of the Bonn state-building project — a series of events and processes that served primarily to legitimize well-known, alleged war criminals — shaped the dominant narrative that democracy was taking hold. Voices that challenged the status quo were ignored or silenced.

Bonn failed to provide a framework for a durable peace. It was not designed to roll back the injustices that sustain violence. It was not a peace agreement but, rather, an arrangement that excluded a significant portion of those from the Pashtun belt. Bonn brought back and empowered the warlords who had earned the population’s hatred, and it ignored the urgent need to bring an end to a long pattern of the abuse of power.

Bonn also glorified a jihadist culture that is opposed to democratic values. Jihadists do not want to see the emergence of Afghan voices that denounce warlordism as well as corruption and predatory power structures.

Injustice in Afghanistan is pervasive and profound. It shapes the perspective of all those at the receiving end of zalem or cruel behavior. Political marginalization and manipulation of tribal differences are of major concern. Land seizures, unlawful evictions, arbitrary detention and selective poppy eradication are rife. Deeply entrenched prejudices and discrimination are compounded by domestic violence, including rape.

When victims seek help from the police or others, they are frequently further victimized. Presidential pardons are dispensed for convicted rapists and drug traffickers. Actions by international military forces, which are offensive and culturally inappropriate as well as deadly on occasion, reinforce deeply held feelings of being wronged.

Injustices are closely linked to poverty and powerlessness and the inability of many Afghans to carve out a dignified life. But it was the issue of impunity that arose most often in conversations I had with Afghans in all parts of the country. Immunity from prosecution or the ability of the powerful to operate above the law, without fear of having to answer for the harm inflicted on others, is corrosive and corrupting. It is central destabilization, the spreading insurgency, and armed violence.

Impunity is shaping and aggravating a political culture that is increasingly divisive, violent and predatory. It is the source of alienation and repulsion. It is a boon to the armed opposition.

Sol - Mideast war (Iraq)
Democracy prevents war in the Mideast
Byman 03 [Daniel, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and a nonresident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, “Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Opportunities”, Summer 2003, Journal of Democracy, Project Muse, page 50-51]

Democracy’s greatest advantage for the United States, however, may be in making the Persian Gulf region more pacific. Since the British withdrawal from the gulf more than thirty years ago, war and revolution have plagued the region. Mature democracies are far less likely to fight each other, suggesting that peace may be more likely in a democratic future. It is important to note, however, that Iran’s democracy is limited at best, while the gulf states remain in essence family-run autocracies, despite recent moves toward power sharing. Thus the finding that democracies seldom war with each other may be of limited relevance to the gulf today, though the installation of a democracy in Iraq might be a positive first step toward a broader, region wide peace.

Democracy solves political violence

Muzaffar 05 a Malaysian Muslim political scientist, and a Islamic reformist and activist. ( Chandra, 12/30/05, “HEGEMONY, TERRORISM, AND WAR—IS DEMOCRACY THE ANTIDOTE?”, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=23&ved=0CIUBEBYwFg&url=http%3A%2F%2Fstatic7.userland.com%2Fulvs1-j%2Fgems%2Fwlr%2F08muzaffar.pdf&rct=j&q=%22democracy%22%20Leadership%20OR%20hegemony%20OR%20soft%20power&ei=5O08TPGMIcKqlAfFgvj0Ag&usg=AFQjCNFoYvxF-CE6KvBuYSOoxeOWWbKJQw&sig2=joXN9zyCkZH0qAYLHTF2Ag )

If there was global democracy—it would be interesting to speculate— would terrorism of the al-Qaeda variety or of some other species have become so rife? If the major global issues of the day from Palestine and Iraq, to yawning disparities between rich and poor, to the threat of cultural homogenization, could be resolved through democratic global institutions and mechanisms, it is quite conceivable that a lot of young people would not seek refuge in the politics of violence and terror. In any case even if they did, they would be easily isolated and insulated by a global citizenry that has faith and confidence in the workings of a viable global democratic system.

Sol -  Heg
Democracy promotion is key to soft power
Green and Twining, 8 , Green--Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Associate Professor of International Relations at Georgetown University. Twining--Fulbright/Oxford Scholar at Oxford University and a Transatlantic Fellow of the German Marshall Fund of the United States, (Michael and Daniel,  April, “Democracy and American Grand Strategy in Asia: The Realist Principles Behind an Enduring Idealism”, Journal of International and Strategic Affairs, Volume 30, Number 1, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v030/30.1.green.html)
Third, and most important, democracy promotion and security cooperation among like-minded democracies will remain a central objective of American foreign policy in Asia because those elements [End Page 3] magnify American power and facilitate US goals. The democratization of nearly every major power in the Asia-Pacific region, with the critical exception of China, creates a solid foundation for trans-Pacific cooperation based on a set of norms and values that few states in the region shared with the United States in 1945. Democracy is America’s greatest source of soft power in Asia, uniting it with states as diverse as Indonesia and Mongolia, and with great powers like Japan and India, based on a shared belief in representative government and rule by law. As China’s influence grows, this set of shared values will become an increasingly important aspect of US power, complementing the military and economic tools that have been viewed as indispensable for stability in the region for half a century. In Asia, there is no tension between the United States’ promotion of democratic values and defence of its vital interests in the world’s emerging centre of wealth and power. 

Democracy makes US soft power attractive

Lutterbeck 02, Technical University Berlin Department of Computer Science (Berd, 5/6/2002, “Unexploited Resources of Online Education for Democracy – Why the Future Should Belong to “OpenCourseWare” pg. 6)

To understand the concept of soft power I would suggest an article by Joseph Nye and William Owens (Nye is among the leading politicians and academic scholars in the U.S.): «[Soft power] is the ability to achieve desired outcomes in international affairs through attraction rather than coercion. It works by convincing others to follow, or getting them to agree to, norms and institutions that produce the desired behavior» [Nye/Owens 1996]. One of the results for nation-states which follow this concept is that they «may not need to expend as many of its costly traditional or military resources». Thus, soft power also is about the attraction of U.S. democracy and free markets. Again, OpenCourseWare and Open Source provide the field for the participants to use the soft power, to create the norms and institutions necessary to learn, create, invent, innovate and to not least succeed economically

Spread of democracy promotes heg

Morozov 07, Associate Professor at the Department of European Studies of the School of International Relations of the St. Petersburg State (Viatcheslav, 8/30/2007, “Global Democracy, Western Hegemony,

and the Russian Challenge”, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=28&ved=0CD4QFjAHOBQ&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.norface.org%2Ffiles%2Fs1-morozov.pdf&ei=npVATKPTF4P88Aakh-kG&usg=AFQjCNH64Nr2UaNi7b_d5BeLCWXlvrL3BQ&sig2=1EK4tuhAT23AJe-_FYUHrA )
The fact that democracy today comes close to being universally accepted as a point of reference is in itself a result of the hegemonic position of one particular subject of history – the West. There is no denial that the West as a subject has been – and still is being – discursively constructed, and thus it is always dangerous to speak about certain things as being ‘western’, but however broadly or narrowly we define the West, it is still impossible to dismiss the fact that the democratic ideal itself originates in the western civilization. The current global political struggle around the notion of democracy illustrates the idea of hegemony very well: democracy is simultaneously accepted and challenged, and even while it is accepted as an empty signifier, a growing number of political forces is struggling to fill it in with a content which would empower them and liberate them from the dominance of the West. The western dominance in itself is hegemonic: on the one hand, non-western leaders criticize the West, in particular the United States, for being undemocratic, for usurping power and promoting their national or ‘civilizational’ interest in the name of democracy. In the meantime, political leaders all over the world often refer to the West as setting the standards for democracy when they need to justify a particular course of political action, such as the Russian government citing environmental reasons for squeezing foreign investors out of the oil and gas sectors.

Sol - Terrorism

Democracy key to solving terrorism
Yacoubian, 5 - special adviser for the Muslim World Initiative [Mona, “Fostering Democracy in the Middle East: Defeating Terrorism with Ballots,” May 17, testimony before the US House of Representatives Committee on Government Reform, http://www.usip.org/resources/fostering-democracy-middle-east-defeating-terrorism-ballots)

The absence of freedom in the Middle East is well-documented. Freedom House, in its most recent survey, notes that the region is distinguished from the rest of the world by its distinct lack of political rights and civil liberties. Only six percent of the states in the Middle East and North Africa are classified as "free, " in contrast to the fifty percent of free states in the rest of the world. Over the past thirty years, the Middle East and North Africa have registered no significant progress toward democratic opening. The report notes that "downward trends have outpaced gains post 9/11," with notable setbacks in 2004 in Egypt, Jordan, Morocco and the United Arab Emirates. In some instances, regimes in the region have resorted to wide-ranging repressive practices in the name of fighting the Global War on Terror. Such policies often result in an increase in human rights violations and the overall suppression of dissent, even when peaceful.

An Arab "awakening" to the need for reform has taken place as well. In July, 2002, less than a year after the September 11th attacks, a UN-commissioned panel of thirty Arab experts from a variety of disciplines issued the first Arab Human Development Report. The report, which was commissioned before the attacks, presents a sobering picture of the Arab world. In blunt language, the AHDR issues a probing, self-critical analysis of the region's shortfalls; it offers an instance of deeper introspection that many outside the region complained had been missing just after the attacks. Specifically, the paper outlines three key deficits—freedom, women's empowerment, and knowledge—that impede the Arab world from achieving its true potential, effectively isolating it from the rest of the world. The report concludes with a clarion call for reform, depicting the Arab world at a "crossroads" and casting the region's choices in stark terms: its governments can either continue with the status quo, perpetuating repressive practices and ineffective policies that do not meet the region's daunting challenges, or they can strive for an "Arab renaissance, anchored in human development."

Last month, the UN published the third Arab Human Development Report devoted entirely to the question of freedom and good governance in the Arab world. The report offers a detailed analysis of the region's gaps in political freedoms and concludes with a series of recommendations for political and legal reforms. It directly addresses complex issues such as the role of religion and culture, calling unambiguously for the application of universal democratic principles while respecting the unique role these forces play in the region.

Democracy decreases terrorism
University of South California Law School, 06 (“A Gravity Model of Globalization, Democracy, and Transnational Terrorism”, University of Southern California Legal Studies Working Paper Series, Paper 12, http://law.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1052&context=usclwps)bn
Abstract This paper provides an original study into how democratization and globalization influence transnational terrorism – examining the motives of terrorists and how democratic institutions and international integration influence non-state economic actors. We employ a gravity model to investigate the relative importance of globalization and democratization on transnational terrorism and external conflict. We construct an original database of over 200,000 observations from 1968-2003 for 189 countries, to examine the extent to which economic, political and historical factors influence the likelihood of citizens from one country to engage in terrorist activities against another. We that the advent of democratic institutions, high income and more openne in a source country signireduces conflict. However, the advent of these same positive developments in targeted countries actually increases conflict. Ceteris paribus, the impact of being a democracy or participating in the WTO/IMF for a source country decreases the number of terrorist strikes by about 2 to 3 per year, which is more than two standard deviations greater than the average number of strikes between any two countries in a given year.
INTRODUCTION The .liberal peace.hypothesis alleges that democracies are less likely to engage in militarized disputes with each other, that they are less likely to initiate con.icts with other democracies, and when they do, they allocate signi.cantly more resources to the con.ict than other polities (Bueno de Mesquita et al.1999). Democracies trade more with each other, and are more cooperative with respect to multilateral trading arrangements by forming trade blocs and joining PTAs (Mans.eld, Milner and Rosendor¤ 2002, Rosendor¤ 2006). Countries that trade more with each other are also less likely to engage in militarized disputes (Mans.eld and Pevehouse 2000, Bearce et al. 1999). Conversely, countries that are con.ict-prone deter trade and investment and experience slower growth (Blomberg et al 2004, Blomberg and Hess 2005a, 2005b). This association between trade, con.ict and democracy has been a central concern of scholars in international relations, working to establish the precise causal processes and mechanisms. How these dynamics .t together has been a subject of signi.cant dispute among scholars in the .eld.
In the recent period however, an alternative form of cross-border con.ict has garnered closer attention .transnational terrorism1. While terrorism is not war waged between states per se, it has many of the similar features . it is a cross-national violent process that threatens people and property, with attendant political and economic consequences. Moreover, observers have argued that terrorism is responsive to changes in the same underlying variables: democracies are less prone to terrorism, and terrorism is a response to increased globalization. This paper investigates the links between democracy, commercial integration and terrorism in a systematic manner.
These themes have dominated public debate with regards to current US foreign policy. The Bush administration for instance insists that the instillation of democracy in the Arab world will stem the .ow of anti-American terrorism, and increase the security of US assets and people, both at home and abroad. President Bush.s speech at the Veterans of Foreign Wars annual meeting in August 2005 explicitly equates .peace.with .freedom.. Chuck Hagel (2004), Republican US senator from Nebraska, in an article in Foreign A¤airs argues that the war on terrorism must be guided by principles that expand democracy abroad. While it is not clear where this hypothesis emerges from, one likely candidate is the administration.s reading of the literature on the democratic peace. Similarly, the US National Intelligence Council.s 2005 report argues that globalization is a source of insecurity for the US; the New York Times.columnist Thomas Friedman in his recent popular tract alleges that a ..atter. world (one without hurdles or barriers for the .ow of resources) makes transnational terrorism more likely adds to the popular view that globalization and terrorism are linked (Friedman 2005).
The questions however remain .does democracy abroad reduce the .ow of terrorism and does increased globalization make terrorism more likely? Key to an answer to this question is to realize there are two sets of issues at work .what are the characteristics relevant to a country as a target, and do democracy and commercial integration matter as characteristics of the source country?
In this paper we bring a methodology from the literature in international trade, and apply it to another .ow across international borders .that of transnational terrorism. Using a dyadic approach akin to the gravity model of empirical international trade we simultaneously explore the determinants of terrorism in both source and target countries. We show that the e¤ects of democracy and globalization di¤er depending on whether the country is a source or target state. Democracy in the source reduces the incidence of terrorism while in the target state, democracy raises terrorist inci- dence. Commercial openness in source country reduces terrorism, while increases it in target countries.
Terrorism and Global Trends World foreign direct investment .ows (FDI), which amounted to less than $13 billion in 1970, quadrupled every 10 years, reaching $54 billion in 1980 and $209 billion in 1990. During the last half of the 1990s, however, FDI practically exploded, reaching a peak of $1.4 trillion in 2000. World wide trade also increased dramatically over the same time period. Trade as a percent of GDP grew from 27 percent in 1970 to 38 percent by 1980 to 45 percent by the year 2000.
During the latter half of the 20th century there has been an increase in democratization across the globe. The percent of countries that are non-democracies as calculated by Freedom House, starts at 46 percent in 1972. The percent falls to 35 percent by 1980 and steadily declines to 25 percent by the year 2000. While the run-up of FDI, trade and democracy in the 1990s, and especially in the second half of that decade, has several explanations, it is strikingly correlated with a decline in transnational terrorism during that period. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, approximately 1.5 transnational terrorist events occurred every day. As globalization and democratization grew at an ever faster rate, the frequency of terrorist events declined sharply, reaching less than 0.5 events a day by 2000. Did this shift toward a more integrated and democratic world contribute to the large increase in peace during that same period?
In order to understand the e¤ects that democracy and globalization might have on terrorist activity, we need an underlying view of the decision-theoretic mechanisms that determine terrorist choices. We de.ne terrorism as the premeditated or threatened use of extra-normal violence to obtain a political, religious or ideological objective through the intimidation of a large audience. We assume that terrorists are rational actors, choosing strategies to maximize the chance of success with respect to particular objectives, taking full account of the constraints under which they operate (Sandler et al.1983). The levels of activity undertaken, and the location in which they occur depend on the costs, bene.ts and resources available. Higher costs mean fewer activities; higher bene.ts and resources imply more activity.2 Enders and Sandler (1993) establish that terrorists respond to changes in incentives. An increase in the cost of one mode of operation across the international system (metal detectors in airports, for example) leads to changes in terrorist operations (fewer skyjackings), and an increase in other modes. Democracy and globalization work to in.uence terrorist activity through all three avenues .costs, bene.ts and resources.
Terrorism and Democracy Democracy, it is often alleged, provides a set of rules that facilitate the peaceful resolution of political con.icts. It o¤ers access to the powerful decision makers and political institutions for citizens to seek redress for their grievances. It makes political organization cheaper and lowers the costs of (legitimate) political action making illegal activities relatively more expensive, and therefore in expectation less terrorist violence.
Sol – Civil war (Iraq)

Democracy prevents secessionist violence by Kurds and Shia

Byman 03 [Daniel, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and a nonresident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, “Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Opportunities” Summer 2003, Journal of Democracy, Project Muse, page 50-51]
President Bush and other U.S. policymakers’ preference for democracy over other forms of government is well founded—as long as democracy can be successfully established. If Iraq’s mutually hostile ethnic communities or contending interest groups gain a voice in government, they may be able to resolve their differences peacefully through the political system rather than resort to war. Many Québecois, Catalans, and Scots (among others) seek their own states, a greater share of government resources, more autonomy, and assurances that their distinct cultures will flourish. In many ways, their ambitions mirror those of Iraq’s Kurds and Shi’a Muslims. Yet in general, violence by ethnic groups in Western democracies is extremely rare despite the often contentious nature of political debates in these countries. As a result, many scholars are optimistic about democracy’s potential for keeping the peace among different ethnic groups. Sammy Smooha and Theodore Hanf typify this sentiment when they argue, “Liberal democracy fosters civility, a common domain of values, institutions, and identity, at the expense of communalism. It equates nationalism with citizenship and the state with civil society. All citizens, irrespective of their national or ethnic origin, are considered equal nationals.” 
Democracy is key to prevent war over Kirkuk.

Austin, 10, General and Commander U.S. Forces-Iraq [Lloyd J., MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 
COMMITTEE: SENATE ARMED SERVICES, CQ Congressional Testimony, June 24, LN, http://web.lexisnexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=7050da7b7478514c0217b797543bc1f1&_docnum=15&wchp=dGLbVzz-zSkSA&_md5=3e9d56f0e4c9e5a9d491508150e4efc4
In your view, what have been the most important aspects of the enduring and changing fundamental nature of the conflict in Iraq?

The absence of a shared national vision and development of a new political culture compatible with democracy represent enduring challenges to stability in Iraq. While there currently is not an effective insurgency that immediately threatens the survival of the Government in Iraq, a lingering Sunni Arab insurgency remains and will rise or further recede based upon political successes of the next government in integrating the Sunni Arabs into the system.

Today, the vast majority of Iraqi people want peace, and they want effective governance and prosperity. The Iraqi people and their leaders increasingly see political accommodation and inclusion as the approach for peaceful unification. Some progress has been made in Northern Iraq, but Arab-Kurd tensions over Kirkuk and other disputed internal boundaries as well as hydrocarbons and revenue sharing remain key problems that could trigger violent conflict in the next year.

Political enfranchisement prevents extremist violence

Austin, 10, General and Commander U.S. Forces-Iraq [Lloyd J., MILITARY NOMINATIONS; 
COMMITTEE: SENATE ARMED SERVICES, CQ Congressional Testimony, June 24, LN, http://web.lexisnexis.com/congcomp/document?_m=7050da7b7478514c0217b797543bc1f1&_docnum=15&wchp=dGLbVzz-zSkSA&_md5=3e9d56f0e4c9e5a9d491508150e4efc4]

What do you consider to be the most significant mistakes the U.S. has made to date in Iraq?

We did not recognize and address the reasons for the rapid growth in the level of political disenfranchisement of the Iraqi people that led to the insurgency. This allowed extremist groups to establish themselves and gain support of the population.

We failed early on to appreciate the requirements and adequately resource our forces and civilian agencies in Iraq with the appropriate capabilities that would enable them to work government formation and reconstruction tasks. 

We began to transition missions and responsibilities to the Government of Iraq and Iraqi security forces before they had adequate capacity to effectively govern and secure the population resulting in significant instability and ethno-sectarian violence that was exploited by extremist groups. 

Sol - Environment

Democracy is better for the environment – Central and Eastern Europe proves 

Matthews & Mock 3—Assitant Editor for Global Resources Report; Co-director of World Resources Institue (Emily Matthews and Gregory Mock. “More Democracy, Better Environment?” Earth Trends. July. http://earthtrends.wri.org/features/view_feature.php?fid=45&theme=10) 

The political structure of nations—whether they have a democratic or autocratic style of government—is an important factor in their social and economic development. In the last half century, the world has moved steadily away from autocratic regimes that concentrate power in the hands of one or a few people, and toward democracies that grant broad civil liberties and freedoms of political participation. From 1950–2003, the number of electoral democracies—nations where governments were elected by popular vote—almost tripled from 43 to 121 (Freedom House 1999:1–2; 2003:5). 

However, democracy is measured by more than simply the right to vote, and not all electoral democracies extend full democratic rights to their citizens. Full democracies are defined as granting a range of rights and institutions, such as elections, competitive political parties, the rule of law, independent media, limits on the power of government officials, and an independent judiciary. These mechanisms allow citizens to communicate and organize among themselves, choose their leaders freely, and participate in government decisions (Esty et al. 1998:9; Freedom House 2003:1). 

Partial democracies have more limited respect for political rights and civil liberties. They share some of the characteristics of full democracies—such as elections—but also some of the characteristics of autocracies, such as an overly powerful chief executive, suppressed or restricted political parties, a state-controlled press, or a cowed judiciary (Esty et al. 1998:9; Freedom House 2003:1). The nongovernmental organization Freedom House uses these definitions to rate countries as “Free” (full democracy), “Partially Free” (partial democracy), and “Not Free” (autocracy), based on the level of civil and political freedoms they grant their citizens. Freedom House’s analysis (in Figure 1) shows impressive growth in the number of nations extending democratic freedoms over the last three decades, with those nations rated “Free” and “Partially Free” increasing from 81 in 1973 to 144 in 2003 (Freedom House 2003:2). (See Figure.) The map in Figure 2 shows the current distribution of full democracies, partial democracies, and autocracies. 

Is there a causal connection between democracy and improved environmental quality? Between political freedoms and environmental sustainability? Assessing the influence of political liberties and civil rights on the environment is not straightforward. There is little empirical evidence of a direct link, and research is hampered by a lack of national-level data on environmental conditions outside industrialized countries. Proponents of global democratization have asserted that such a connection exists (Gore 1992:179–180, 276–277), and a growing literature supports the idea that political freedoms may be as important as economic factors in improving environmental quality, particularly in poorer nations (Barrett and Graddy 2000:455). For example, one recent analysis found that greater political and civil liberties were associated with improvements in air and water quality, such as reduced levels of sulfur dioxide and particulates in air, and lower coliform and dissolved oxygen levels in water (Torras and Boyce 1998:155). 

The assertion that greater democratic rights can, in the right circumstances, result in better environmental policy and performance has been given powerful support in the aftermath of the terrible environmental abuses revealed in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union after the fall of Communist regimes in 1989–1990. Environment was a rallying cry of reform movements in the region, and stricter environmental legislation has been rapidly enacted under new democratic governments. 

Democracies provide citizens with the power to protect the environment 

Matthews & Mock 3—Assitant Editor for Global Resources Report; Co-director of World Resources Institue (Emily Matthews and Gregory Mock. “More Democracy, Better Environment?” Earth Trends. July. http://earthtrends.wri.org/features/view_feature.php?fid=45&theme=10) 

The link between citizen rights and improving environmental trends has much to do with the power that democracies give to citizens to affect decision-making processes and hold government officials, corporate authorities, and other individuals accountable. Democratic freedoms encourage access to information—such as planning documents, budgets, reports on local environmental conditions, or pollution records—that can help citizens protect their environmental interests (Petkova and Veit 2000:3–5).

A strong correlation also exists between democracy and wealth. High-income countries are, with few exceptions, liberal democracies. Rising wealth, in turn, is associated with clear improvements in some environmental indicators. However, experts caution against interpreting these results to mean that rising wealth automatically delivers improvements in environmental quality (Torras and Boyce 1998:147–160).

Rather, democratic institutions, levels of wealth, and citizen demands for environmental quality all appear to interact. The correlations among these three factors and better environmental policy appear strong (Grossman and Kruger 1995:353–377). However, it is important to distinguish among different environmental issues. The environmental benefits resulting from concerned citizens acting in a free society, and from investments made possible by rising wealth, tend to be local in nature. The first issues to be tackled are sanitation infrastructure, water and air quality, risks associated with toxic releases, and local habitat protection. Environmental problems that are more distant in space or time, such as biodiversity loss, overfishing, and climate change, have high awareness in democracies, but that awareness has not yet been translated into effective action (Max-Neef 1995:115–118).

Empirical associations between democracies and environment are positive 

Midlarsky 98—Professor at Department of Political Science at Rutgers University (Manus Midlarsky. “Democracy and the Environment: An Empirical Assessment.” Journal of Peace Research. Vol 35. No. 3. May. Pg 341-343.) 
Theoretically, an important intervening variable between environmental scarcity and civil conflict is inequality. The greater the scarcity, the greater the likelihood that some people will possess more of the scarce resource than others. Such inequality at least would exacerbate civil conflict, if not constitute a necessary condition for its existence

(Midlarsky,1988).Economic growth is required to mitigate scarcity and therefore inequality. At the same time, according to the Brundtland Commission (WCED, 1987), environmental protection requires economic growth, presumably to satisfy the distribution requirements that environmental protection entails. If there is zero growth, then redistribution will necessarily 'gore someone's ox'; someone will have to pay for the protection (Lafferty & Meadowcroft, 1996a; Paehlke, 1996). With economic growth such costs do not necessarily have to be borne by a single group (often the poor). Industries flush with additional funds also would more readily assume the burdens of environmental protection. Whatever the precise mechanism, Binder (1993; cited in Janicke, 1996) found that economic growth in the form of Gross National Product (GNP) per capita is the most important predictor of policy outcomes concerning air pollution controls in 32 industrialized countries. Studies by Ringquist (1993) and Khator (1993) found similar effects for the American states; wealthier states tended to enjoy increased environmental
protection in comparison with poorer ones. Thus, environmental protection and the mitigation of scarcity, inequality, and the avoidance of serious conflict would all benefit from economic growth that also is strongly associated with democracy. Gleditsch (1998) has an excellent review of some of these issues, as does Gleditsch (1997).

Democracy clearly is required for the equitable distribution of economic largesse, or equitable redistribution in the absence of economic growth. Without the pluralism associated with liberal democracy (Lafferty & Meadowcroft, 1996b), certain groups may be denied access to the policy-making process, thus making civil conflict more likely at some point in the future. But what if the democratic process does not necessarily operate in the best interests of the environment? Economic growth may operate to enhance both democracy and environmental protection and mitigate the scarcity

associated with inequality, thus avoiding severe conflict. But if democracy and environmental protection are not mutually supportive, especially under conditions of economic scarcity, then there may ultimately exist the choice between environmental protection and civil conflict. If small economic gains, or their absence, necessitating redistribution, are subject to democratic pluralism, then simply to avoid serious conflicts, the bargaining process among affected groups and/or their representatives in legislative assemblies might give the environment short shrift. Thus, as environmental issues assume greater prominence, the old 'guns or butter' choice associated with classical economics may devolve into 'environmental protection or conflict mitigation'. If empirical associations between democracy and the environment are positive, then the latter choice may not be especially draconian. The past successful experience of democracies addressing environmental issues may be sufficient to propel them successfully into the future. But, on the whole, if democracy and environmental protection have serious incompatibilities, especially under conditions of slow or negative economic growth, then the choice may be more stark, with environmental protection requiring serious domestic conflict.

Non-democracies apparently recognized some of the difficulties in maintaining environmental protection in the face of scarcity, inequality, and potential political violence. As a case in point, it may have been the persistent efforts to maintain an approx- imate equality of circumstance among the population by the Communist authorities in Eastern Europe that, among other factors, prevented mass political violence even as environmental degradation and other forms of widespread scarcity were increasingly experienced by the population. Without such efforts at equalization political violence would have been more probable and likely would have occurred at an earlier time. The fall of Communism virtually everywhere in Eastern Europe was on the whole a 'velvet revolution', especially in comparison with other historical events of this magnitude. A major consequence of the end of the Cold War was the realization that the Communist states of Eastern Europe had done a really terrible job of protecting the environment. In their rush to industrialize, in order to compete effectively with the West, the needs of heavy industry were supported to the virtual exclusion of all environmental concerns. This outcome at the Cold War's end effectively confirmed the expectations of those who maintained that totalitarian societies were unresponsive to environmental needs. A corollary to this argument, of course, is that democracies are inherently more responsive to environmental imperatives. The argument and its corollary are now investigated empirically. 

A/T: Demo not Possible (Afghan)

Afghani democracy possible - must emphasize the process instead of the product of democracy 

Adlparvar, ’09, Ph.D in Developmental Studies at the University of Sussex [Naysan Adlparvar, “Democracy for Afghanistan?”, Arab News, 11/13/09, http://archive.arabnews.com/?page=7&section=0&article=128406&d=13&m=11&y=2009]

The foundations of democracy are alive and well in Afghanistan. However the recent elections did nothing to build upon them. They were meant to present a facade to the "folks at home" demonstrating that all is well, allowing the state-building machinery to roll on. But they failed to contribute to a sustainable democracy. Why? The answer lies behind the elections.

The recent fraudulent elections in Afghanistan cost over $250 million, and added to a growing dissatisfaction among the Afghan people. This money was spent on staging an elaborate political exercise - an exercise aimed at demonstrating that the "West" had brought democracy to Afghanistan. The exercise failed. What it did demonstrate, however, was first, patronage on a grand scale, second, the importance of ethnic allegiance, and third, the inappropriateness of the "Western" model of democracy for Afghanistan. Following the reinstatement of Hamid Karzai as president we must not take our eye of the ball: Is democracy for Afghanistan? Was this multimillion-dollar fortune wasted?

To respond to these questions we must look at the focus and approach of democracy building in Afghanistan. It is after spending the majority of the last three and a half years working in Afghanistan with nongovernmental organizations and the United Nations that I realize that we - the US-dominated international community in Afghanistan - have been naive in our pursuit of democracy. We have aimed to demonstrate democracy superficially with "free and fair" elections, a "vibrant" civil society and a "representative" Parliament. Yet they are far from free, fair, vibrant or representative. In other words, we have focused our efforts on the visible outcomes of democracy at the expense of the quality of the processes that produce them. Democracy is about people and their interactions. Acknowledging that Afghanistan is a country marked by strongly established hierarchies and age-old systems of patronage, is it any surprise that the elections proceeded as they did - with 1 in 3 ballots potentially fraudulent and with many of the votes cast under coercive circumstances? No, and this wouldn't have changed had an election runoff gone ahead. In fact what the second round would have done would have been to further polarize people along ethnic lines, present opportunity for further violence and most likely reinstated Karzai through fraudulent means.

It is only by broadening our focus beyond democratic outcomes - beyond elections - to include democratic process that we have any chance at democratizing Afghanistan. We must strive to promote social and economic equality in a land rife with corruption, where money is power and the majority is poor; where ethnicity, tribe, and gender determine one's lot. We must work at local levels - in villages - with ordinary people to do this. The democratic ideal will never be achieved solely through national-level initiatives.

But what is the democratic ideal in Afghanistan? If we are to engage on the uneven ground of inequality, hierarchy and patronage we must do so carefully. It is only by beginning a process of democratization that is amenable to the Afghan people and realistic in its expectations that we have any chance of success. We must always be working at the boundary of what is culturally and religiously acceptable, rather than rushing toward benchmarks founded on Western values and concepts. If we demand too great a change from Afghan culture it is likely to be rejected and provide ideological ground for the Taleban's advance. To identify the Afghan "democratic ideal" then we must separate democracy-as-a-mode-of-governing from democracy-as-a-value: We must separate the concept of the democratic political system from its associations with Western liberal values, which will not be accepted in present-day Afghanistan. We must Afghanize democracy.

Research recently conducted by Afghanistan Research and Evaluation Unit (www.areu.org.af) indicates that a different notion of democracy exists in Afghanistan. It is a democracy shrouded in culture and founded on Islam. It is a democracy that is founded on the Islamic concept of "Shoura". In Afghanistan a Shoura is a group of selected people, who through consultations, resolve problems and make decisions. However, years of conflict, political interference and opportunism have distorted its functioning. Thus, another cornerstone of Islam must be promoted: Social justice. This has already been demonstrated in Afghanistan and with mixed results. Across the country village-level Shouras have been elected as part of the National Solidarity Program. This process has met with mixed results, but what cannot be denied is that first seeds of an Afghan Islamic democracy have been sown. We must nurture these seeds to help them grow.

It is only by pursuing democratization, at local levels with Afghan people, that we have any chance of success. Our focus must be on the quality of democracy rather than solely on its outcomes: We must strive to ensure social justice for the people of Afghanistan. We must strategically work toward producing an environment in which freedom to vote is realized, in which civil society is able to support the Afghan people to challenge nondemocratic behavior, and we must ensure that political representatives meet with and lobby on behalf of their constituents, primarily to receive the services they so desperately need. We must adopt an approach that is culturally and religiously amenable to the Afghan people - they must respect our intentions and we theirs. We must begin with a feasible start point: We must recognize and facilitate the establishment of a progressive Islamic Democracy.

Afghani democracy possible – Institution building key
Gannon, ’09, Former Associated Press correspondent in Pakistan and Afghanistan from 1986-2005. [Kathy Gannon, Currently the Iran bureau chief designate. Recipient of the International Women's Media Foundation Courage in Journalism award and recipient of the Edward R. Murrow fellowship from the Council on Foreign Relations during 2003-2004. Author of I is for Infidel
, “Gannon on Afghanistan”, The Centre for Intercultural Learning, 8/5/09, http://www.international.gc.ca/cfsi-icse/cil-cai/magazine/v02n03/1-2-eng.asp]
Is the Western version of democracy possible in Afghanistan?

You know, I think it is. The thing is that there isn't a basic level of education, the average income is less than US$100 per year, for Pete's sake. It's just not fair to talk about democracy when you don't have the institutions to support it. I think democracy could take hold in Afghanistan, but the basics aren't there; the education level is very low, the literacy levels are very low, you don't even have clean drinking water. It's not that the people don't want to make choices or are not able to make choices, but they want to have their basic needs met first. They need clean water, electricity, food. Then they need the fundamental institutions like schools, health care, judicial institutions before they can really talk about democracy.



Afghani democracy possible – Capacity building needed 

AFP, 4-8 [AFP, “Stable Afghanistan possible in two years”, Asia One News, 4/8/10, http://www.asiaone.com/News/AsiaOne+News/World/Story/A1Story20100408-209156.html

WASHINGTON - Afghanistan could enjoy stability and a "just peace" in two years under a strategy that includes giving more powers to parliament and local governors, British Foreign Secretary David Miliband says.

Writing in The New York Review of Books, Britain's top diplomat said that President Hamid Karzai's government "lacks the capacity to govern" and needs to take action to rein in corruption that is sorely resented by Afghans.

But Miliband said it was not "utopian" to envision progress - and an end to Western military involvement - if Afghanistan reformed its political system and its neighbors committed to respecting its sovereignty.

"Within two to five years it is realistic to aspire to see the country still on the upward trajectory, still poor but stable, with a just peace, with democracy and inclusive politics taking hold at all levels," he said.

Britain, which heads to the polls on May 6, has around 10,000 troops in Afghanistan, the second largest contingent of foreign forces after the United States.

Western concerns have been mounting over Karzai, who has made a series of unusual criticisms of Afghanistan's foreign supporters, going so far as to accuse them of trying to rig last year's election against him.

"The concerns about its (the government's) credibility run deeper than last fall's elections, which were marred by widespread corruption and fraud. They also relate to the very structure of the political system," Miliband wrote.

A/T: Demo not Possible (Iraq)

Iraq has the building blocks for a successful democracy

Byman 03 [Daniel, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and a nonresident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Summer 2003, Journal of Democracy, Project Muse]

All is not doom and gloom for a democratic Iraq. The various statistics that scholars look to as possible indicators of the success of democracy also suggest that Iraq has a reasonably good set of “building blocks” to make the transition successfully. As Table 2 indicates, in key categories such as per capita income, literacy, and urbanization, Iraq is comparable to a large number of other states that have made (or are making) a successful transition from autocracy to democracy such as Bangladesh, Bolivia, and Kenya. Iraq also may have economic advantages over other fledgling democracies. Adam Przeworski points out that new democratic institutions are often introduced at a time of economic crisis, making it more challenging for them to survive. Iraq, as its oil wealth is developed, may enjoy an economic boom in the coming decade. Even a massive increase in Iraq’s oil wealth, however, will not enable the country to flourish economically if its debt is not forgiven and if broader economic reform is not undertaken. In any event, the Kurdish part of northern Iraq has already enjoyed noteworthy success, offering hope for the rest of the country. Kurdish areas have suffered tribal and factional infighting, hostile neighbors, economic dislocation, and other problems that might disrupt democracy. Nevertheless, power sharing still occurred. At local levels, elections have been free and competitive, there is considerable freedom of the press, basic civil liberties are secure, and the bureaucracies are responsive to popular concerns and surprisingly accountable. As Barham Salih, one of the Kurdish regional prime ministers notes, “If democracy can be introduced in Iraqi Kurdistan, traditionally the least politically developed part of Iraq, the prognosis for the rest of Iraq is good.”

A/T: Arabs oppose demo 
Arabs want democracy
Yacoubian, 5 - special adviser for the Muslim World Initiative [Mona, “Fostering Democracy in the Middle East: Defeating Terrorism with Ballots,” May 17, testimony before the US House of Representatives Committee on Government Reform, http://www.usip.org/resources/fostering-democracy-middle-east-defeating-terrorism-ballots)
While the Arab world's lack of political freedom and democracy is well-documented and acknowledged by Westerners and Arabs alike, the region's democracy deficit should not be misinterpreted as a lack of desire or capacity for greater opening and reform on the part of its citizens. Numerous polls and surveys verify the Arab public's hunger for freedom and democracy. A 2002 poll conducted by U.S. pollster James Zogby, head of the Arab American Institute, surveyed 3,200 people in eight Arab countries. Between 90 and 96 percent of the respondents rated "civil and personal rights" as their highest priority among a list of potential concerns that included personal economic conditions, health care, and moral standards. Perhaps even more compelling, analysis of data from the 2001 World Values Survey (WVS) reveals that of the nine cultural zones surveyed (including Europe and the United States), Arab countries had the highest percentage of publics (61 percent) who agreed strongly that "Democracy may have many problems, but it's better than any other form of government."

Islam and Democracy are compatible
Yacoubian, 5 - special adviser for the Muslim World Initiative [Mona, “Fostering Democracy in the Middle East: Defeating Terrorism with Ballots,” May 17, testimony before the US House of Representatives Committee on Government Reform, http://www.usip.org/resources/fostering-democracy-middle-east-defeating-terrorism-ballots)
Beyond the polling results, other data coupled with certain key concepts in Islam suggest that there is not necessarily an inherent contradiction between Islam and democracy. First, there are examples of countries with significant Muslim populations that are considered electoral democracies. These include Turkey, Bangladesh, India, Indonesia, Mali and Senegal. In fact, approximately half of the world's 1.2 billion Muslims live in electoral democracies. Indeed, according to Freedom House, 73 percent of Muslims living outside the Middle East and North Africa live in Free or Partly Free countries, as compared to 12 percent of Muslims from the region.

Shura makes Islam and Democracy compatible

Yacoubian, 5 - special adviser for the Muslim World Initiative [Mona, “Fostering Democracy in the Middle East: Defeating Terrorism with Ballots,” May 17, testimony before the US House of Representatives Committee on Government Reform, http://www.usip.org/resources/fostering-democracy-middle-east-defeating-terrorism-ballots)

Second, notable principles within Islam can propel a democratic ethos. Specifically, the concept of shura or consultative decision-making could serve as an important cornerstone for the inception of democratic processes. If revived, the Islamic practice of ijtihad, or interpretation and reasoning based on the sacred texts, could inject greater vitality into the religion and allow for modern interpretations of issues related to democracy and governance.

The absence of freedom in the Middle East does not appear to have precluded many of its people from embracing the hope for democratic reforms. Indeed, intense international interest directed at the need for Middle East reform has helped to initiate an unprecedented dialogue over reform in the region. From Morocco to Saudi Arabia and beyond, governments, non-government groups (both secular and Islamist), the media and others have joined an often freewheeling discussion about the need for change. Further, the debate has penetrated popular discourse from television call-in shows to Internet chat rooms and weblogs, injecting a populist element into the dialogue.

Aff – No Iraqi Democracy 
Iraqi Democracy Impossible – too many problems

Byman 03 [Daniel, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University and a nonresident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, “Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Opportunities”, Summer 2003, Journal of Democracy, Project Muse, page 47-48]

Indeed the Bush administration's vision for democracy extends beyond Iraq. Richard Perle, an influential strategist with close ties to the administration, contends that it is plausible that "Saddam's replacement by a decent Iraqi regime would open the way to a far more stable and peaceful region." Former Director of Central Intelligence James Woolsey similarly claims, "This could be a golden opportunity to begin to change the face of the Arab world.Yet skeptics abound. Alina Romanowski, a senior U.S. government civilian official working on the Middle East, contends that “Iraq presents as unpromising a breeding ground for democracy as any in the world.” Chris Sanders, a Middle East specialist, notes that “there isn’t a society in Iraq to turn into a democracy.” Skeptics argue that Iraq has too many fractures, and too few important preconditions such as a strong civil society, for democracy to blossom

Aff – Turn: War
Democracy sparks war

Byman 03 [Daniel, Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program at freedoms, particularly when democratic institutions are weak. As Madison noted, “Liberty is to faction what air is to fire, an aliment without which it instantly expires.” Chauvinists in almost every country, if freed from authoritarian constraints, exploit the media and the right to assemble freely, using these opportunities to mobilize their followers. Indeed, a necessary condition for elite competition—the political space to express views and mobilize followers—is created by democratization. Communal leaders also often oppose the institutionalization of a democratic system. Because the very act of participation can imply acceptance of the system’s legitimacy, radicals within one group often oppose the idea of elections and cooperation with other groups. In Northern Ireland the Provisional Irish Republican Army long opposed electoral participation, arguing that it was tantamount to submission. When radicals Georgetown University and a nonresident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, “Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Opportunities”, Summer 2003, Journal of Democracy, Project Muse, page 59]

In addition to an increased risk of international strife, social scientists have found a strong correlation between the transition to democracy and instability. Several recent outbreaks of violence, including those in Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, Pakistan, and Tajikistan, stemmed in part from attempts at democratization in ethnically divided societies. Thus the transition from an interim government to a truly democratic one may be susceptible to increased instability. One reason that democratization unleashes conflict is that elites can easily manipulate democratic boycotted elections, those who participated risked being labeled traitors. In a divided society, losing power poses grave risks. Losers in elections may end up dead, not simply removed from office. Fearing a tyranny of a majority, or simply punishment for past abuses, existing elites may try to disrupt or preempt elections. In 1993 and 1994, the international community pushed for greater pluralism in Rwanda, posing a threat to chauvinistic Hutu elites who dominated the country. Rather than accept a more open system, these elites raised the specter of a Tutsi threat, creating the conditions for the subsequent genocide. Democratization also raises the possibility of secession. The former Yugoslavia is perhaps the most painful example of how increased power sharing can spiral into secession and conflict. Similarly, the Chechen experience illustrates the risk that radicalized groups will exploit democratic freedoms to promote separatism. When given the right to assemble and speak freely, Chechen leaders rejected any ties to Moscow—a position that triggered brutal Russian crackdowns in which tens of thousands of Chechens and Russians were killed.

Aff – Demo bad for Environment
Dictatorships help  the environment more

Wilson 10 —staff writer at Helium (Trevor Wilson. 6/30. “Can dictatorships of democracies help the environment more?” http://www.helium.com/items/495533-can-dictatorships-or-democracies-help-the-environment-more) 

This piece is concerned with the question of whether it is dictatorships or democracies which can best address environmental problems. It originates from a debate in a university tutorial in which the author was a part. The claim will be advanced that it is dictatorships and regimes of an authoritarian bent that are best equipped to solve environmental problems such as pollution and deforestation.

For the side of democracy the arguments are that it is obviously democracies that are best equipped to deal with the hazards of pollution or ecological destruction. In a society in which politicians are accountable to the people, the people can easily express their concerns. They can indicate to their representatives that a river is particularly polluted and that this issue needs to be addressed. The concerned citizen demands attention or he will not side with the politician that ignores him. Democracy presents a hostage situation whereby the elected leader must satisfy his constituents or lose power. If a population within his electorate wants environmental concerns seen to then the politician is forced to act or commit political suicide.

The second argument in support of democracies is that only in a county of free and open debate can determine the best solution for an issue be discovered. Dictatorships or authoritarian states may surge ahead with solutions but they have a great risk of not seeing the flaws in their actions. This is due to criticisms of the leader's policies or the single party's initiatives being cowed into silence. An example of this folly is Mao Zedong's Great Leap Forward, in which the environment was sacrificed to surge ahead in steel production. In a few years 10% of China's forests were used to fuel backyard furnaces. To summarise, modern democracies force politicians to address environmental issues and a democracy promotes the greatest of forums for the exchange of solutions.

This trumpeting of democratic ability to address issues can be countered with a number of arguments. Firstly, whether it be democracy or authoritarianism the prime concern of citizens of the modern era is their own standard of living. Economic concerns are paramount, and time and time again in history the environment is sacrificed to increase the production of a state and allow it to surge ahead and modernise. It is only when states have industrialised and enough of the population is content, educated, and raised to their pleasant standard of living at the cost of the environment, that the environment finally becomes an issue. The point is that, dictatorship or democracy production and raising the standard of living come first for people. Selfishness is behind both political systems.

By recognising the growing environmental movement in single party China it becomes clear that authoritarian states can indeed have environmentalists. This would indicate that when problems are severe enough and people motivated and concerned even dictatorships sit up and take notice. Democracy therefore has no monopoly on even identifying environmental problems let alone dealing with them.

Next is the matter of ability, the ability of dictatorships to solve environmental problems. Authoritarian government systems, as in Communist party China actually have the greatest capacity to address environmental concerns. Under an authoritarian government decade long plans can be put into effect. If trees need to be planted then the population are mobilised to plant trees. If factories are polluting excessively then they are shut down by the authorities. If this is illegal it does not matter. Furthermore, serious plans to repair the environment can be maintained and bolstered, and a dictatorship can do it over the long term. With power centrally controlled by one leader or party, dictatorships can take an exceptionally long term view. They can continuously work towards solutions that would be beyond democracies. The reason long term solutions are beyond democracies is that they face losing elections and their plans being overturned. A dictatorship does not have to worry about elections.

Another reason that democracies are ineffective in tackling environmental problems is the plethora of interest groups that will oppose any environmental solution because it is against their interests. For example a desalination plant is locally opposed because local interests do not want it in their backyard. The fact that it would benefit the majority and that it is a sensible idea to curb the effects of drought does not matter to an interest group. There are many instances of this, the clean energy of windmills not being accepted because they are displeasing to the voter in the area is another. Under an authoritarian state those in power can make the best choice for the majority. They can solve environmental problems and do not have to worry about minor interest groups. In China when a cleaner form of energy is needed it is built.

In summary, citizens concerned about the environment do appear in authoritarian states and not just democracies. When problems are evident actions are taken by both types of governments. In democracies, long term planning suffers from the short-sightedness of only planning for the next few years until the election. Dictatorships have no such constraint. Dictatorships are also free to focus on problems and not the placating of a myriad of interest groups.

Though the first camp has some merit, this debate has to go to the dictatorships by virtue of their ability to pursue solutions over the long term and to not be troubled by the problems effecting democracies. I would posit that what was behind the democrats argument was not a hard analysis of what was better but a bias. What has occurred is to equate moral rightness (democracies are good), with environmental rightness, (they therefore must be good for the environment). Since we are all told adamantly with great frequency that governments contrary to democracy are foolish and violent, we assume they could not of course come upon the sensible solutions.

This piece does not argue that dictatorships and single party states are the way of the future, the best hope to preserve our damaged planet. No, that would entail support for a system of government that considers humanity to be cattle to be herded for their own good'. Dictatorships merely have the capacity inherent in their political system to respond better to environmental problems than short sighted democracies. Ultimately we should not forget that ideas contrary to our own can have merit. 

Democracy increases energy consumption

Matthews & Mock 3—Assitant Editor for Global Resources Report; Co-director of World Resources Institue (Emily Matthews and Gregory Mock. “More Democracy, Better Environment?” Earth Trends. July. http://earthtrends.wri.org/features/view_feature.php?fid=45&theme=10) 

Still more sobering is the fact that liberal democracies, as the richest nations on earth, are themselves responsible for a disproportionate share of global resource use and waste generation. Democratic countries are built around the concepts of individual liberty, freedom of choice, and the necessity of economic growth. The very success of liberal democratic and free market ideology has created a mighty engine of consumption. While there is no empirical evidence of a causal link between democracy and consumption, as opposed to the clear relationship between wealth and consumption levels, the three variables are strongly correlated. If developing countries replicate the Western model of liberal democratic governments and free market economies, environmental quality will likely improve in some respects but worsen in others.

Transition to democracy destroys the environment 

Matthews & Mock 3—Assitant Editor for Global Resources Report; Co-director of World Resources Institue (Emily Matthews and Gregory Mock. “More Democracy, Better Environment?” Earth Trends. July. http://earthtrends.wri.org/features/view_feature.php?fid=45&theme=10) 

A further consideration is that the transition from autocracy to democracy is often marked by political instability, rapid internal change, and even civil conflict. In many cases, political crises cause newly established democratic regimes to fail. In fact, during the second half of the twentieth century, about one quarter of all newly established democracies lasted for less than 5 years (Esty et al. 1998:viii). The environment is particularly vulnerable during times of transition and may suffer worse damage than occurred under autocratic rule. For example, eyewitness reports from Indonesia suggest that deforestation has dramatically increased since the fall of President Suharto in 1998 (FWI and GFW 2002:xi).

Aff – Squo solves 
US pursuing democracy programs now

FDR 10 [American Freedom and Democracy Report, U.S. Dept. of State, May 2010, http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/afdr/2010/nea/129792.htm]

On the national level, the United States pursues actions in support of political and economic reform, reconciliation, good governance, institutional capacity building, and political party development. The United States provides support for transparent and credible elections, including capacity building of the election commission in coordination with the UN, voter education, and training for political parties, journalists, and domestic monitoring organizations. The United States also funds programs to strengthen cross-sectarian linkages among leaders of civic and political institutions, support mediation and dialogue, promote tolerance, and strengthen civil society's capacity to engage effectively in the democratic process and play a key role in reducing violence. These programs, which bring together leaders from different groups, specifically target mixed neighborhoods that have had a history of sectarian violence. At the grassroots level, U.S. programs help community groups identify, articulate, and prioritize their collective needs, and then identify their own resources to meet those needs. The United States, along with international organizations and NGOs, focuses on moving political parties from sectarian-based to issues-based platforms through training in a range of topics including party development, coalition building, campaign management, platform development, and media consulting.The United States promotes human rights and rule of law through education and training programs that reach all levels of society. Along with international partners, the United States works with the government to harmonize domestic laws and policies with international human rights standards. U.S.-funded programs help build management capacity in the country's human rights institutions, including the Ministry of Human Rights and the Independent High Commission for Human Rights. The United States: supports systems to prevent and address human rights violations through early warning, monitoring, investigating, and reporting; conducts advocacy training for NGOs and civil society organizations that are working to protect the rights of women, children, and religious and ethnic minorities; and provides funding to NGOs to foster treatment and reintegration of victims of torture, spur collection and documentation of human rights abuses committed by the former regime, and enhance awareness of human rights standards throughout society. U.S. programs also provide human rights training to government officials and incorporate a strong human rights and rule of law component in the training of police forces. Additionally, with U.S. support, the country's Ministries of Interior and Defense have continued to implement measures designed to prevent and correct human rights violations, including the investigation, indictment, and dismissal of officers implicated in human rights abuses.
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