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1. Introduction

In the Western World liberal democracy, justice amatlern stateness are often considered to
jointly have a peacemaking effect. These normseapected to produce the same results
universally. Therefore, they are considered nowedtidesirable for the global Sodtand
simultaneously supposed to guarantee the secdribhedNestern World. Conflict prevention,
in its long-term version, in conflict- and criseape states is thus put into practice by a
combination of democracy promotion, state-buildamgl development policy.

Fragile states are the primary target of Westesk ainalysts (EU 2007; USAID 2005d). Such
states are characterized by a certain hybridity tkahardly captured by the common
categorization of stateness into “strong” or “wedl8chneckener 2004), neither by the
categories of autocracy or democracy (Sartori 1B92T]). ,Hybrid stateness” (Boege et al.
2008) is the new scientific catch phrase to desctite multiple interdependences between
formal and informal institutions in the global SbuSuch states are most of the time also
characterized by a hybrid regime type, found in ¢ney zone between democracy and
autocracy (Rub 2002; Zinecker 2005). Such hybriéstaday found in Asia, the Middle East
and dominate the political landscape in Sub-Sahafsica.” Hybrid stateness and hybrid
regimes not only seem to bring about each othetdgBane et al. 2005; Merkel et al. 2003),
this double hybridity also is said to be a centisk for violent conflicts (Bodea/Elbadawi
2007; Ellingsen 2000) and civil war (Fearon/LaR@03; Hegre et al. 2001).

Although such hybrids seem particularly immune agiafurther development in the direction
of democratic (liberal) stateness and pose thetegeahallenge to donors (Hullen/Stahn
2007), they are central recipients of Western dgreent aid and governance activities.
Thus, political process and potential conflict éstwan in such hybrids seldom happenthe
box (Grugel 2005), in a nationally delimited settifigternal and external influences are

deeply intertwined.

! The terms "the West” and the “global South” areofirse problematical categorizations.
2 Following the Polity IV data for anocracies: httpww.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm.



The role of international actors in hybrids candescribed as highly ambivalent: Critique is
voiced that international actors may subvert exgstormal or informal institutions with their
activities, that local sensitivity and expertise ngssing, and that actor's agendas are
incoherent: In practice the contemporary system of global gosace ameliorates some
conflicts but exacerbates othels..). Some aspects of globalisation and global governance
are themselves among the root causes of localictgif{Miall 2003: 59).

When and why the governance agenda of internatiao@rs fails in hybrid regimes is
therefore a central question. This question cabeainswered in this paper in-depth. Yet as a
first step to a more detailed empirical investigatithe program literature on conflicts and
instability in Third World countries by USAID andhé EU will be compared. It will be
analyzed if “cures” and “recipes” brought forwarg these external actors actually reflect the
double hybridity of many developing countries anowhthey present their own role in
domestic political processes. It is argued thatréoas problem of translation exists and that
an understanding for local normative orders is mgssWhile the EU emphasizes a more
cooperative approach based on dialogue at leagtaper, a reflection of the own role in
hybrid regimes is missing in approaches of bothBbleand the U.S.

In a first step, the literature on weak hybrids #meir connection with conflict and instability
will be introduced. In a second step, internaticalvities in such hybrids (here described as
norm promotion activities) and their normative feawill be looked at and possible flaws
discussed. In a third step, the approaches of thartdl the U.S. will be compared.

2. Double hybrids — Insights from International Rel  ations, Comparative
Politics and Conflict Studies

Although the third wave of democratization in tH#80Qs and 1990s was accompanied by ever
increasing external support and assistance (SamBitbuwer 1999), this shift away from
strictly authoritarian regimes did not result irwarld populated by consolidated ,Western-
style* democracies. Instead the grey zone betwesnodracy and autocracy became well
populated.

Although some regime opening took place in manyestaand the number of strictly
authoritarian regimes was fallifighe majority of transitional states became “stuicksome
kind of double hybridity, a constellation that @idto be fraught with the risk of instability

% Not having the planned results or even doing harm.
* See i.e. the polity IV datéttp://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/global2.h{f6.06.2009).




and conflict. The perception of instability andkrisf such hybrids was based on research by
guantitative Conflict Studies correlating regimeacdcteristics with internal and external
conflict and instability events. But quantitativadaqualitative research from International
Relations, Comparative Politics and Conflict Stediesagrees in the conception of regimes in
this grey zone. While International Relations focuslitatively on the aspect of stateness,
Comparative Politics analyzes predominantly theinnegtype and transition phenomena.
Quantitative Conflict Studies, on the other handgestigate the effects of such regimes, based

mostly on problematic data sets with regard todgf@nition of regimes and stateness.
2.1 Regime type — the input side

Many authors from Comparative Politics working dpagively on regime changes started to
look into the obvious deficits of democratizationthe 1990s and, thus, focused on the input
sid€ of such regimes (Carothers 2002; Collier/Levitsky97; Diamond 2002;
Hakim/Lowenthal 1991; Karl 1995; Merkel et al. 20@Donnell 1996%. The majority of
authors attempted to inductively describe differdgfects, less of the research was based on a
“root concept” of democracy to actually define pbks “diminished subtypes”
(Collier/Levitsky 1997).

Table 1: grey zone conceptions

€ Autocor acy grey zone Democracy 2>

Hybrid regime (Karl 1995; Zinecker 2004)

Illiberal democracies (Zakaria 2003

Defect democracy (Merkel 2003)

(Exlusive, illiberal, enclave, delegative

~

limited democr acy, protected democr acy, democr acy without law (Morlino 2008)

Competitive authoritarianism (Levitsky/Way 2002)

Electoral authoritarianism (Schedler 2006)

Anocracy (Polity Project)

Semi-consolidated autocracy (Freedom House) Semi-consolidated democr acy

® Such a distinction of an input and an output sifieolitical systems regarding stateness and regype can be
found in Borzel et al. (2008).

® A political regime is mostly defined adig Zugénge zur politischen Herrschaft ebenso vée d
Machtbeziehungen zwischen den Herrschaftseliterdasd/erhaltnis der Herrschaftstrager zu den
HerrschaftsunterworfenénMerkel (1999: 71).



A detailed discussion of these different conceiohthe grey zone is beyond the scope of
this paper. Of interest is, however, how such regi@re connected to stateness and conflict.
The authors around Wolfgang Merkel, Peter Thierg a&urel Croissant did extensive
gualitative empirical case studies on hybrids iffedent regional settings (so far Eastern
Europe, Asia and Latin America) (Merkel et al. 2DBut violent conflict mattered little to
their work; only to such a degree as it was relef@nexplaining the development democratic
defects.

Their concept of “defect democracies” was contestgdRiib (2002) and Zinecker (2007).

Following their arguments, hybrids have distinginge characteristics, separating them from
both autocracies and democracies (Zinecker 20®j: Bhis is contrary to definitions of such

regimes that would mostly describe them as a nmextoff democratic and authoritarian

authority patterns (e.g. Lauth 2002: 120). Zineckeione of the few qualitative authors

explicitly interested in violent conflict in hybrigegimes, not only at the level of civil war, but
also at the level of criminal violence. In Zineckespproach it is especially fragmented civil
societies in connection with rent economies andridylmstitutions that produce violence

(2004).

2.2 Stateness — the output side

Stateness, the output side of regimes, is mositjiext in International Relations. Only in the
1990s stateness in other world regions, primarnhAfrica, became the subject of extensive
research in both African area studies and IntesnatiRelations.Why states in non-Western
world regions suffered of fragility and failure was problem of increasing interest to
researcher (Bayart 1993; Clapham 2004; Herbst £9962000; Soerenson 20C1)his
debate took and takes place, while the main cdastel of “modern states” — democracy in
combination with rule of law and some kind of wedf§Habermas 1998), assumed model for
their weak, pre-modern copies — was already claitoede in a process of transformation
(Rosenau 2005; Ziirn 1998, 2062).

" Research on stateness in th& 28ntury focused mainly on Europe. How the Europmarstellation of
“nation-states” — being ideally characterized lyelebureaucratic governance and democracy — caudldp,
was the main question of detailed historic study amalysis, Ertman (2005); prominent Tilly (1990).

8 Equally relevant was the question, how the “idea state” could become so compelling in the global
discourse, Schlichte (2005), and if that was abtwalequate, Spanger (2002).

° But while in the Western world the state is rathebject to gisaggregatioty Slaughter (2004); Ziirn/Leibfried
(2006), and less to a fragilization process (dingcthe discussion to the problem of democratidtilegcy of
such new governance constellations), a functiogaivalent, let alone a democratically legitimated oof the
state is not in sight in the global South, Bendedfitherich (2003: 10); Rib (2007: 29).
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One central assumption in the field of InternatloRelations is that stateness can be
measured and quantified and, thus, that “deficiemt™weak” states can be identified; a
categorization with a strongly negative connotaiisee also Gledhil® In typologies based

on these dimensions it quickly becomes apparentitig a modern OECD democracy could
be placed into the category of “strong states” heptstates either suffer from under-
consolidation or over-extension of their ruling mw The used definitions are mostly
connected to a Western ideal of stateness thattesjugovernance with morally “good

governance” (Risse/Lehmkuhl 2007). Furthermorethese typologies political regimes and

stateness are not clearly separated.

The aspect of stateness is not systematically aedlyn Democratization Studies, but most
authors in this field would, when discussing ifiereto some idea of an effective legal state
apparatus and the strength or capacity of a staistgutional system (Bunce 2000; Erdmann
2003; O'Donnell 1993; Zinecker 2007), that seemsetonissing in hybrids:Overall, there is
little institutionalization and, above all, orgamition of the ‘state’, if not a full-blown process
of de-institutionalisatioh(Morlino 2008: 8)*2

More radically, Lauth argues that “deficient” states always produces “deficient” regime
types (2002: 121), both deficient autocracies agfitiént democracies. Erdmann’s research
results indicate similarly that the weakness ofidsin states triggered the democratizations in
the region as autocratic rule lost its legitimacythe 1990s. But exactly this weakness also
prohibited full democratization (Erdmann 2003: 2778).How stateness and regime type are
connected, and wether, then, hybrid regimes areodupt of weak state structures (Lauth,
Merkel) or wether hybrid regime structures fuelragess of de-institutionalization (i.e. de-

statization) (Morlino), remains unclear.

In the discussion of successful democracy promgtioa importance of a “functioning” state
and the problem of an assumed “weakness” of stgdesed some strength. Some authors
even argued that this capacity is a preconditionaf@lemocratic political system, strongly

expressed in Fukuyamas article “’Stateness’ F{&05). Such a trend is also mirrored in the

19 A widely used model for the measurement of stateiebased on three dimensions: security (security
monopoly in a given territory), rule of law, andlfeee, Schneckener (2004). Similarly: Rotberg (2084d
Bendel/Krennerich (2003).

M The category of rule of law/Rechsstaatlichke#insimportant factor in most non-procedural demograc
definitions.

12 Morlino argues that half of all existing hybrideahe result of the absence of institutions, Marl{2008).



composition of the U.S. democracy promotion. Iboefsed its activities in this field primarily

on rule of law projects (Kemmerzell 2009).

Not included in this perspective is the questiormipirical legitimacy of a stale a problem
with special importance for both violent conflicichdemocratization. Legitimacy is the main
focus in most stateness concepts used in Compaftilitics that where preoccupied with the
relation of nation and state and with the questishat kind of” state/nation was necessary
for safe democratization (e.g. Elkins/Sides 2008zAStepan 1996; Merkel et al. 2003;
Rustow 1970). They did not argue that a state dié® tbased on a nation, rather they pointed
out the problems of simultaneous democratizati@hreation building processes (Bunce 2000;
Linz/Stepan 1996; Snyder 2000).

Following Schmitter (2005: 5-6) and Berg-Schlosé2004: 14), such identity problems

cannot be solved by democratic procedures. Thuesy #Hrgue, an independently formed
nation-state (not only state capacity) is indispéies for successful democratizations. Merkel
et al. (2003: 230-233) and Croissant (2005: 106)ld/oot make such a strong argument, but
show in their research that the state/nation problse one important factor hampering

democratization and supporting the development efiead democracies/hybrid regimes

(Merkel et al. 2003).

This uni-directional view on the connection of patistate and political regimes is not the
only position in the field: As Bratton and Changost democratization and stateness
(especially rule of law and legitimacy) seem teeratt and positively influence each other in
a virtuous circle (Bratton/Chang 2006). Whiteheadh{s out that there is no binary coding
for both democratization and state formationThése are both long-term, complex and
potentially contested dynamic processes. Therebeamo assurance that state formation will
be terminated before democratization must be@ihitehead 2004: 38). He argues that a
democratic consolidation is possible without savall problems of state formation.

Avoiding the categorization as “weak states”, Boegjeal.(2008) try to offer a state
conception that does not run into the problem ofobemative charged model of strong vs.
weak stateness. A hybridity of state structurgsostulated and the authors describe a type of
stateness characterized by a combination of foandl informal norms and rules. In such
countries, state structures are intertwined with-state types of order and governance. Thus,

it is wrong to depict such orders as un-orderlyveak. Normative ordet3and institutions

13 As Rajahopal statesEstablishing the rule of law is increasingly searttee panacea for all the problems that
afflict many non-Western countridajagopal (2008: 49).

1 Which might also influence its effectiveness amereby stateness.

15 About normative orders see Arndt et al. (2008).



exist, they just might not resemble Western statecwires. This implies that most hybrid
regimes are not only neither democratic nor autmgriaut their formal institutional setting is
hybrid as well (see also Gledhill 1994).

In summary, the connection of a concept of hybyidibhd state characteristics (if capacity-
wise or identity-wise) results in some serious asidn. While current IR research points out
the importance of state capacity, Comparative iéslistress nation-building and regime
characteristics. No clear connection of both perspes exists definition-wise and it remains
an open question whether stateness and nationiiitchve to precede democratization or
not. What can summarized, though, from this ovevwé qualitative research on the topic is,
that many states in the global South show chaiatitsr of double hybridity, not necessarily
of “weak stateness” or “autocracy”. Caution is resgey to avoid a strong normative bias in
both state and regime type definition and a conaepodf such hybrids as chaotic and
“unruled”. Informal institutional arrangements, tier democratic nor authoritarian, have to

be taken into account

However, the confusion with regard to definitiomsl alistinguishing features of stateness and
regime type results in some serious mix-up of l@spects in index-oriented projects like the

Polity data (see following chapter).

2.3 Hybrids and conflict — Quantitative Conflict St  udies

Theoretically, quantitatively-oriented Conflict @tas posed the connection of political
regimes and violent conflict in every possible diien (overview see Ellingsen 2000: 236):
On one hand autocracy was regarded as the leagbrome regime type, and democracy,
because of its openness and encouragement ofcpbétctivity, as dangerous. On the other
hand, democracy was supposed to be the most peaegime, because of its non-violent

methods, and autocracies were supposed to prodiesigce by repression.

The latest empirical results actually support dedént perspective when also using the
category of anocracy. This name is given to hybmdihe Polity dataset. Anocracy is in the
early Polity conceptions defined asrnfe which has minimal functionsn uninstitutionalized
pattern of political competition, and executivedess constantly imperilled by rival leadérs
(Gurr 1974: 1487 Fn. 1421), andper sesupposed to be weak and conflict-prone (the name
anocracy is based on the notion of anarchy or nte):r Anocracy, also in the later
conceptions, is supposed to be very unstable, Becali“incoherent authority patterns”. A
mixture of both democratic elements and autocraléenents is regarded as dangerous and



anocracy is equated with poor governance, low fmegiquality” and stateness problems
(Goldstone et al. 2005).

Anocracies® are said to be the most conflict prone states, demwies the most peaceful ones
(Krain/Myers 1997), and autocracies somewhere enrttiddle field regarding the onset of
civil war (Ellingsen 2000; Fearon/Laitin 2003; Gisdh/Ward 1997; Hegre et al. 2001;
Sambanis 2001) and violent conflict (Bodea/Elbadawi 2007; Elliegs 2000)® The
negative influence of anocracy even persists, aegrto these studies, when other factors
normally associated with violence and civil war being taken into accountWe now tend to
believe that inflation, over-urbanization, shortfte economic reversals, youth bulges and
other such factors only act to reveal the leveprd-existing vulnerability or resilience by
actualizing ‘potential’ instability that is alreadypresent [in anocracies] and largely
determined by other factafs(Goldstone et al. 2005). Still, some of thessults were
criticized because of endogenity problems of thétfPdataset and conflicting datd.A

reliable picture regarding anocracy and conflictsloot exist.

But not only internal conflict might render anograg “dangerous” regime type, following
guantitative studies: Anocracies are prone to staliere (Marshall/Gurr 2004). They raise the
probability of inter-state war (Gleditsch/Ward 2p00f revolutions and regime changes
(Goldstone et al. 2005). Marshall and Gurr (2004p dound such regimes to be especially
short-lived and Gates et al. (2005) full autocra@ead full democracies to be the most stable
ones. In addition, countries getting stuck as ldgoduring a process of democratization are
both more prone to inter-state wars (Mansfield/$my20D043° and to nationalist or ethnical
manipulation of their elites in intra-state conBi¢Snyder 2000). This overview also indicates
that anocracies experienced a regime change of komddately or are experiencing it at the

16 Most of the research is based on the Polity dzttebsit this data set has some serious flaws. Atthdhe
Polity data offers a scale between full autocrawy fll democracy this scale is neither metric oatinal,
Gleditsch/Ward (1997). Regimes with quite differesgime characteristics can have the same Pokigigg.
Some of the coding categories are also questiongatgional participation for example (defined astigipation
dominated by groups with particularistic agendagoding with middle scores between democratic and
autocratic aspects, hardly represents a procedspaict of the political regime, but rather an aspecivil
societal polarization.

" One major problem with some of the studies is they actually encode all polity years as “in tiios” or
“state collapse” in the category of anocracy, &sthtegory is already supposed to be instable Fegron and
Laitin 2003 Bodea/Elbadawi (2007: 18).

'8 The violence level in autocratic states is oftaderestimated in these studies because they aceren with
violenct conflict or civil war between the statedasertain societal groups. They do not take segieassion into
account.

¥ There is an endogenity problem regarding the nreasent of factionalism in the polity data and its
correlation with civil war Gates et al. (2005: 1Cederman et al. (2007) substitute this data irPiblgy data
and unravel a significant correlation between dewmttzation and conflict, not between anocracy amdflt.

2 For a discussion of their theoretical argumenteondflicting studies see Zimmermann (2009b).



moment. Morlino assess at least some permaneneniHjority of hybrids are older than

eight years (2008: 15).

This quantitative research implies that such “irerent anocracies” also produce or support
weak state structures. This is explained with mmat model of actors using opening regime
structures for power struggles and polarization |§&one et al. 2005; Snyder 2000) (in
contrast to parts of the qualitative research, whara long-term perspective weak state
structures are depicted to weaken democratizatimtegses, see above). This view is
supported by an empirical study by Back and Hader(0D08) presenting a J-shaped
relationship between political regimes and staggacay. While full democracies score best
regarding their administrative capacity, hybrid inegs score worst, strongly authoritarian

regimes reach middle figures.

More detailed information on the causal mechaniimas would explain the correlation of
anocratic regimes and conflict and instability issmg. Most quantitatively oriented authors
single out the unproportionally high rate of fao@tism in hybrids (Bodea/Elbadawi 2007;
Goldstone et al. 2005; Marshall/Goldstone 2007)thB&oldstone et al. (2005) and
Bodea/Elbadawi (2007) show in their quantitativedsts that factional partial democracy is
the most conflict-prone categofy. Additionally, for other partial democracfés the
probability of civil war seems to be not higherrifar autocratic regimes (Bodea/Elbadawi
2007). Factionalismréfers to an advanced, macro-systemic stage ofpypmlarization that
transforms political behavior in distinct ways thate both systematic and sustained.
Factionalism transforms the conventional politicé aeliberation to the unconventional
“anti-system’ politics of disruptioth (Marshall/Goldstone 2007: 8). It is likely to agcin
emerging democracies where intermediary institstiare weak (Goldstone et al. 2005).

The quantitative literature does not further discuether such factionalism is a product of
anocratic regimes or of transitions, if factionahdencies existed before a regime change or
whether factional tendencies are already a firsp $h a qualitative conflict model, not a

characteristic of a regime or state structure.

While a connection of hybrid regimes to conflictdamstability has strong support in

guantitative studies, serious gaps remain in ftegature. First, the data basis has conceptual

2 Both based on the state failure project data:/fgtpbalpolicy.gmu.edu/pitf/

22 A subtype of anocratic regimes in the Polity-datsgwing scorings higher than 0.

% The classification as factional in quantitativedsés is based on the coding as factional in theedsion
“competitiveness of political participation” in tiolity-data. Polities with parochial or ethnic-based political
factions that regularly compete for political inflace in order to promote particularist agendas &mebr group
members to the detriment of common, secular, @szouitting agendasPolity Coding Book,
http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscr/p4manualv2006.p6.




flaws. Second, stateness and regime type charstaterare mixed up and grey zone regimes
assumed to bper seconflict-prone. Third, some correlation betweeonaacy and conflict or
instability events exists, but some conflict exisbout methodological problems of some of
the studies. Fourth, little is known about the ehnsechanisms between double hybridity and
conflict escalation or instability incidents. Thikows that we still now very little about the

conflict escalation in such double hybrids.

3. International actors in hybrid

3.1 International norm promotion — a new quality of int rusion?

The perception of such instability and conflicttire global South as a security threat has
spread widely in Western development and secumticy departments. The challenge to
minimize their risk was translated into new govew® strategies. Duffield describes the
current global governance structures aiming atréierm of the global South as reaching a
“new dimension” and quality since contemporary glogovernance is actually targeted at
changing beliefs and behavior of people, not ordyegnment behavior. It thereby exceeds
the classical internal-external divide (Duffieldd20 2002). For him, this is a development in

the direction of a new liberal imperialism (Duffie2007: 7).

In contrast, Clapham argues that this kind of goaece should not necessarily be classified
as “new” (Clapham 2003). The active promotion oftaie@ norms, institutional sets and
normative orderd by Western states that are supposed to be desii@bhon-Western states
(from a Western perspective) is certainly not a q@gw@nomenon. During both colonial and
Cold-War times, the diffusion and promotion of eartinstitutional systems was always
present (from law systems, political systems, apdional organizational schemes to

infrastructural or educational systems).

However, the problem analysis in connection wite #ituation of global South has been
changing as has the conception of the adequate™&oir such problems: The new aspect of
such activities today is that they are framed by ittea of liberal democratic government
(2003: 48-49). The substantive content of the global governancendg not only

encompassed the belief that states were neceds#irgxtended to a clear idea of what such
states should look like, and how they should batect (Clapham 2003: 46). Governance

activities are equated with the creation of ‘ordéstability’ and ‘control’, while ‘all

24
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opposition to liberal global governance is by défon disorderly and potentially violent”
(Selby 2003: 10).

Yet how such governance activities or political &adweak hybrids influence domestic
political and social processes is a neglected,fadithiough frjecent research has shown that
the donor-recipient relationship is much more iaigive [than stated in the literature] and
does affect the behaviour, the structure and thditiged status of the recipieit
(Schmitter/Brouwer 1999: 33). While some efforteatst is put into the evaluation of positive
or negative outcomes or impacts of programs angeq@o by the executing organizations,
these are seldom analyzed in a broader and motensgsc manner. In Conflict Studies,
external factors only play a role in connectionthe spread of civil war, migration and
international criminal networks (Vorrath et al. ZO0OWhile all these factors are important to
explain the escalation of violent conflict, Westeimternational actors in the role of
democratizers and state-builders are seldom indlinl@ framework to understand domestic
politics, although Local contexts [...] are rendered porous to influerftem outside.
Political spaces can no longer be shaped exclugiligl (local) state actors and are invaded

by groups, ideas and networks from outside theonagtaté (Grugel 2005: 37-38).

This paper frames the activities of Western actorareak hybrids (including humanitarian
relief®) asnorm promotion activities. Western external actors engage in such courtties
promote certain norm sets and institutional setst thre associated with stabilization,
democratization and economic development; the nsdolihg the Western states themselves.
For such activities they use mechanisms, such eion, conditionality and persuasion to
achieve local compliance or they substitute localvegnance activities altogether
(Zimmermann 2009&f The promoted norm sets and the strategies of piomare changing
over time, the changing perspective on conflict arsdability in the global South illustrates

this very well.

% A strong argument can be made, that such actwitie also connected to the promotion of certaijept
management and relief strategies.

% A state is far from an isolated political arenigh@ugh the importance of international influenvasies from
case to case. To what extent political orders lbridg are open to transnational influences on gwamee,
institutional settings and norm sets is a relayiyglung question in Comparative Politics and Ini¢ional
Relations. The middle ground between both subfiefd2olitical Science is still small, (Flockhart@ Grugel
2005: 24-32; Schmitz 2004). In the 1990s, schdtarm Comparative Politics focusing on regime change
increasingly took into account international infiges, although mostly based on a rather strictriateexternal
divide of variables. At the same time norm diffusfirocesses gained considerable attention with the
strengthening of constructivist approaches in h@gonal Relations, (Adler 2007; Fearon/Wendt 2068
emergence of the global governance literature,d@erth/Pattberg 2006; Rosenau 1992, 2005), anstthrger
role of transnational non-state actors, (Rissé. d1989).
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3.2 Conflict and instability in donor discourse

3.2.1 “Cure” for conflict and instability in Westardonor discourses

While before 1990 internal conflicts in the glol&duth were mostly interpreted and treated
using a Cold War lens by Western states, this péae changed radically after 1990. The
topic of conflict and instability in the Non-OECDowd gained prominence in the policy
discourse during the 1990s, creating a thematersettion between the formerly separate
communities of security experts and developmentétzaty promotion practitionefé.The
concept of conflict prevention gained momentum wité UN secretary-generalAyenda of
Peace 1992nd theBrahimi Report 2008° although rather designed as short-term preventive
diplomacy. In thePreventing Deadly Conflict Repot997° a distinction between structural
and operational preventith was introduced by the Carnegie Commission. Straktu
prevention was supposed to address the “root canseonflict, while security, well-being
and justice were defined as central factors fobiltya and peace. This strategy, thus,
encouraged governance activities by external actach as development aid and careful
management of transitions aimed at conflict preeantSuch conflict prevention concepts

were widely received and transformed in own stiateQy donors.

Following the events of 9/11, the issue of staterssd state failure (and thus a focus on
“weak” state capacity) gained an formerly unknowonpinence in the strategy building of
Western states and was, most outspokenly by the Idéhtified as one of the key threats of
the Post-Cold-War world (Council 2006; USAID 2005@his also led to an even deeper
entanglement of a discourse on security with a ld@weent/democratization discoutSend
set new tasks to development aid (primarily fightterrorism and global criminal networks
EU 2007; Tschirgi 2006: 50; USAID 2005d).

Inscribed especially in the second discourse otesfailure and fragility were two
perspectives: on the one hand an interest in Westecurity — Western states have to be
protected against risks caused by fragile statethénSouth —, and on the other hand a
(normative) conviction that stability and peace barbrought to such states by a combination
of democracy promotion, state building and develepiraid, both as a conflict prevention

strategy and as a post-conflict reconstructiortesgsa The conviction in most Western states

" This was among other reasons due to violent esmalaf conflict in transitional settings such he Balkans
or Ruanda.

% See also the UN’s secretary-general’s Agenda orelbpment 1994

29 http://www.wilsoncenter.org/subsites/ccpdc/puba®@/finfr.htm.

% Taken over by the UN's secretary-general in theet®ntion of Armed Conflict” report 2001.

31 Although on paper this connection of security dadelopment was close, both policy communities stil
followed rather different logics, Youngs (2007: 8-5
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holds, {...] that their institutions, rights and practicesqvide themodel that is applicable
worldwide' (Schmitter/Brouwer 1999: 6%

But little is known about the precise connectiortted three activities democracy promotion,
state building and development aid among themseares even less with stability and peace
in target states. While it is supposed that “albdjdhings go together”, several trade-offs
might exist (e.g. Stockmeyer 2006: 269). The steshgpoints of criticism of Western

governance activities will be presented, indicativity Western strategies have little success

or even negative influences on the global South.

3.2.2 Risks and flaws in norm promotion activities

According to van Hillen and Stahn, Western andr@igonal actors are faced with a serious
dilemma in weak hybrids. While strategies are natblear-cut for young democracies
(rewarding reform and cooperation with state agtarsl authoritarian regimes (sanctioning
human rights abuses; supporting oppositional amdstate actors), in the grey zone between
both regime types both strategies can have negativeequences (Hullen/Stahn 2007: 6). But
also apart from such strategic decisions aboutntbehanisms and target groups of norm
promotion, the role of international actors in hglbrcan be described as highly ambiguous,
although systematic evidence concerning the effetttheir activities is missing. Several
aspects can be listed that can hamper positivdtse@eaceful interacion) of international

influences or even generate negative ones.

1) Subversion of existing institutianslorm promotion activities of external actors can
actually bolster state incapacity (Debiel 2002:T4)e takeover of public tasks, such as
the provision of certain services can, in a lomgategperspective, undermine state
capacities. In most states the capacity is missirgffectively organize the interaction
with donors (Tschirgi 2006: 58), which in its mesttreme cases can lead to a kind of
“governance state” in donor dependency (Harrisddv20
Similar problems also arise with regard to theestatilding agenda of international

actors: state building activities by internatiodahors often undermine existing local

and informal governance structures (Boege et &80

%2 This assumption about the positive effects ofribelemocratic Western stateness goes to suchhi@sgo
assume different international orders. Failingestatnd instable hybrids are stuck in a pre-modeterp
(Cooper 2002). Only the inclusion into the post-ewdorder by the development of coherent and deatiocr
modern national-state order can minimize their fiskhe Western states.
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2) Missing ownershipAlthough “local ownership” seems to be a popuknt in the
strategy formulation of external actors (EU 2003:USAID 2006 (revised)), its
translation in real political processes is seldoweiy. The promotion of certain norms
or institutions to government actors without locammitment and consensus might
exacerbate existing social and political conflicBolitical elites can get caught
between the support of local populations and thgeetations to conform to certain
global norms (Clapham 2003: 46). Well known arehsnegative effects in regard to
liberal reforms promoted by international financiastitutions in the 1990s (Miall
2003: 63). Furthermore, instead of “equal partripssh donor-recipient relations are
rather dependency relationship3hey [recipients] tend to adapt to the discourse of
the donors and to pay at least lip service to thvalues and ideas in order to increase
the likelihood of funding (Schmitter/Brouwer 1999: 33).

3) Missing local sensitivity
a. Rejection of non-Western norms and practices

The problem of a missing understanding of locamoand practices and the
insistence on certain Western institutional seftingthout the search for
functional equivalents arises in all Western-Nons®®en partnerships:
“Democracy-building easily elides into a procesdahination and a rejection
of cultures and norms that are regarded as un- wii-8/estern. Actors from
outside frequently send unintended mixed messadgesto cultural distance,
insensitivity, a failure to understand societiefiest than their own and the
general complexity of interests and belief pattethsir own includet(Grugel
2005: 39).

b. Missing local sensitivity

Additionally, this insistence on the promotion oo practices without the
reflection of local circumstances might further ibihany local connectivity.

Well known is the critic of rule of law programsathare often planned and
implemented without serious inclusion of local exxpeind knowledge of local
rule of law traditions (Carothers 2004; Mani 20@pckmeyer 2006: 266-
268).

c. Mechanical implementation

Problems may also arise from the mechanical agmitaf existing program

or project schemes. Although local conditions aiel $0 decide about program
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planning, the “one size fits all” accusation to domctivities (Borzel/Risse

2004)) still holds regarding the covered topiand regional approaches.

4) Technocratic approachPolicies and strategies of external actors arstimpresented
as deduced semi-scientific knowledge about thetfomiag of Non-Western societies.
The implementation of such strategies is seldokelinup to an understanding of such
activities as political processes connected to etakiconflict and contention
(Stockmeyer 2006: 8; Tschirgi 2006: 62).

5) Incoherence An often voiced critique is, furthermore, the gingy coherence of
agendas and activities amongst different exterctra and even amongst sectors
inside one organization (e.g. trade, migration,eifgm investment, environment,
development, security) (Cilliers 2006: 101). Altighuthis problem is addressed by all
external actors in policy and strategy papers, iegcagreements on activities and

joint agendas is more complicated than it seemshiiigi 2006: 54-55).

6) The norm promotion industryfhe growth of governance activities has produced a
considerable industry that does not necessarilgtiom in line with needs and wants
of recipient states: “[...]Jstate-building’ in fragile states has now becomamai
policy industry with various donors designing anahplementing programs on
constitution making, support to multi-party polgjdransparency and anti-corruption
programs as well as anti-crime and anti-terrorisreanures. A closer look at selected
programs, however, reveals that they are quite oaly conceived and are often
shaped by donor capacities rather than recipientrtoy needs (Tschirgi 2006: 57).

We can, therefore, observe a failure of “fit” oetpromoted norm sets and local governance
structures. Alocal translationandembeddings mostly missing. The particular institutional
constellation and present normative orders in whghrids and their internal political

processes do get too little attention.

Localization or lost in translation

Neither gets this problem of translation and embegidnuch attention in the scientific
literature on norm promotion. In the classical nggramotion literature the reaction of norm
takers — here weak hybrids — is presented asraiihe@cceptance of promoted norms or a
refusal to internalize them. For the analysis @& thactions to democracy promotion, state

building and development work this approach falisrsof a solid account of micro-processes

% There are certain fashions in the governance tnglusuch as civil society support in the 1990s anéd of law
and security sector reform programs in the lastsyea
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of localizatior* (see Capie 2008: 638). Everett (1997) tries tatera more detailed picture
of local processes of norm interpretation. Using #&xample of urban planning policy in
Bogota she shows how local actor groups use nostodises of international actors, take
over parts and modify others. She also analyzes sumh discourses become part of local
power relations® The international discourse on development igefoee, part of an internal

struggle of interpretation and the power of deiiomtis central to its result (Moose 2003).

In the constructivist literature on internationalations, Acharya notices similar processes.
For him “[...] many local beliefs are themselves part of a legitemormative order, which
conditions the acceptance of foreign noifngdcharya 2004: 239). Thus, norms are not
promoted in a norm-free environment and not onlyttansnational actors. While most
constructivist IR authors would claim that it iettnormative fit” and the domestic structure
that influence whether an international norm isetakver locally — or at least the result of the
work of international norm entrepreneurs (Checké99 Cortell/Davis Jr 2000;
Finnemore/Sikkink 1998), Archaya argues that iradomal norms have to be actively
connected to local normative orders by local actbrsdefine localization as the active
construction (through discourse, framing, graftimgpd cultural selection) of foreign ideas by
local actors, which results in the former develapsignificant congruence with local beliefs
and practice$(Acharya 2004: 254; see also Capie 2008).

Domestic agency plays a central role in this “lazdlon” process. Foreign norm sets are
reconstructed and reshaped locally and integrated a local norm context. Alternatively,

norm sets can completely displace existing nornrahdhies (which is rare and rather
connected to imposition) or can be answered bytasie’® To understand local reactions on
norm promotion in a more precise way than simplgdosing a failure or compliance, a
more complex model has to be developed. Norms atesimply taken over, they are

integrated into existing local normative orders amnceptions of governance and

democracy.

Whether such “translation” problems in connectioithwveak hybrids find any conceptual
echo in the EU and U.S. approaches regarding dewglacountries will be analyzed in the

following section.

3 Localization means the process of integration imestitutional/norm sets into existing local normvatiorders.
% E.g. local elites use a discourse to get foreigmling, Everett (1997: 137-138); see also Moos83p0

% While IR scholars frequently refer to the impodarf Acharya’s concept of localization, they raredme up
with an operationalization. This is probably dueséone inevitable conceptual vagueness. Culturatipes and
local normative orders are complex and contradigtarciear conception of localization is, therefdrardly
realizable see also Grugel (2007: 460).
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4. EU and U.S. strategies compared

A comprehensive analysis of donor policies of Wiesstates and international organizations
with regard to weak hybrids is beyond the scopthisfpaper. Yet a first comparison of U.S.
and EU’ strategies — two of the major actors in developra@hand democracy promotion —
will help get an impression of their problem an&yand “cure” conceptions in connection to
conflict and instability in the global South. Atighpoint of time, this can only be done with a
comparison of headquarter policies and strategies,of country strategies. The literature
(policy papers, strategy papers as well as hand)awk democracy promotion, governance,
conflict prevention and state fragility by the Whdt States Agency for International
Development and the EU Commissidhsince 2000 will be analyzed (see annex 1) focusing
on the following questions: Which central probleans formulated in connection with states
in the global South and what factors are said tseaonflict or instability (a)? What are the
options identified in the papers that can helptéinget state in overcoming and the prevention
of conflict and instability (b)? How is the exteflraator's own role in the domestic processes

of such states conceptualized (c)?

(a) Risk analysis

While the early literature on conflict preventiasuhd no echo in USAID strategy papétin
2005 USAID published several papers concerned fratfile states and conflict management.
Fragile states were established as a central agtégaescribe the state of many states in the
global South and this fragilitywas identified as a central threat to the U.S. §thengthening

of such fragile states is, thus, stated as oneSHID’s core goals:

37 Whether the EU can actually be conceptualizechdadependent actor with a foreign policy agenda is
controversial: At one end of the spectrum are those who see thaste potential state, or at least the
performer of essential state functions in the in&tional political arena. At the other end are thagho see the
EU as at best a patchy and fragmented internatiguaaticipant, and as little more than a systemegfular
diplomatic co-ordination between the member statelgstrém/Smith (2006: 1). | do not claim thatdmn
policy is a supranational policy field. Yet reganglithe field of democracy promotion, developmedtaaid state
building activities, the European Union can venjlwe conceptualized as an independent actor witbven
agenda, although its activities have to be analyzedlation to the activities of its member states

3 USAID is the main agency in the field in the U.S.

39 Most relevant is the DG Development.

0 Fundamental theme was in the year 2000 stillresttion paradigm (echoed in the classical moélel o
liberalization, transition and consolidation durithg democratization process) and a classical eiofd
authoritarian and democratic rule, USAID (2000).

“! Fragility is used both for vulnerable states (“dliesor unwilling to adequately assure the provisibsecurity
and basic services to significant portions of tip@ipulations and where the legitimacy of the gor@nt is in
guestion.” USAID (2005d: 1)) and states in cristoges not exert effective control over its own iterny or is
unable or unwilling to assure the provision of htarvices to significant parts of its territoryhare legitimacy
of the governments is weak or nonexistent, and a/kiedent conflict is a reality or a great risk UBRA(2005d:
1).
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(USAID 2005a: 3) “Instead of strong, authoritarigtates, the most dramatic threats to democracidn t

twenty-first century come from transnational teisborganizations and fragile states.!

(USAID 2005c: 3) "Violent conflict is an expressiohstate failure, which in turn has allowed saacies

for terrorist networks that have attacked U.S.redées and U.S. citizens.”

(USAID 2006 | "[...] supporting transformational development; sgiiiening fragile states; supporting
(revised): 3) U.S. geostrategic interests; addressing transratigmoblems; providing humanitarign
relief."

USAID designs a complex model of factors influeigciconflict escalation which is well-
informed by quantitative U.S. Conflict Studies (UBA2005b). A combination of structural
factors, means and opportunities is presentedasrgafor violent conflict. Institutions and
their ability to address conflict are stylized astpf the opportunity filter for conflict. Weak
institutions, which are said to be predominantransitional states and partial democracies,
are identified as central risks for conflict andtstfailure (USAID 2005b: 26-27).

(USAID 2005d: 2) "Although conflict is not limitetb fragile states, the propensity for a fragiletesti
experience violent conflict is high."

(USAID 2005d: 3) “Research indicates that the iniitg associated with fragile states is the pradot
ineffective and illegitimate governance.”

The EU strategies offer a very diffuse picture led precise causes of conflict. In the 2001
Conflict Prevention strategy “least democratizetitess are presented as central problems
(EU 2001: 13), since the formulation of the Euraop&scurity Strategy 2003 (Council 2006)
the connection of fragiliif and conflict prevails. Bad governance, a maindfaftdr conflict,

is supposed to be rooted in poverty and socio-enanmequalities.

Different types of partnerships are identified fidiilt, effective, post-conflict partnership) in
the Governance and Development framework (EU 2008}, in the 2007 fragile states
strategy the only remaining category is fragilityfnagility (EU 2007). Any reference to the

situation of grey zone regimes and hybrid stateragane structures is missing.

(EU 2003: 3) “Governance is a key component of gieéi and reforms for poverty reductio

>

democratisation and global security.”

(EU 2003: 7) “Security is directly linked to devploent: there is no development in chronically

insecure environments. Conversely governance &slwith roots in poverty are a key

42 “Fragility refers to weak or failing structures atwdsituations where the social contract is broftea to the
State’s incapacity or unwillingness to deal withhiasic functions, meet its obligations and resipdities
regarding service delivery, management of resourads of law, equitable access to power, secuauity safety
of the populace and protection and promotion dfeits’ rights and freedoms” EU (2007: 5).
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contributing factor to outbreaks of violent contflit

(Council 2006: 4) “Conflict can lead to extremist@rrorism and state failure; it provides opportiesitfor

organised crime.”

(EU 2007: 8) “Fragility is most often triggered ggvernance shortcomings and failures, in form of
lack of political legitimacy compounded by very ited institutional capacities linked

to poverty.”

(EU 2001: 9) “Difficulties in successfully addresgiproblems such as extreme poverty, inequalities
in the distribution of wealth, scarcity and degtimta of natural resources,
unemployment, lack of education, ethnic and religidensions, border and regional
disputes, disintegration of the State or lack afgadul means of settling disputes, have

plunged whole societies into chaos and suffering”

While state failure is the central scheme discugsehe fragility strategy 2007, the reference
to such a phenomenon as a fundamental threat téeWWesecurity is less dominant (see e.g.
EU 2006: 3)** Rather the EU’s responsibility to help fragiletsgais addressed to justify

governance activities (EU 2007).

(b) The “cure”

The USAID strategies since 2005 coherently pronegéimate and effective governance in
fragile states. The focus is on the long-term improent of the strength and quality of
(formal) institutions in connection to weak andgita states. Regarding former USAID
strategies it is criticized that these mostly fami®n results of weak institutions, not on the
root causes of fragility, namely weak institutiogapacity (USAID 2005d: 17). While in very
fragile situations the “strengthening” of instituts is presented as more important than
democratic structures in the Conflict Assessmeaateggy (USAID 2005b), in the strategy “At
Freedoms Frontier” the necessity of democratizdiorall states, developing, fragile or post-
conflict is formulated (USAID 2005a: 6)

(USAID 2005d: 5) “To the extent possible, programgin fragile states should focus on the underlying
sources of fragility — the governing arrangemehg tack effectiveness and legitimacy

— rather than the symptoms.”

(USAID 2005d: V) “There are no quick fixes to stgémen governance or build a country’s ability [to

3 Although it is presented as a threat in the ELUBBcStrategy: “Bad governance — corruption, aboise
power, weak institutions and lack of accountabiitgnd civil conflict corrode States from withim. 4ome
cases, this has brought about the collapse of Bistieutions. Somalia, Liberia and Afghanistan enthe
Taliban are the best known recent examples. Calapthe State can be associated with obvioustdyreach as
organised crime or terrorism. State failure is lanming phenomenon that undermines global govemaamd
adds to regional instability,” Council (2006: 4).
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improve the lives of its citizens.”

(USAID 2005a: 5)

"[...] democracy, good governanced aevelopment reinforce each other to create a

virtuous circle"

(USAID 2005a: 3)

"Good governance encompasses ctmant to the rule of law, the public goo

transparency and accountability, and effective véeji of public services. Whil¢

democracy is not essential for good governanced-baa governance can occur un
formal democratic structures - democracy and gomekmance together provide t

strongest guarantee of security, justice, and evandevelopment.”

o

D

ler

ne

The EU sets its focus on the promotion of “bet@regnance” and democracy. Long-term and

short-term prevention strategies are distinguishatinot necessarily clarified.

(EU 2001: 13)

“Countries with conflict potentialeansually those where the democratic process is the

least advanced and where external support, forooBvieasons, is the most difficult
implement. In such condition, EC support should ,aihtough targeted actions,

opening the way to a more favourable democratiéirenment”

to

at

(Council 2006:

10)

“Contributing to better goveroarthrough assistance programmes, conditionalitly
targeted trade measures remains an important &d&tuour policy that we shoul

further reinforce.”

an

(EU 2007: 8-9)

“Supporting democratic governantatesbuilding, reconciliation processes and human

rights protection, as well as promoting politicallvior reform through dialogue an

incentives, rather than through conditionality aadction, should guide EU action.”

(EU 2001: 10)

“Treating the root causes of conflioiplies creating, restoring or consolidati

structural stability in all its aspects.”

“Characteristics of structural stability are sus#dile economic developmern

democracy and respect for human rights, viabletipali structures and healthy

environmental and social conditions, with the c#iyaltdo manage change without

resort to conflict.”

ng

—

(c) Role in target state

USAID states a strong strategic interest. The anoisupport well-doers and geopolitically
important states (USAID 2005a: 7, 2005d)

(USAID
(revised): 5)

2006

"Aid levels or program content are mainly deterndirmy foreign policy concerns and

considerations rather than by development or fitggititeria”

Local ownership in connection to program design iamglementation is named as the first of
the nine guiding principles of USAID activities (B8 2006 (revised): 10), but could rather
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be interpreted as a well-made analysis of the Isitahtion and local interests, not primarily

as a strategy to include local actors in the foatiah of programs (e.g. USAID et al. 2009).

(USAID et al. 2009:| “The principles, policies, laws, and structuresttfem an SSR program must be
5) informed by the host nation’s history, culture,deframework, and institutions. As|a
result, the needs, priorities, and circumstanceéndr SSR will differ substantially from
one country to another. Accounting for the basicusiéy concerns of the host nation
population is essential for attaining buy-in andessential to the success of SSE
programs. To ensure the sustainability of reforassjstance should be designed to meet
the needs of the host national population and pped host nation actors, processgs,
and priorities. To accomplish this, SSR programsegally should be developed to

serve longer-term goals.”

(USAID 2005a: 4) “We strive to tailor our prograng the conditions in each country — mindful of the

influence of the regional environment.”

The own role in fragile states is presented as Wiguously positive. Possible problems in
the translation of U.S. conceptions of concept$ ascgood governance or democracy are not
stated, but in connection with the promotion oferof law, some translation problems are
acknowledged regarding different law cultures (canntaw/civil law). The universality of
the concept is not called into question (USAID 2008

Similarly, the EU paints an unambiguously positpreture of its activities. In contrast to the
USAID approach, it promotes a very cooperativetstya Dialogue and ownership (meaning
also joint program formulation) of strategies aemtcally covered in almost all analyzed
documents (EU 2001: 10, 2003: 6-7). Even for diftipartnership and very fragile states the
aim is “to stay engaged” (EU 2003: 20, 2007: 9).

(EU 2006: 10) .Based on political dialogue with tpartner country, the EU needs to ensure that its

support matches the needs and wishes of naticsleélstlders and is provided withjn

the political context of the overall reform procés$0

Synthesis and cautionary note

The approaches of the U.S. and the EU are clodeinanalysis. In both perspectives fragile
stateness and the risk of conflict was, in the yasirs, the dominant lens to analyze political
processes in the global South and their combateisepted as a top priority of activities. The
hybridity of institutions, as stressed in the quagive literature on regime types and stateness
did not find its way into the international actoesialysis. Instead a weakness of institutions
and weak legitimacy are identified as prime stdtaracteristics. Similarly, hybrid regime
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types between autocracy and democracy are nodunteml, instead the notion of young, not
yet consolidated democracies prevails.

The “cure” for fragility and conflict is seen in éiter governance” by a combination of state
building and democratization in both approacheshBwtors present such “cures” in a very

technocratic way. They do not question their owa s norm promoters in such settings.

Most explicit are the differences of the two appiles in the way interaction is to be
designed: while the EU promotes a cooperative frab@sed on dialogue and “staying
engaged”, the U.S. puts its emphasis on externalysis, little dialogue and support
conditioned to foreign policy interests and theref-mindedness of the target state.

If these overall directions of the two approaches actually translated into local country
strategies, needs further empirical investigati®ome evidence points to a more complicated
picture and a less prominent role of fragile staied conflict prevention. A first hint to
exercise caution is that governance activitiesragjife states and conflict prevention do not
play a very prominent role in development aid buslgAgain using the example of the EU,
analysis of their activities shows that democracgnmtion seldom has been the “prime
determinant of strategy” (Youngs 2001: 29). Sinlajovernance activities forms only 3-4 %
of the budgets (Youngs 2007: 17).

The second hint is that, although prevention and-@rm involvement are put at center stage
in both strategies, most of the governance aaiwithat are executed in this field are actually
focused on post-conflict situations, not on comflprevention (Lekha Sriram 2008: 76;
Youngs 2007: 17-18).

Thirdly, the approaches might, in practice, notedifvidely regarding the cooperation with
local actors. Based on an analysis of democracsngtion policies of the EU and the U.S.
Borzel et al. (2008) argue that both approachesnasstly cooperative with regard to the
mechanisms used (sanctions vs. positive rewardparsdiasion). Further research is needed,
though, to analyze if EU dialogue and ownership masms can actually help gain a more
detailed picture of local needs and wants thansa tmoperative U.S. approach. Although
rhetorically the dialogue model is dominant in E&pprs, Youngs (2007: 18) depicts a trend
of EU development aid in a different direction. Wiecurity concerns regarding “fragile
states” rising, state-oriented, government-to-gonent aid is rising, too; dialogue with local

elites gains importance, inclusion and pluralitgde their status as important concepts.
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5. Conclusion

The general question of this paper was when and tiwBygovernance agenda aiming at
conflict prevention of international actors faitsthe global South. In a first step to answering
this question EU and U.S. approaches to confliotiprstates were compared analyzing on the
one hand the adequateness of their risk analydi®@arnhe other hand their ability to conceive
“translation” problems with regard to their promibteorm sets. In a first step the scientific
literature on regime types and stateness probleasspnesented. Hybrids are characterized by
both hybrid regime structure (the input side) anbrid state structure (the output side).
Quantitatively, such states are seen as especiatiffict- and risk-prone, but serious research
gaps exist regarding the (causal) connection ofepts of stateness, regime type and conflict.
This perception of risk of such conflict-prone stais shared by the Western security and
development community, leading to the formulatidnnew tasks for development aid in
connection with conflict prevention. This perceptifurther increased after 9/11 refocusing
attention on “fragile states”. While such activitief norm promotion in hybrid regimes do not
necessarily present a “new” quality of intrusionstates in the global South, the new overall
conception of such activities (the promotion obdral democratic stateness”) does.

Several risks and flaws are found in these govemactivities. Amongst others, local orders
are subverted, local sensitivity and an embeddih@universal” strategies in local norm
contexts is missing, and the promoted norm setspegeented in a technocratic manner
without any understanding for local political coat$ and processes and for local normative
orders.

An analysis of USAID and EU program literature amftict and instability in Third World
countries was supposed to shed light on the quessiiand how the hybridity of local orders
is reflected in the governance approaches ane ibtim role in domestic political processes is
analyzed. In both approaches the hybridity of regiand state institutions gains little
attention (although partial democracy and trans#ioprocesses are named as special
problems in the U.S. approach), fragility, in cast; is the main perspective in which states
are analyzed. Similarly, in both approaches dentizatzon and the strengthening of
institutions is seen as the only strategy to mimérconflict risks in the long run. While the
EU emphasizes a more cooperative approach basedalmgue, the U.S. relies on external
analysis of local problems. The own role in doneepblitical processes is not questioned in
both approaches.
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Although further research is needed, this anaklysigests that EU and U.S. problem analyses
and strategies are seriously flawed. What is needadtritical perspective on the own
activities on the one hand, and a more detaile@ratanding of local normative orders and

localization processes of promoted norm sets omwtiner.
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