
Increasingly, Americans doubt the wisdom
and effectiveness of the Bush administra-
tion’s Iraq policy. They wonder whether

our mission can succeed and whether top-
pling Saddam was the right priority to win
the “war on terrorism.” President Bush now
regularly justifies regime change in Iraq on
grounds that democracy there and elsewhere
is essential to securing America’s future.
Practically speaking, democracy promotion
is the principal pillar of President Bush’s
long-term strategy to win the war on terror.
As Americans and our partners weigh
progress towards achieving our goals in Iraq,
we should ask not only whether we are suc-
ceeding there, but also whether the United
States has a viable strategy for improving its
own and our collective security over the long
term. Is democracy promotion sufficient to
achieve greater security, and are we doing it
well enough?
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COMPETING  VISIONS  OF  HOW  TO  SECURE  OUR
FUTURE
President Bush often asserts that “the only
force powerful enough to stop the rise of
tyranny and terror, and replace hatred with
hope, is the force of human freedom….
America will stand with the allies of free-
dom,… with the ultimate goal of ending
tyranny in our world.”1 Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice echoed the message, stat-
ing in Egypt: “free-
dom and democra-
cy are the only
ideas powerful
enough to over-
come hatred.”2

This primary
emphasis on
democracy promo-
tion as the key to
fighting terror and
enhancing U.S.
security is a rela-
tively new theme
for the Bush
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n .
Perhaps not coinci-
dentally, it became
predominant after
the Iraq invasion
and the failure to
find weapons of
mass destruction.
Just prior to the
2005 Group of Eight
(G8) Summit in
G l e n e a g l e s ,
Scotland, President Bush suddenly returned
to a theme he struck and then abandoned
after the Monterrey Financing for
Development Summit in 2002: “We seek
progress in Africa and throughout the devel-
oping world because our interests are at
stake. Instability and lawlessness in a distant
country can bring danger to our own.”3 Yet,
for the most part, President Bush touts a
“freedom only” strategy.

In contrast to the U.S., our G8 partners
generally subscribe to long-term strategies
for enhancing our collective security that

focus more on development. British Prime
Minister Tony Blair warned in 2004 that
“[p]overty and instability lead to weak states
which can become havens for terrorists and
other criminals.”4 Blair subsequently chal-
lenged the G8 countries at the Gleneagles
Summit to double aid to Africa to $50 billion
a year by 2010, with an additional increase to
$75 billion a year by 2015. President Jacques
Chirac of France maintains that “when the

lack of development condemns entire
regions to poverty… the security and stabili-
ty of the world are under threat.”5 And Japan’s
Junichiro Koizumi says: “[p]eace and securi-
ty, economic and social issues are increasing-
ly intertwined.”6

President Bush’s customary de-emphasis
of global development in favour of democra-
cy as the over-riding security imperative is
more than rhetorical. It suggests a potential-
ly profound strategic divergence within the
G8. Other G8 leaders broadly agree with
President Bush that democracy promotion is

essential for long term security, yet they
clearly view it as insufficient.

The shifting focus of the G8 summit agen-
das over the last few years reflects this diver-
gence among the group. At Kananaskis in
2002 and the following year at Evian, both
Canada and France emphasized develop-
ment and hunger, especially in Africa. In
2004 at Sea Island, Bush highlighted democ-
racy in the Middle East, and the Eight agreed

to launch the
Broader Middle
East Initiative. At
Gleneagles, Blair
turned the focus
back to global
poverty, particular-
ly in Africa. In doing
so, he laid bare dif-
ferences among G8
leaders as reflected
in their relative
readiness to make
significant new
financial commit-
ments to African
development.

In May 2005, the
EU committed to a
specific timetable
to reach the target
of devoting 0.7% of
its gross national
income (GNI) to
overseas develop-
ment assistance
(ODA) by 2015.

Sixteen of the world’s twenty-two major
donor countries, including Britain, France,
Germany, Italy, and Greece pledged to meet
the 0.7% target within ten years.7 Japan will
double its aid to Africa within three years.8

Ironically, Canadian Prime Minister Paul
Martin has resisted mounting pressure to set
a timetable to achieve the 0.7% target,
despite the fact it was originally proposed by
Canada’s Lester Pearson in the late 1960s.
Martin explains that his “government is com-
mitted to the 0.7%” target and would “very
much like” to achieve it by 2015.9 But he

U.S. President George W. Bush and U.S. First Lady Laura Bush arrive at the G8 Summit in Gleneagles, Scotland.
Photo: Chris Young/Crown Copyright - H.M. Government Handout Photo.



insists that “rather than trying to set grand
and glorious targets a long way out, my own
view is that you should set achievable targets
in the short term.”10 In June 2005, Martin
announced Canada would “double the
amount of aid that we’re going to give Africa
by 2008” from its 2003 level.11 His govern-
ment released a new development strategy in

April and will concentrate aid programs in
twenty-five of the poorest countries, mostly
in Africa.12

Washington remains a major outlier.
President Bush agreed with his G8 colleagues
to cancel $40 billion in debt owed by a limit-
ed group of 18 poor countries. However, this
important step will free up only $1–2 billion a
year for these countries to spend on domes-
tic priorities.13 By contrast, Bush has called
on the international community to reduce or
cancel Iraq’s overseas debt—estimated at
approximately $383 billion—on grounds that
it was incurred by a corrupt former dictator,
yet he rejects this argument when applied to
many of the world’s poorest countries.14

President Bush has also declined to com-
mit to the 0.7% target for ODA by 2015, main-
taining in advance of Gleneagles that his
administration has “tripled” U.S. assistance
to Africa over the past four years.15 But U.S.
aid to Africa has not tripled, nor even dou-
bled; in real dollars, it has increased only by
56% from fiscal year 2000 to fiscal 2004.16
The president’s signature aid initiative, the
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC),
which was established to direct a substantial
increase of U.S. ODA to high performing
developing countries, has been slow to dis-
burse funds. Bush has not even requested
from Congress the additional $10 billion over
three years he pledged in 2002. Even if fully
funded, the MCC could help catalyze devel-
opment in only a small number of recipient
countries leaving behind the world’s weakest
poor states that fail to meet the program’s
strict eligibility criteria.

On the eve of the 2005 G8, Bush pledged
to double U.S. assistance to Africa by 2010

over 2004 levels. This increase would provide
little more than that which Bush already
committed, but has not yet delivered, when
he announced his HIV/AIDS and Millennium
Challenge initiatives. At the Gleneagles
Summit, G8 leaders pledged an additional
$25 billion to Africa annually by 2010, but the
EU will provide $17 billion of this increase

compared to a relatively small U.S. share of
only $4 billion.17 The U.S. pledge falls well
short of the customary American contribu-
tion of 25% to multilateral funding instru-
ments and amounts to less than a quarter of
the European commitment.

Given the rhetorical differences and dis-
parate resource commitments among the
G8, can there be a common view among
partners as to how best to secure our future?
Should we not view democracy and develop-
ment as mutually reinforcing objectives over
the long term?

There is a substantial body of evidence
that both spreading freedom and reducing
poverty are essential components of a long
term strategy to win the war on terror and
address twenty-first century security threats.
One without the other will not suffice. The
changed security environment of the post-
Cold War period add urgency to the opportu-
nity President Bush and his G8 partners have
to carry forward, through progressive action,
the vision of a world free both from want and
from tyranny. To succeed, greater and
smarter collective investments to seed
democracy and promote sustainable global
development will be required.

TERRORISM:  A  THREAT  BORNE  OF  BOTH  OPPRES-
SION  AND  DEPRIVATION
Transnational, jihadi terrorism is among the
most urgent challenges now facing the U.S.
and its allies. Currently, al-Qaeda operates in
an estimated 60 countries worldwide and its
ranks may have swelled recently as a result of
the Iraq war.18 There is debate as to what
motivates individuals to join terrorist groups
and participate in terrorist activities. Some

scholars argue that the absence of political
freedoms, rather than lack of education or
opportunity, motivates young men to join
terrorist networks.19 This small body of
research analyzes the correlates of terrorism
across countries and finds that only political
freedoms are relevant. Others hold that
poverty and under-development create
breeding grounds for terrorist foot soldiers.20

Several analyses indicate that unfavourable
socio-economic conditions, including pover-
ty, economic inequality and unfulfilled eco-
nomic expectations, render individuals vul-
nerable to recruitment by terrorist groups.21

More significant is poverty’s contribution
to fuelling civil conflict and state weakness
that terrorist networks and other predators
can exploit. Numerous studies have estab-
lished a relationship between poverty and
conflict.22 They suggest that the risk of con-
flict onset rises and its average duration
increases with decreasing per capita GDP,
rates of economic growth, and secondary
school enrolment, or with higher child mor-
tality rates. According to the British
Department for International Development,
“a country at $250 GDP per capita has an
average 15% risk of experiencing a civil war
in the next five years.” At $1000 GDP per
capita, there is a dramatic drop in the risk of
conflict. “At $5,000, the risk of civil war is less
than 1%.”23

Where conflicts erupt and fester, the
affected countries become incubators for vir-
tually every type of transnational threat,
including jihadist terrorism. Al-Qaeda blos-
somed in conflict-ridden Sudan and origi-
nated in Afghanistan, where the network first
established training camps and bred approx-
imately 20,000 militants now operating in
South and Southeast Asia, Africa, Europe and
the Western Hemisphere.24 Groups associat-
ed with bin Laden’s network have established
new training camps in embattled regions of
the Philippines.25 Al-Qaeda appears to be
recruiting and readying future generations of
jihadis in many of the world’s conflict
zones—from Kashmir to Chechnya and Iraq.
In the conflict zones of Sierra Leone and
Liberia, al-Qaeda traded diamonds to
finance its operations.26 In Somalia, al-Qaeda
targeted U.S. soldiers, as it is doing with
increased frequency and lethality in Iraq.

Absent conflict, low levels of income and
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development, particularly in countries with
significant, but not necessarily majority,
Muslim populations may also facilitate ter-
rorist operations. Poor countries with limited
institutional capacity to control substantial
parts of their territory afford potential safe
havens to terrorists for training, basing,
caching weapons, trafficking in illegal com-
modities, and recruiting. To support their
activities, transnational terrorists have
exploited the territory, cash crops, “loot-
able” natural resources and financial institu-
tions of low-income states. They have raised
funds through the acquisition and sale of
high-value commodities, such as gems or
narcotics, which finance weapons acquisi-
tion and operations. Al-Qaeda militants have
taken advantage of lax immigration, security
and financial controls to execute operations
in Kenya, Tanzania, and Indonesia.

Country-level poverty also weakens
states’ capacity to provide for their popula-
tions’ basic human needs. In low-income
countries, social and welfare services are typ-
ically inadequate, creating gaps in the provi-
sion of education and health care that may
be filled by radical NGOs or madrassas.
Terrorist networks have used both legitimate
and illegitimate charities to raise funds and
garner popular support. In Iraq and Somalia
radical groups established social welfare
institutions where governments failed to
provide essential services.27 Saudi-based

foundations that deliver health services in
Chechnya and the Balkans provided material
support to al-Qaeda and its affiliates.28 Bin
Laden’s brother-in-law, Mohammad Jamal
Khalifa, allegedly used Islamic charities in
the Southern Philippines as fronts for setting
up training camps.29 International Islamic
charities are partially filling the welfare gap
in Mali, Thailand, Bangladesh and Indonesia,
where terrorist activity is reportedly on the
rise.30

POVERTY  FUELS  OTHER  TRANSNATIONAL  THREATS
Many other dangers that characterize today’s
security landscape thrive in conditions of
poverty. A complex nexus of transnational
threats—infectious disease, environmental
degradation, international crime and drug
syndicates, arms proliferation, and terror-
ism—are manifest in and emerge from rela-
tively remote regions of the world. They
thrive especially in conflict or lawless zones,
where corruption is endemic, and in poor
states with limited ability to control their ter-
ritory or resources. The map of vulnerable
regions includes 53 countries with average
per capita income of less than two dollars per
day, ranging from Latin America to Africa,
Central Asia, to parts of the Middle East,
South and East Asia.

Democracy alone is insufficient to stem
internal conflict or the emergence and
spread of transnational threats. Drawing on

new research by the CIA State Failure Task
Force, a new study finds that partial democ-
racies are “more prone to experience revolu-
tions, ethnic wars, and violent regime change
than any other kinds of regimes,” including
full autocracies.31 The study shows that while
full democracies are the most stable kinds of
regimes, they are not significantly more sta-
ble than full autocracies. Partial democra-
cies, which combine elements of democratic
rule, like elections, with aspects of authori-
tarian rule, are more likely than any other
regime type to experience civil wars, violent
revolutions and genocide.32

Moreover, a second wave of terrorist
bombings linked to Jemaah Islamiyah (JI) in
Bali in 2005 underscore the reality that
democratization has not spared Indonesia
additional attacks and often will not suffice
to quell terror. As Scott Atran notes, the frag-
ile minority government of Indonesia has
been forced to strike alliances with Islamist
parties, which have chilled its will to take
aggressive action against JI.33

DEMOCRACY  PROMOTION:  LOTS  OF  TALK,  TOO
LITTLE  ACTION?
Nonetheless, spreading freedom is obviously
important for its own sake. It will reduce
some of the hopelessness and frustration
that burden oppressed people. Democracy
also improves governance and reduces cor-
ruption in weak states, thereby enhancing
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The G8 meeting in Gleneagles, Scotland. Aid to Africa and terrorism featured prominently on the agenda.
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state legitimacy and, potentially, state capac-
ity. At the same time, reducing poverty can
mitigate conditions conducive to conflict
and strengthen a state’s ability to prevent ter-
rorism as well as the emergence and spread
of other threats.

To maximize our collective security, G8
leaders should place equal emphasis on sup-
porting democratic reform and spurring eco-
nomic growth and development. How has
the international community fared on each
of these fronts to date?

Despite President Bush’s frequent impas-
sioned invocations of the benefits of freedom
for fighting terror, the United States’ efforts
and investments in promoting democracy
have not matched its rhetoric. For instance,
Secretary Rice powerfully affirmed in Cairo
the U.S. determination to hold friendly Arab
government to account on human rights and
democracy. Yet, when Egypt blocked interna-

tional monitors from observing the 2005 poll
and President Mubarak allowed only selected
opposition candidates to compete, the U.S.
congratulated Egypt on the outcome of the
election. On a subsequent trip to Egypt,
Undersecretary of State for Public Diplomacy
Karen Hughes avoided meeting any opposi-
tion leaders.

Such mixed signals are also evident in the
Bush Administration’s budget priorities. For
his flagship Middle East Partnership
Initiative—a program launched in 2002 to
seed freedom in the Arab world by encourag-
ing trade, mobilizing foreign direct invest-
ment, promoting the rule of law, strengthen-
ing civil society and improving access to and
the quality of education—Bush requested
$30 million less this fiscal year than last
year.34 Little of the additional spending
requested by the President for international
assistance and State Department operations

in 2006 was directed to global democracy
programs. President Bush’s 2006 budget
request would also cut the global democracy
account of the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) and the
State Department’s global human rights and
democracy funds. It zeroes out regional
democracy funds for Africa, Asia and the
Middle East channeled through the National
Endowment for Democracy.35

The G8’s initiative to promote democratic
reform in the broader Middle East is also lim-
ited in scope. At Sea Island, the G8 commit-
ted to halve illiteracy rates in the Middle East
and North Africa by 2015, to establish a
forum for dialogue on reform-related issues,
and to support development institutions in
fostering political and economic change.36

The agreement is a step in the right direction,
but President Bush has thus far failed to
inspire his G8 partners to build effectively on
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Different opinions on aid. Tanzanian President Benjamin Mkapa and U.S. President George W. Bush at Gleneagles, Scotland.
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these initial commitments. The G8 partners
also need to invest in grass-roots institution-
building initiatives to secure and sustain
democracies worldwide. Helping to “spread
freedom” will require the same kind of
unglamorous, long-term efforts, which on a
much smaller scale helped foster greater
democracy in Ukraine and South Africa.

POVERTY  REDUCTION:  AN  EFFECTIVE,  LONG  TERM
STRATEGY
The international community has made even
less headway on global poverty reduction
than it has on democracy promotion. The
UN estimates that total investments needed
to achieve the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) amount to an additional $72
billion by 2006 and $135 billion by 2015.37

According to the UN Secretary General, sev-
eral essential elements on the global poverty
reduction agenda should be embraced by
developed countries without delay, includ-
ing: 1) increasing ODA to 0.7% of GNI by
2015, including through urgent investments
in “quick wins,” such as elimination of school
and medical fees for the impoverished, free
provision of anti-malarial bed-nets and
home-grown school meal programs; 2) sub-
stantial additional contributions to the
Global Fund for HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis and
Malaria; 3) elimination of agricultural subsi-
dies and export credits that squeeze poor
farmers out of the global market; 4) and duty-
free, quota-free market access for all exports
from least developed countries.38

New research shows how poverty allevia-
tion and development can make the world a
safer place. Paul Collier of Oxford (with Anke
Hoeffler) and Columbia University’s
Macartan Humphreys find a clear link
between higher GDP per capita and lower
probability of civil war onset.39 Collier and
Lisa Chauvet have also shown that the risk of
state collapse and conflict can be reduced by
50%, and the economic prospects of a coun-
try improved, through an increase in aid
averaging 1% of that state’s GDP.40 The
Commission for Africa estimates that aid
averaging 20% of a poor country’s GDP for
ten years can prevent conflict-ridden states
from lapsing back into violence.41

There continues to be widespread scepti-
cism over whether and under what condi-
tions ODA effectively helps reduce poverty

and jump-start long-term growth in poor
countries. In June 2005, President Bush
implicitly justified U.S. reluctance to commit
to substantially increase aid, saying “nobody
wants to give money to a country that’s cor-
rupt, where leaders take money and put it in
their pocket.”42 While debate persists in some
quarters, such scepticism is increasingly

unwarranted.
On the demand side, there is mounting

evidence that targeted aid can be effective,
and we now understand better the condi-
tions under which success is achievable.43

The Center for Global Development finds
that, irrespective of the strength of a coun-
try’s institutions or the quality of its policies,
certain aid flows have strong pro-growth
effects, even in the short term.44 Not only is
aid beneficial, on balance, but its effective-
ness has improved since the 1980s.45 In
Taiwan, Botswana, Uganda and
Mozambique, foreign assistance helped lay
the foundation for development. South
Korea created millions of jobs while receiving
nearly $100 per person in today’s dollars of
aid annually from 1955 to 1972.46 Botswana,
the world’s fastest growing economy
between 1965 and 1995, received annual aid
flows averaging $127 per person during this
period and rapidly expanded diamond
exports. Models of successful development
assistance include the global eradication of
smallpox, the near eradication of polio,
increased immunizations for children, and
the Green Revolution, which spread high-
yield varieties of food crops throughout Asia
in the 1960s and 1970s.

Absorptive capacity in developing coun-
tries has also increased. On average, develop-
ing countries have strengthened institutions
and improved governance. According to the
World Bank, the average measure of good
governance in recipient countries has risen
over the past five years.47 The Bank and the
International Monetary Fund suggest that
countries including Bangladesh, India,
Indonesia, Pakistan and Vietnam are capable
of absorbing an immediate doubling of aid.48

They also hold that a number of other low-
income countries have demonstrated a
capacity to manage a scaling up of develop-
ment investments supported by external
assistance. Examples include Tanzania,
Uganda, Mozambique and Vietnam.49 Studies
also show that some of the world’s poorest
and weakest states are under-funded, receiv-

ing far less aid than is justified by the quality
of their policies and institutions.50 Post-con-
flict countries can also effectively absorb
higher levels of aid, particularly in later peri-
ods, up to ten years after conflict has ended.51

On the supply side of the development
equation, the investments required from
donors are not unreasonable, and creative
financing mechanisms are available. A num-
ber of large donors are in a tight budgetary
situation, but the cost of adequate invest-
ment in development should be kept in per-
spective. OECD countries spent approxi-
mately $280 billion last year in subsidies to
their farmers and agribusiness, more than
three times the $79 billion they collectively
spent on aid.52 In the United States, raising
ODA spending to 0.7% of GNI would cost
U.S. taxpayers approximately $80 billion, the
equivalent of one fifth of the U.S. defence
budget, or one year’s supplemental appropri-
ation for Iraq.53 The costs to donors may be
mitigated if, as some have proposed, alterna-
tive sources of revenue are utilized. The
International Finance Facility, championed
by British Chancellor of the Exchequer
Gordon Brown, would front-load aid flows by
allowing donors to borrow against future
commitments, enabling poor countries to
reach the MDGs by 2015.54 A global tax on
international airline fuel or arms sales, while
highly controversial, could also help fill the
resource gap.

Investing in poverty reduction in the
weakest states is likely to be cost effective for
donor countries over the long term. The
average cost of civil war in a low-income
country, including domestic military expen-
ditures and lives lost, but excluding global
costs such as peacekeeping, has been esti-
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mated at $54 billion.55 On average, each $1
spent on preventive measures such as eco-
nomic development generates over $4 in sav-
ings to the international community.56

Yet, it will take more than large, well-tar-
geted aid flows to eradicate poverty. The
most important ingredients are improved
economic policies and responsible gover-
nance in developing countries. Still, those
alone will not suffice. Rich countries will
need to drop trade distorting subsidies, fur-
ther open their markets, encourage job creat-
ing foreign investment, cancel debt, play a

more active role in preventing and resolving
conflicts, as well as assist recovery of post-
conflict societies. While experts now sub-
stantially agree on the value of and some of
the ways to accomplish substantial poverty
reduction, what remains lacking is both the
political will and the financial means.

THE  WAY  AHEAD
Now is the time for the U.S. and the G8  to
concert their rhetoric as well as their invest-
ments to leverage the transformational
potential of our partnership and maximize

our shared security. Promoting both devel-
opment and democracy in far away countries
is a 21st century security imperative. We need
a dual strategy. We must combine effective
formulas for fostering freedom through
building civil society and transparent demo-
cratic institutions with a determination to
“make poverty history.” If we fail to do so, we
will have squandered a crucial chance in an
era of uncertainty to accomplish what
President Bush boldly staked out as his ambi-
tious legacy: “to advance the cause of liberty
and to build a safer world.”57

NNOOTTEESS

1. State of the Union Address, 2 February 2005.

2. Remarks at the American University in Cairo, Egypt, 20 June 2005.

3. Remarks by the President regarding the G8 Summit, Washington, 30

June 2005.

4. Prime Minister’s Speech on Africa, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 7 October

2004. 

5. Opening Speech at the World Bank Conference, “Scaling Up Poverty

Reduction: A Global Learning Process,” Washington, DC, and

Shanghai, China, 26 May 2004.

6. Speech at the Fifty-Ninth Session of the General Assembly of the

United Nations, 21 September 2004.

7. See Carol Goar, “Falling Short of Pearson’s Goal,” The Toronto Star, 1

June 2005.

8. Tadayoshi Sakaguchi, “Japan’s Aid to Africa under Global Scrutiny,”

The Daily Yomiuri, 21 May 2005.

9. Canada, House of Commons Debate, 28 June 2005.

10. Quoted in Susan Delacourt, “Foreign Aid to Increase in Stages, Martin

Says,” The Toronto Star, 30 June 2005.

11. Quoted in Ibid.; Canadian International Development Agency,

“Highlights, Development.” Available from the World Wide Web:

http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/cip-pic/ips/infokit3-en.asp. Accessed

30 June 2005.

12. Canadian International Development Agency, Canada’s International

Policy Statement: A Role of Pride and Influence in the World,

Development (Gatineau, QC: CIDA, 2005).

13. Steven Radelet, Center for Global Development Press Release.

Available from the World Wide Web: http://www.cgdev.org/G8.cfm.

Accessed 29 June 2005.

14. Frederick D. Barton and Bathsheba N. Crocker, A Wiser Peace: An

Action Strategy for Post Conflict Iraq (Washington, DC: Center for

Strategic and International Studies, 2003).

15. President George W. Bush, Press Conference with Prime Minister Tony

Blair, the White House, 7 June 2005.

16. Susan E. Rice, “U.S. Foreign Assistance to Africa: Claims vs. Reality,”

Brookings Analysis Paper (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution,

2005). Available from the World Wide Web:

http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/rice/20050627.pdf.

17. See speech by Hilary Benn MP, UK Secretary of State for International

Development, “Africa, 2005 and the G8 Summit at Gleaneagles,” 25

May 2005.

18. International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance

2004-2005 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).

19. Representative studies include: Alberto Abadie, “Poverty, Political

Freedom, and the Roots of Terrorism,” NBER Working Paper 10859

(2004); see also Alan B. Krueger and Jitka Maleckova, “Education,

Poverty and Terrorism: Is There a Causal Connection?,” Journal of

Economic Perspectives 17, no. 4 (2003):119-144.

20. Monty Marshall, Global Terrorism: An Overview and Analysis

(Integrated Network for Societal Conflict Research and Center for

International Development and Conflict Management, University of

Maryland, 2002). The author defines terrorism broadly as “the inten-

tional targeting of civilian, non-combatant populations” by state or

non-state actors.

21. See: Ziad Abu-Amr (1994), Islamic Fundamentalism in the West Bank

and Gaza: Muslim Brotherhood and Islamic Jihad (Bloomington, IN:

Indiana University Press, 1994); Zachary Abuza, Militant Islam in

Southeast Asia (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 2003); Alan Richards,

Socioeconomic Roots of Radicalism?: Toward Explaining the Appeal of

Islamic Radicals (Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army College, 2003);

Abdelaziz Testas, “The Economic Causes of Algeria’s Political

Violence,” Terrorism and Political Violence 13, no. 3 (2002); and Ahmed

Rashid, Jihad: The Rise of Militant Islam in Central Asia (New Haven,

CT: Yale University Press, 2002).

22. Representative studies include: Macartan Humphreys and Ashutosh

Varshney, “Violent Conflict and the Millennium Development Goals:

Diagnosis and Recommendations” (paper presented at the MDG

Poverty Task Force Workshop, New York, 2004); Paul Collier and Anke

Hoeffler, “Greed and Grievance in Civil War,” World Bank Report

(Washington, DC: World Bank, 2002); and Jack Goldstone, et al., “State

Failure Task Force Report: Phase III Findings,” 2000, available online:

http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/stfail/SFTF%20Phase%20III%20Re

port%20Final.pdf. Accessed 30 June 2005.



fall 2005 | mcgill international review 51

23. Department for International Development, United Kingdom,

Fighting Poverty to Build a Safer World: A Strategy for Security and

Development (March 2005).

24. International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance2004-

2005.

25. Zachary Abuza, Militant Islam in Southeast Asia.

26. Douglas Farah, Blood From Stones: The Secret Financial Network of

Terror (Broadway Books, 2004)

27. For examples in Iraq: Bay Fang, “The Radical Voice Against the U.S.”

U.S. News and World Report, 19 April 2004. For examples in Somalia:

International Crisis Group (2002), Somalia: Countering Terrorism in a

Failed State, Africa Report 45, May 2002.

28 Angel M. Rabasa, et al., The Muslim World After 9/11 (Washington, DC:

RAND Corporation, 2004).

29. Kim Cragin and Sara A. Daly, The Dynamic Terrorist Threat: An

Assessment of Group Motivations and Capabilities in a Changing World

(Washington, DC: RAND Corporation, 2004).

30. Angel M. Rabasa, et al., The Muslim World After 9/11.

31. Jack Goldstone, Ted Gurr, Monty Marshal, and Jay Ulfelder, “It’s All

About State Structure: New Findings on Revolutionary Origins from

Global Data,” Homo Oeconomicus 21, no. 2 (2004):429-455.

32. Goldstone, et al., designate democracies as “full” or “partial” based on

three factors: the extent to which the selection of political leadership is

open and competitive; the degree to which political competition is

non-violent, non-coercive, and unrestrictive; and the extent to which

executive power is limited by broader government institutions.

33. Scott Atran, “In Indonesia, Democracy Isn’t Enough,” The New York

Times, 5 October 2005.

34. Council on Foreign Relations, In Support of Arab Democracy: Why and

How, Report of an Independent Task Force Co-Chaired by Madeleine

Albright and Vin Weber, 2005.

35. Susan E. Rice, “Money Talks,” Washington Post, 21 February 2005.

36. White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “Partnership for Progress

and a Common Future with the Region of the Broader Middle East and

North Africa,” press release, 9 June 2004.

37. UN Millennium Project, Investing in Development: A Practical Plan to

Achieve the Millennium Development Goals (New York: UNDP, 2005).

38. Kofi Annan, In Larger Freedom: Towards Security, Development and

Human Rights for All, report prepared for the UN General Assembly,

A/59, 2005.

39. Macartan Humphreys and Ashutosh Varshney, “Violent Conflict and

the Millennium Development Goals: Diagnosis and

Recommendations.” See also Paul Collier and Anke Hoeffler, “Greed

and Grievance in Civil War.”

40. Lisa Chauvet and Paul Collier, “Alternatives to Godot: Inducing

Turnarounds in Failing States,” unpublished manuscript (2005).

41. Commission for Africa, Our Common Interest: Report of the

Commission for Africa, 2005.

42. President Bush, Press Conference with Prime Minister Tony Blair, the

White House, 7 June 2005.

43. H. Hansen and F. Tarp, “Aid Effectiveness Disputed,” Journal of

Development Economics 64, no. 2 (2001); R. Cassen, Does Aid Work?

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).

44. M. Clemens, S. Radelet, and R. Bhavnani (2004), “Counting Chickens

When They Hatch: The Short-Term Effect of Aid on Growth,” Center for

Global Development Working Paper 44 (2004).

45. P. Mosley, et al., “Aid, Economic Policy, and the Private Sector,” Report

to DFID (ESCOR R6669), University of Reading, (August 1999).

46. Steven Radelet, “Think Again: U.S. Foreign Aid,” Foreign Policy,

February 2005.

47. World Bank and International Monetary Fund, Global Monitoring

Report 2005: Millennium Development Goals, From Consensus to

Momentum (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2005).

48. Ibid.

49. Ibid.

50. Victoria Levin and David Dollar, “The Forgotten States: Aid Volumes

and Volatility in Difficult Partnership Countries (1992-2002)”, paper

prepared for the Development Assistance Committee Learning and

Advisory Process on Difficult Partnerships, Conference on Fragile

States, London, January 2005.

51. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Chair’s

Summary: Senior Level Forum on Development Effectiveness in

Fragile States” (Paris: Office of the Development Assistance Chair

[OECD], 2005).

52. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2004),

“OECD Releases New Studies on Agricultural Reform,” press release,

10 June 2004.

53. It has been estimated that the new farm bill will cost American taxpay-

ers at least $190 billion over 10 years, about $83 billion more than

under previously existing programs. See Anuradha Mittal, “Giving

Away the Farm: The 2002 Farm Bill,” Institute for Food and

Development Policy, 2002. The Defense Department’s discretionary

budget authority for 2005 is $401.7 billion. See, Office of Management

and Budget:

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2005/defense.html,

accessed 13 June 2005.

54. Her Majesty’s Treasury, International Finance Facility (2003). Available

from the World Wide Web: http://www.hm-

treasury.gov.uk/media/D64/78/IFF_proposal_doc_080404.pdf,

accessed 1 July 2005.

55. P. Collier and A. Hoeffler, “The Challenge of Reducing the Global

Incidence of War,” Copenhagen Consensus Challenge Paper, March

2004.

56. M. Chalmers, “Spending to Save? An Analysis of the Cost Effectiveness

of Conflict Prevention versus Intervention after the Onset of Violent

Conflict,” Centre for International Cooperation and Security,

Department for Peace Studies, University of Bradford (United

Kingdom), March 2004.

57. President Bush’s speech at the International Republican Institute, 18

May 2005.

subscribe  ::  advertise  ::  contribute ::  explore ::  visit  mir  online  ::  www.irsam.ca/mir


