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“Building Capacity for Democracy, Peace and Social Progress”


Executive Summary
This paper seeks to examine approaches to the question of how democratic governance empowers the poor, and thus contributes to reaching the Millennium Development Goals. Taking as a starting point the third wave of democracy, which has increased the number of democracies around the globe significantly, the paper refers to recent analysis of cases studies which have looked at the relation between democracy, growth and social cohesion.  In describing the links between democratic governance and social development it is important to distinguish between support for democratic governance as an ideal set of normative principles for governing the state and evaluations of the actual performance of democratic governments. 
In the debate about potential linkages between democratic governance and achieving the MDGs a number of theses have been put forward, which are briefly outlined here. The basic findings are that while there is a link between democracy and economic prosperity, it can only be established that wealth helps to sustain and consolidate democracy, but the reverse relationship does not hold. Furthermore, social equality and developmental welfare policies are critical for a democracy. There is more persuasive evidence that democratic governance leads towards human development than economic growth, but the body of evidence is far from over-whelming and controversy remains about how to interpret the relationship. Lastly and in conclusion, the core argument developed by this report is that democratic governance does not automatically generate achievement of the Millennium Development Goals through generating greater prosperity. Instead two conditions are necessary to link democratic governance effectively with human development - political will plus state capacity. The latter includes the public sector, at national, regional and local levels, as well as the justice system charged with maintaining the rule of law and property rights. 

The question of what is actually understood by changes in ‘democratic governance’ and how the international development community, including the UN and its agencies, can support these processes, can only be abridged here and is subject of a broader UNDP report, and forms the core of UNDP’s current thinking on democracy in context of the MDGs. 
How does democratic governance empower the poor? 


Good schools. Clean water. Ending hunger. Empowering women’s voices.  
Eradicating extreme poverty.  Cutting disease. At the turn of the century, the world’s governments agreed to achieve key eight goals and 18 targets by 2015, listed in Table 1.1, as basic minimal indicators of human development. The Millennium Development Goals are insufficient, by themselves, to make poverty history.  The United Nations faces other major related concerns as well; in his speech to the 61st General Assembly, the Secretary General emphasized the triple challenge of achieving security and ending protracted and brutal conflicts, of protecting human rights and establishing the rule of law, as well as human development. 
 But improving the lives of the poorest and most vulnerable in society is central to the life-blood mission of the United Nations and the development community. 

The 2006 Millennium Development Goals Report suggests significant signs of hope; rates of extreme poverty fell globally since 1990, from 29 to 19 percent of the world’s population, largely due to economic growth in Asia.
 Universal primary education is in sight, with great strides registered in Southern Asia.  More women now hold elected political office; the proportion of women parliamentarians rose since 1990 from 12 to 17 percent.
 Some countries have made rapid and sustained improvements in the lives of their citizens.  Nevertheless positive change remains uneven and elsewhere other societies have stagnated or even worsened. Estimates suggest that, based on projections from current trends, the world will fall short of achieving many of the key Millennium targets.  More people now experience chronic hunger than in the early-1990s.  Deaths and new infections from HIV are growing. Rapid deforestation continues. Half of the population in developing countries still lacks basic sanitation. The lives of women and men have improved markedly in China and India, but sub-Saharan Africa trails far behind on multiple developmental indicators.
 

The third wave of democracy


The challenges of development therefore persist despite the major political transformation which has also occurred in recent decades with the spread of democratic governance.  This phenomenon, termed by Huntington the ‘third wave’ of democratization, is conventionally understood to have commenced during the early-to-mid-1970s with the toppling of dictatorships in Portugal, Spain and Greece.
 Spreading from Mediterranean Europe, the movement towards electoral democracies surged rapidly worldwide during the late-1980s and early-1990s, after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the collapse of Communist party control throughout Central and Eastern Europe. Autocracies lost their grip in many Asian and African nations. A series of elections signaled the end of military regimes in Latin America and the Caribbean. Arab states remains least affected by these developments, although the region shows stirrings of change, for example multi-party national elections in Algeria, Iraq, Palestine, and Egypt, municipal elections in Saudi Arabia, the expansion of independent television news channels, the formation of Human Rights Commissions in Egypt and Qatar, and moves towards women’s empowerment in Oman, Iraq, and Morocco.
 The net impact of the third wave has transformed the global political map; Freedom House, a think-tank monitoring civil liberties and political rights worldwide, classifies three-quarters of all countries as ‘electoral democracies’ today, compared with less than half before the start of the third wave.
  Nor is this simply a product of the measure employed; other indicators such as Polity IV report a similar surge in democracy, despite using different criteria and methodologies (see Figure 1.1).
  The quality of democratic governance continues to face multiple serious challenges, particularly in deepening human rights and consolidating institutions beyond elections, but nonetheless these developments represent a remarkable transformation.
The links between democratic governance and social development


What are the links between democratic governance and human development? Liberal theory advances many reasons why the principles and ideals of democratic governance are intrinsically valuable. Democratic states with free elections, inclusive citizenship, and civil liberties generate governments which are directly accountable to all citizens in a country and strengthen the rights of all citizens to select their elected leaders and to be fully engaged in the public sphere. These arrangements have long been valued for many reasons. As Dahl summarizes the normative arguments, democracy helps to prevent abuse of power by autocrats and self-serving elites, guarantees all citizens a set of fundamental human rights, ensures a range of personal freedoms, helps people protect their own fundamental interests, maximizes opportunities for self-determination, civic education, and informed choice, fosters political equality, and promotes peace among similar nations. 


Yet it is important to distinguish between support for democratic governance as an ideal set of normative principles for governing the state and evaluations of the actual performance of democratic governments.
 In particular, it remains unclear whether in practice democratic governments serve to empower the poor and vulnerable, whether this type of regime therefore results in policies fostering economic prosperity and social equity in developing nations, and thus whether democratic governance is a necessary or sufficient pre-conditions for achieving the Millennium Development Goals.  If there is a positive relationship, democratic regimes should demonstrate a superior performance against certain selected policy outcomes and indicators, for example when generating economic prosperity and reducing extreme poverty, combating disease, environmental hazards, and hunger, expanding access to schools and health care, and strengthening rights for women.  Previous investigations often suggest considerable grounds for skepticism about these claims. 

The core argument developed hereby this report is that democratic governance does not automatically generate achievement of the Millennium Development Goal through generating greater prosperity; this is too simple an assumption. Democratic governance is stronger at generating more equitable social policies, although again this is not guaranteed. Instead two conditions are necessary to link democratic governance effectively with human development - political will (the empowerment of the poor and their mobilization through channels of participation in civil society) plus state capacity (the ability for policymakers to respond effectively to public demands by providing social protection and public services meeting social needs). A series of specific cases illustrate the underlying policies and strategic mechanisms where the combination of these conditions has generated significant breakthroughs and sustainable developments, where the forces underlying democratic governance have led towards countries improving the lives of their poorest and most vulnerable citizens.   By contrast, this relationship fails where democratic states mobilize the more affluent but they lack opportunities for participation by less well-off sectors, such as rural populations, women, and poorer groups, or where such channels exist but democratic states are too impoverished or lack the capacity to provide basic schools, health-care, and social protection.

The idea that democracy goes hand-in-hand with social equality and human development is hardly a novel claim. Strong normative arguments have been made for this relationship, notably by Amartya Sen.
  Nevertheless existing research demonstrating the impact of the performance of democratic governance upon human development, including upon the specific indicators of the Millennium Development Goals, remains controversial and the results are mixed. Although widely assumed as a simple and direct relationship, the precise underlying mechanisms linking democratic governance with social development, and thus the most effective policies to strengthen this linkage, are complex and only imperfectly understood.  Here we focus on three issues. How and under what conditions does this process work? What are the mechanisms by which democratic governance helps to achieve the Millennium Development Goals? And, above all, what are the practical lessons about the most effective reforms for policymakers struggling to both strengthen democratic governance and improve the living conditions of their citizens?  
Potential linkages between democratic governance and achieving the MDGs


There are three primary channels whereby the performance of democratic governance could facilitate achieving social development and achievement of the MDGs; the first mechanism would be if this type of regime proves more successful at promoting overall levels of economic growth and prosperity, thereby ‘raising all boats’ out of extreme poverty.  The second mechanism would be if this type of regime promoted greater social and economic equality within society, reducing the gap between rich and poor within each nation. The third would be if certain underlying conditions – political will and state capacity - are necessary for democratic governance to work effectively for human development. What are the reasons underlying these linkages and what is the evidence supporting these claims? 


Democracy and economic prosperity


The first straightforward way in which this relationship could work would be if democratic governance was more effective at generating greater national wealth and prosperity.  For example, if democratic governments were more effective at protecting property rights and the rule of law, encouraging business confidence, and proving more stable, this could expand productivity, stimulate investment, grow per capita GDP and thus ‘raise all boats’. This notion is attractive but evidence that democracies are better for growth is challenged by both case-studies and systematic evidence. Cases which fail to conform to this model include modernizing autocracies which have achieved exceptional economic gains in GDP despite lacking completely, or even partially, competitive multiparty elections. The East Asian model is exemplified by Singapore and China, both experiencing annual growth rates of 9 percent or more, leading some observers to posit a sequential process of ‘economic development first, democracy second’. Elsewhere many nations in Latin America have experienced substantial gains in political rights and civil liberties, following the introduction of multi-party competitive elections in the early-1990s and political reforms, while their economic performance has proved variable and income inequalities within countries have simultaneously worsened.
 In such a situation, dissatisfaction with the performance of democracy to solve a country’s problems and to meet social needs may generate political disillusionment and cynicism.
 Some have detected evidence of a public backlash against the way that liberal democracy and economic neo-liberalism works in Latin America, although not a rejection of democratic ideals per se.
 In Central and Eastern Europe, as well, the process of democratization was accompanied by the shocks of market liberalization and cutbacks in welfare services which seem to have increased economic inequality, although at the same time observers note that the countries which democratized fastest were also those which experienced the sharpest gains in economic prosperity.


What of more systematic evidence? A large body of research has demonstrated that wealthy societies are also usually more democratic, although the reverse question, whether democracies produce a better economic performance, remains far more controversial. The political sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset laid the groundwork for the systematic empirical analysis of this relationship.
 The original claim, subsequently referred to as the Lipset hypothesis, specified that: “The more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy.”
  Development consolidates democracy, Lipset theorized, by expanding levels of literacy, schooling and media access, broadening the middle classes, reducing the extremes of poverty, facilitating intermediary organizations such as labor unions and voluntary organizations, and promoting the values of legitimacy and social tolerance.
 Other developmental sociologists reinforced the argument that the transition to democracy could be attributed to a predictable series of social changes accompanying economic development and societal modernization.
  For more than half a century, the association has withstood repeated empirical tests under a variety of different conditions and contexts.
  

The most thorough recent analysis of this phenomenon, by Adam Przeworski, Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi, compared the experience of economic and political development in 141 countries from 1950 to 1990, in a pooled sample where the unit of analysis was the country-year. 
  Democratic and autocratic regimes were classified by rules of electoral contestation.
 The study confirmed the conventional observation that wealthier countries were more likely to sustain democracy but the authors emphasized that this relationship operated through a threshold effect, rather than as a linear process. Above a certain minimal level of economic development (estimated at a GDP per capita of around $4000), they argue, democracies are impregnable and endure. Below this level, the study found that democracies may prosper or they may falter and die. Wealth remained strongly related to democracy even after controlling for multiple factors, such as levels of ethnic fractionalization, the predominant type of religion, the type of colonial legacies in each society, and the type of presidential or parliamentary executive.  

 At the same time, the study emphasized that the reverse relationship did not hold, that is, democracies were no better (and no worse) than dictatorships at generating economic growth.
  Both types of regime achieved similar levels of prosperity, albeit through different routes; wealthier democracies were more likely to invest in human capital (including education and training) while wealthier autocracies were more likely to achieve greater productivity and economic growth through expanding their workforce.  Among poor countries, the type of regime makes no difference for growth. “In countries with incomes below $3000, the two regimes have almost identical investment shares, almost identical rates of growth of capital stock and of labor force, the same production function, the same contributions of capital, labor, and factor productivity to growth, the same output per worker, the same labor shares, and the same product wages…Regimes make no difference for growth, quantitatively or qualitatively.”  The study therefore concluded that wealth helps to sustain and consolidate democracy, but the reverse relationship does not hold. 
 There is no trade-off between democracy and development, at the same time the idea that democratic governance will automatically generate greater prosperity and thereby ‘lift all boats’ receives no support, at least during the period under examination. The general conclusion derived from systematic econometric analysis, as well as from observing more anecdotal cases, is that little evidence suggests that democratic governance necessarily enjoys a better – or worse – economic performance than autocracy.
   


Social equality and developmental welfare policies


What about the second route? It is commonly assumed that democracy empowers poorer sectors of society to demand better public services, leading the government to implement more redistributive fiscal and more protectionist social policies. Early accounts often assumed a strong and direct relationship between democratization and social equity.  For example, in nineteenth century Europe, the debate over abolishing literacy and property qualifications, and the expansion of the voting franchise to the working class and poorer social sectors, often revolved around arguments about the consequences of inclusive citizenship for social equality and economic redistribution.  More recent work has emphasized the underlying complexity of this relationship and a number of important intervening conditions, such as the ability of poorer and more vulnerable social sectors to articulate their concerns and mobilize collectively through associations, parties, and social movements. Evidence suggests a stronger linkage although there are many exceptions to this relationship.

Some comparative studies support the thesis that democratic states do indeed promote human development, welfare spending, and social equality more effectively than other types of regimes. For example, Siegle, Weinstein and Halperin compared a range of poorer societies, defined as those with per capita GDP below $2000, in the period from 1960 to 2001. Democracies were defined using the Polity IV index. They report that poorer democracies are generally better than poorer autocracies at delivering education, literacy and healthcare, even though they do not spend more on these services.
  They also found that low-income democracies generate similar growth rates but steadier economic performance than low-income autocracies. They attribute the superior performance of democratic regimes on social protection and human development measures to more open information access, greater adaptability, and channels of accountability. “Democracies perform consistently better on a range of social and economic development indicators than authoritarian governments do. They respond more readily to people’s needs, they are adaptable, and they create checks and balances on government power that discourage reckless policies.” 
  Others have also reported similar patterns. Brown compared educational and health care policies in Latin America, and found that democracy has real, substantively important effects on the daily lives and well-being of individuals, particularly the provision of primary schooling.
 This pattern has been confirmed in several subsequent studies of public services provided in the region.
 In Africa, as well, democratization (particularly multiparty competition) has been found to be associated with greater state provision of primary education, and thus human capital.
 Development aid has been found to improve the quality of life when combined with democratization, but to fail when this link is not established.
 


At the same time, the evidence across a wide range of social indicators remains mixed and other studies suggest that democratic governance has little, if any, automatic impact upon social equality.
 The UNDP Human Development Report 2002 emphasized that many nations which have held democratic elections with a universal franchise for more than a century continue to display highly uneven income distributions, discrimination against minorities, and systematic biases in taxation and spending policies that protect the interests of the rich. “Social injustices are widespread in democratic and authoritarian regimes alike, whether deliberate or otherwise in the allocation of public services or in discrimination against squatters, street children, migrants, or other socially marginal groups…Political incentives to respond to the needs of ordinary people may be offset by incentives to respond to the demands of the powerful or the wealthy.” Similarly among poorer nations, the report documented a wide range of achievements among democracies and autocracies in key human development indicators, such as rates of child mortality or levels of literacy. The apparent failure of many newer electoral democracies to achieve greater social equity and economic prosperity may have contributed towards a backlash against democracy promotion which some observers have noted. 
 By contrast during the 1970s and 1980s, many Communist states achieved relatively high levels of literacy, education and health care, although under authoritarian regimes.  We can conclude that there is more persuasive evidence that democratic governance leads towards human development than economic growth, but the body of evidence is far from over-whelming and controversy remains about how to interpret the relationship.

Political will and state capacity


Rejecting the over-simple understandings of the way that democratic governance works automatically to strengthen human development, this paper emphasizes that a combination of both political mobilization and state capacity is essential to this process. 


On the accountability-side, it is commonly assumed that in principle, certain central features defining democratic regimes – notably fair elections and a universal franchise and inclusive legislature, political freedoms to organize and mobilize in civil society, and equality before the law -- should allow the poor, weak and disadvantaged to participate equally in the public sphere, to articulate their demands, and to advance their interests within each nation through parties, associations, networks, and movements that can press for redistributive justice. Through these multiple channels, ordinary people should be able to express their social needs, to pressure elected officials, and to hold representatives and governments accountable for their actions.  Executive decision-making is also made more transparent through scrutiny by the legislature, and leaders are subject to the rule of law through the courts.  Therefore democratic channels mobilizing participation by the poor and the most vulnerable should generate demands for better schools and health care, a cleaner and less hazardous environment, and redistributive social and economic policies to alleviate poverty and hunger.  The core claim is that democracy includes universal suffrage for all citizens, the free mobilization of associations, parties and groups, inclusive parliaments, and elected leaders who can be replaced by the electorate, and thus allows an equal protection of interests. 


On the capacity-side, institutions and processes of democratic governance within the state should allow policymakers to respond more effectively to the demands of the poor. Two institutions are commonly thought critical. The public sector, at national, regional and local levels, needs the capacity to raise sufficient revenues and to deliver efficient services responding to social needs for education, housing and health care. The ability of public services to meet basic social needs and to protect citizens is often most inadequate in cases where states are fragile or where they have collapsed completely. The justice system may also serve an important role in this process, by maintaining the rule of law and property rights, both of which are thought to promote national economic prosperity, thereby raising all boats and reducing between-nation income inequalities.  


The combination of both conditions – political will arising from the demands of the poor and capacity for delivery arising from the state – are regarded here as necessary for sustained human development. Processes and institutions of democracy which simultaneously empower the poor and which also develop state capacity should thereby directly reduce social inequalities and ultimately help to achieve the Millennium Development Goals.  Controversy over these issues therefore has a long history. As a result of the complex relationship, there is an urgent need to reexamine the direct mechanisms, and to identify the underlying policies, linking democratic governance with redistributive social and economic policies within countries, as well as the consequences of democratic regimes for national levels of economic growth.  Moreover the findings from previous studies are certainly suggestive but they cannot tell us why these national patterns exist, a matter which is critical for reformers seeking to strengthen both democracy and development. In particular, the role of political institutions in this process remains unclear; for example is human development and the provision of basic public services strengthened most effectively through the existence of competitive multiparty elections, accountable representative parliaments, public sector reforms, strong respect for human rights, or right to information policies?  We lack solid case-studies and systematic evidence from a wide range of different countries demonstrating the precise mechanisms and the most effective policies which both strengthen democratic governance and simultaneously have a positive impact upon social development. 
 
The forthcoming UNDP report on how democratic governance can empower the poor will explore three issues in particular.  How and under what conditions does this process work? What are the mechanisms by which democratic governance helps to achieve the Millennium Development Goals? And, above all, what are the practical lessons about the most effective reforms for policymakers struggling to both strengthen democratic governance and improve the living conditions of their citizens? Both democratic governance and human development are regarded as intrinsically valuable. Both are strategic priorities for the United Nations and the international development community. Are both related and, if so, can we identify the most effective institutional mechanisms which link democratic governance positively with gains in human development?  
Core Concepts 

What is understood by changes in ‘democratic governance’? Regimes are defined in the UNDP report according to the formal institutional arrangements which determine the distribution of power within the state. Schumpeterian notions define democracies by the single criteria of multiparty contested elections and the ability of the electorate to kick out elected leaders at the end of their term of office, a conception which is parsimonious but also unduly narrow by excluding any consideration of participation and civil liberties.
  Following the work of Robert Dahl, at a minimum, in this report democratic regimes are understood to be those characterized by three principles: free, fair and frequent elections of government officials; inclusive citizenship with a universal franchise; and the existence of widespread civil liberties and political rights (including freedom of expression, information, and association).
  These criteria are widely seen as the necessary minimal conditions for a regime to be classified as one with democratic governance. Additional institutional reforms are commonly regarded as generally desirable to achieve the broader but less well-defined values of ‘good’ governance. This notion can be interpreted in diverse ways, as a long list of criteria have been specified, notably the desirability of rule of law, efficient service delivery, competition within the civil service, formal checks and balances to executive power, transparency of decision-making, and lack of corruption and venality.
 Democracies share certain general principles, but multiple institutional arrangements are found among democratic states, including both power-concentrating and power-sharing rules, parliamentary and presidential executives, proportional, mixed, and majoritarian electoral systems, and unitary as well as federal states.
 


Moreover democratic governance is not confined to the role of the state, by any means, as public opinion, parties, the news media, social networks, groups, and associations in civil society all play a vital role in this process. The primary focus of the UNDP report, however, will be upon comparing and evaluating the performance of democratic governance within the nation-state. Moreover the study is confined to examining the role and impact of formal institutions, understood as those with legally-enforceable rules embodied in official documents, constitutional conventions, statutes, codes of conduct, and administrative procedures, authorized by law and regulated by courts.  We focus on these as the core instruments of public policy, open to amendment and reform by the political process, whether by legislative statute, executive order, constitutional revision, judicial judgment, or bureaucratic decree. 
   We leave aside rules embodied in social norms, informal patterns of behavior, and social sanctions, also create shared mutual expectations and shape behaviors among political actors, since these are altered gradually by processes such as social pressures, media campaigns, and cultural value shifts located outside of the formal policy arena.

For example, do states which have implemented a right to information provide policymakers with more feedback about social conditions and human needs, and more transparent and honest governance, thereby producing more effective public services which accurately match human needs? Do representative and inclusive parliaments produce greater transparency and accountability, for example are elected representatives more likely to pass pro-poor measures if they know that the less well-off can throw them out of office through electoral participation? 
 Is it government bureaucracies with relatively little corruption that provide more efficient service delivery on issues such as education and health? Do states with stronger respect for human rights promote more egalitarian public policies, as indicated by levels of public spending on education and health care? Or are other underlying mechanisms at work here? 
As UNDP and the development community continue to explore the above questions it is also important that these issues are addressed within the framework of the International Conference of New or Restored Democracies (ICNRD). There is general recognition that although democracy has advanced rapidly in great parts of the world over the last thirty years, many countries are struggling to consolidate their democratic achievements and making democracy itself an irreversible process. Moreover, new or restored democracies have pledged to ensure that all members of society benefit from the democratization process and are able to participate fully in the new systems of governance. In this context it is important that the ICNRD continues to represent a forum to discuss and exchange views on democratic governance and developmental issues. The Doha Conference provides an important opportunity to address several questions raised in this paper as countries use the venue to share knowledge and experiences in promoting pluralistic and participatory democracy. 

Table 1: The Millennium Development Goals and Targets 
Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger 

· Target 1: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income is less than one dollar a day 

· Target 2: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from hunger 

Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education 

· Target 3: Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of primary schooling 

Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women 

· Target 4: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education, preferably by 2005, and to all levels of education no later than 2015 

Goal 4: Reduce child mortality 

· Target 5: Reduce by two-thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate 

Goal 5: Improve maternal health 

· Target 6: Reduce by three-quarters, between 1990 and 2015, the maternal mortality ratio 

Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases 

· Target 7: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS 

· Target 8: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the incidence of malaria and other major diseases [End Page 828] 

Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability 

· Target 9: Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and programmes and reverse the loss of environmental resources 

· Target 10: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water 

· Target 11: By 2020, to have achieved a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum dwellers 

Goal 8: Develop a Global Partnership for Development 

Some of the indicators listed below will be monitored separately for the Least Developed Countries (LDCs), Africa, landlocked countries and small island developing States. 

· Target 12: Develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory trading and financial system 

· Target 13: Address the Special Needs of the Least Developed Countries 

· Target 14: Address the Special Needs of landlocked countries and small island developing States 

· Target 15: Deal comprehensively with the debt problems of developing countries through national and international measures in order to make debt sustainable in the long term 

· Target 16: In co-operation with developing countries, develop and implement strategies for decent and productive work for youth 

· Target 17: In co-operation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable, essential drugs in developing countries 

· Target 18: In co-operation with the private sector, make available the benefits of new technologies, especially information and communications. 

Figure 1.1: The growth of democracies worldwide, 1972-2004
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Note: The graph shows the growth of in the proportion of democratic regimes worldwide as monitored using standardized 100-point scales by Freedom House, Cheibub and Gandhi, Vanhanen, and by Polity IV.  For a discussion of these measures and trends, see Pippa Norris. 2007. Driving Democracy New York: Cambridge University Press. Chapter 2.
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