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Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. Great men 
are almost always bad men.

John Emerich Edward Dalberg Acton,
first Baron Acton (1834–1902)

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can 
change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that ever has.

Popularly attributed to Margaret Mead (1910–1978)

On résiste à l’invasion des armées;
on ne résiste pas à l’invasion des idées:

One resists the invasion of armies; one does not resist the invasion of ideas. 
No army can stop an idea whose time has come.

Victor Hugo (1802–1885), in Histoire d’un Crime
(The History of a Crime), 1877
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Preface

What is democracy? This certainly represents a complex question, to 
which different (very different) answers seem (and are) possible. We 
should state that there exists a pluralism of theories, concepts and mod-
els with overlapping, but also competing understandings of democracy. 
Perhaps the concept of democracy already by itself implies that there is a plu-
ralism of concepts, in fact puts forward even a demand for this. Political 
pluralism within democracy is being mirrored by a pluralism in the concep-
tual self-reflexivity of democracy about democracy. In addition, democracy 
is not static. Therefore, also: How does democracy evolve?

We could assert that there may be an implicit (not necessarily 
explicit) tendency within several of our concepts and models (also the-
ories) of democracy to actually to refer to already “established” democ-
racies of the economically further developed countries, and by this to 
focus on industrialized countries or advanced economies in context 
of the OECD, concentrating analysis on North America, Europe, 
Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. But democracy also is a global phe-
nomenon, and there are indications that democracy increasingly man-
ifests itself as a global process. Therefore, democracy is just as valid in 
the non-OECD countries, in the developing countries and emerging 
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economies. Therefore: How does democracy evolve in global context? 
Democracy, of course, also is permanently challenged. In the OECD 
countries, democracy faces the problem of stagnation, or even set-backs. 
In the non-OECD countries, there is a contest between democracies, 
semi-democracies and non-democracies, which systems are more suc-
cessful in achieving development and sustainable development. Quality 
of Democracy as a concept emphasizes these evolving aspects and evolving 
character of democracy, by stating that there can be different degrees or lev-
els in the accomplishment of democracy, and that these are fluid and can 
change over time. Furthermore, the question arises, to which extent quality 
of democracy also associates with knowledge democracy and “democracy as 
innovation enabler”?

The work and analysis, which is presented in the following sections, 
is being carried by the following motivation and interest:

1.  Comparison: Comparisons are not the only possibility, for creat-
ing insight and information for further model building and the-
ory design. Comparisons, however, are a very powerful and useful 
approach in political science (Peters 1998; Whitehead 1998). For our 
work, the comparison of the different countries represented the one 
practical way of driving further analysis. Democracy, here, is being 
analyzed in terms of “country-based democracies”.1

2.  Global comparison and empirical measurement: The one major interest 
was to engage in a truly global analysis, and by this explicitly not to 
limit the analysis of democracy to the OECD or industrialized coun-
tries and advanced economies, but to extend analysis to the non-
OECD and developing countries, as well as to emerging economies. 
In principle, our analysis wanted to address the “whole world,” and 
was constrained only by empirical data availability. Particularly we 
were interested in comparing developments in the OECD and non-
OECD countries. Not all countries in the world are democracies. 

1For example, later in the text, when we talk about European democracy, this represents an aggre-
gation of the different individual European country-based democracies, and does not refer spe-
cifically to the system of governance of the supranational institutions of the EU. This logic of 
aggregation also applies to the terms of “EU15” and “EU28” (when not otherwise indicated).
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Therefore, to pursue such a global perspective, it was necessary 
to extend the scope of analysis from democracies to all countries 
(democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies), by this being 
in a position of being capable of comparing developments in democ-
racies and non-democracies. The outcome should be an empirical 
measurement of democracy (and non-democracy) in global context.

3.  Quality of democracy and the quintuple-dimensional structure of democ-
racy: A global empirical comparison of democracies (democracies 
and non-democracies) must be grounded on a conceptual model or 
framework of analysis. The decision here was taken to refer democ-
racy and quality of democracy (or the absence of democracy) to the 
following five basic dimensions (basic conceptual dimensions): free-
dom, equality, control, sustainable development and self-organization 
(political self-organization). Freedom and equality represent two key 
dimensions for democracy. Freedom and equality also qualify as two 
already conventionally and traditionally established dimensions in 
our thinking about democracy. However, in our analysis a particular 
focus and emphasis was placed on the (“new”) dimensions of sustain-
able development and self-organization (here approached through 
political swings and government/opposition cycles). The assertion 
would be that sustainable development and self-organization have a 
certain innovative momentum for influencing our theories, models 
and the way how we conceptualize democracy and quality of democ-
racy. A further proposition is that it would be difficult to understand 
or to assess democracy in global context (and by this extending the 
narrow perspective of only looking at the economically advanced 
OECD countries) when ignoring features and aspects of sustaina-
ble development. Of course, it remains to be tested and to be seen, 
whether or not sustainable development and self-organization (politi-
cal self-organization) can establish themselves in the realm of theories 
of democracy to which we conventionally refer to. By applying this 
quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and quality of democ-
racy, it was also demonstrated that a comparative multidimensional 
index-building of quality of democracy in a global format and con-
text already is possible with the currently existing data (at least in a 
contemporary time frame).
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4.  Quality of Democracy and Knowledge Democracy, “Democracy as 
Innovation Enabler”: There are certain assumptions that the pro-
gress of democracy and quality of democracy may also associate 
with “knowledge democracy”. In a knowledge democracy, a particular 
emphasis is being placed on knowledge and innovation, and knowl-
edge and innovation are being regarded there as key drivers for devel-
opment and further progress, by this converting and transforming 
economy, society and democracy into knowledge economy, knowl-
edge society and knowledge democracy. In such a context, within 
such scenarios, there also can be expectations about “democracy as 
innovation enabler.”

5.  Explorative analysis and the “Why Question”: Our analysis approached 
new terrain, particularly in empirical terms, because we were inter-
ested in systematically measuring and mapping democracies (and 
non-democracies) worldwide in reference to a quintuple-dimensional 
structuring of democracy and by placing an emphasis on the dimen-
sions of freedom, equality, sustainable development and self-organ-
ization. We tested our conceptual framework of analysis empirically 
in full extent. Still, the character of our empirical research is more 
“explorative” in character. Therefore, our empirical research was not 
hypothesis-guided or hypothesis-based. However, in the conclu-
sion we engaged in the process of hypothesis formulation to which 
could be referred to (in future research) as possible analytical refer-
ence points for further research on democracy and the global devel-
opment of democracy. Empirically we concentrated on demonstrating, 
which empirical processes associate with each other and to offer a whole 
spectrum of propositions as potential explanations, but also inviting dif-
ferent, by this also conflicting views and view points. In fact, we were 
interested in highlighting ambiguities, puzzling empirical effects 
and trade-offs, where these, according to our analysis, existed. So 
there are no easy answers in reference to the processes, how democ-
racy evolves in global context. It may be asserted that there are three 
types of questions for investigation in political science research: the 
“How Question”; the “What Question” (What is the content or sub-
stance?); and the “Why Question,” which refers to cause-and-effect 
relations, a causal reasoning and causality in more general (What 
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is the reason?). Our analysis clearly addresses the how-questions. 
However, at the same time we were cautious to ask too directly the 
why-questions. Two factors came here into play: (1) a general believe 
that the “explorative” character of our empirical research would 
make it difficult to employ always a straightforward causal reason-
ing; (2) our interest was more to fully demonstrate the whole spec-
trum of empirical ambiguities and puzzling effects, thus having the 
impression that too much of a causal reasoning would narrow down 
the options of offered propositions for explanation. However, were 
appropriate (appropriate in our opinion), we also explicitly addressed 
the “Why Question.”2 (So we did not exclude the “Why Question”.)

Our conceptualizing of democracy and quality of democracy was set in 
contrast to an empirical measuring of democracy in world-wide context. For 
that purpose we developed an empirical macro-model that refers to 160 
countries (and territories) in the time period of 2002–2016. These 160 
countries represent more than 99% of the whole world population. The 
country sample included democracies and non-democracies (or democ-
racies, semi-democracies and non-democracies). The empirical prop-
ositions that we developed for quality of democracy and democratic 
development were based and framed within that specific framework for 
analysis. Of course, there always remain chances that empirical develop-
ments and trends after 2016 may point into directions different when 
compared with trends during the period 2002–2016.3

All together, the analysis being presented here represents a work that 
lasted almost for ten years, beginning in the summer of 2010, focus-
ing on the month of August as the first phase of data collection. The 
book manuscript is based on the “Habilitation” text (Venia Docendi 
manuscript) “Conceptualizing and Measuring the Quality of Democracy 

2For example, in Chapter 6 we discuss several factors that drive and encourage government/oppo-
sition cycles (political swings) in democracies. It can be said (as a proposition) that government/
opposition cycles and political swings are essential for democracies and their quality. Our specific 
discussion there can be interpreted in a way to actually reflect on the “Why Question”.
3We started our time series in 2002, because Freedom House (2013a) launched to release “aggre-
gate scores” for political rights and civil liberties only as of the calendar year 2002.
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in Global Comparison. Freedom, Equality, Sustainable Development, and 
Political Self-Organization (Political Swings, Government/Opposition 
Cycles) in 151 Countries (Democracies, Semi-Democracies and Non-
Democracies), 2002–2008” (Campbell 2013), which I had handed in 
at the University of Vienna on September 12, 2013. The Habilitation 
Committee was led by Professor Sieglinde Rosenberger (University 
of Vienna) and co-lead by Ludger Helms (University of Innsbruck). 
The three reviewers were Professor Brigitte Geißel (Goethe-University 
Frankfurt), Professor Barbara Prainsack (formerly King’s College 
London, now University of Vienna) and Professor Dieter Segert 
(University of Vienna). On May 15, 2014, the Habilitation Committee 
came together, and decided unanimously to grant to me the status of 
a Venia Docendi for Comparative Political Science at the University of 
Vienna. I want to thank all the members to the Habilitation Committee 
and the reviewers for their valuable input and comments and feedback 
that they had provided to me!

In the aftermath of this habilitation process and for the purpose 
of the book publication with Palgrave Macmillan now, the original 
“Habilitation” text was overworked by me, and, perhaps most impor-
tantly, the original time series of 2002–2008 was extended (and by 
this more than doubled) to 2002–2016. In addition, a greater empha-
sis has been placed on knowledge and innovation, also the theme 
of “Democracy as Innovation Enabler.” In that context I also want to 
thank Professor Elias Carayannis (George Washington University) for 
his advice and guidance. Would the focus of this book and research 
only have been on the OECD countries, then results could have been 
achieved faster. The inclusion of the non-OECD countries implied con-
siderably greater analytical efforts. The inclusion of the non-OECD 
countries, however, was thought to be necessary to set up more focused 
propositions for further discussions on: How do democracy and quality of 
democracy evolve in global context? Is “Democracy an Innovation Enabler”? 
The global perspective was time-consuming. But the global perspective 
was also the one finally so interesting aspect.

Finally, in the form of a personal note, I would like to add, that in 
the world of literature, that I was (am) impressed by the following three 
pieces of text and work, which I thought were (are) very interesting: 
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Alice in Wonderland (by Lewis Carroll, 1865), Das Parfüm/The Perfume 
(by Patrick Süskind, 1985), and Der Kauz/The Codger (by Simon 
Guerel, 2017).

Vienna and Bad Vöslau, Austria  
Washington, DC, USA  
Champigné, France  
July 2018

David F. J. Campbell
dfjcampbell.research@gmail.com
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Poem on Democracy

Gedicht über Demokratie
(written by David F. J. Campbell in German)

was ist
demokratie?

es ist die
wahrheit
der vielen wahrheiten.

es ist die
wahrheit,
die möglich ist,
weil sie verlangt,
dass verschiedene
und zueinander
widersprüchliche
wahrheiten
nebeneinander
bestehen.
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es ist der
pluralismus im
vielen licht,
das in den
schatten tropft,
und die nacht
heller blühen
lässt.

der schatten
des lichts und
das licht
des schattens,
und es gibt
keine
wahrheit
außerhalb
des pluralismus:
frage folgt
auf antwort,
fragen folgt
auf frage.
auf licht
folgt neues
licht
am blühenden tag.

ΠΟΙΗΜΑ ΓΙΑ ΤΗΝ ΔΗΜΟΚΡΑΤΙΑ
(translated into Greek by Elias G. Carayannis)

ΤΙ ΕΙΝΑΙ Η
ΔΗΜΟΚΡΑΤΙΑ?

ΕΙΝΑΙ Η
ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑ
ΤΩΝ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΩΝ.
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ΕΙΝΑΙ Η ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑ ΠΟΥ ΕΙΝΑΙ ΕΦΙΚΤΗ ΓΙΑΤΙ ΑΠΑΙΤΕΙ 
ΔΙΑΦΟΡΕΤΙΚΕΣ ΚΑΙ ΣΥΓΚΡΟΥΟΜΕΝΕΣ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΕΣ 
ΝΑ ΣΥΝΥΠΑΡΧΟΥΝ ΑΡΜΟΝΙΚΑ ΜΑΖΙ.

ΕΙΝΑΙ Η ΠΟΙΚΙΛΟΤΗΤΑ ΣΕ ΑΠΛΕΤΟ ΦΩΣ,
ΠΟΥ ΑΚΟΥΓΕΤΑΙ ΣΑΝ ΣΤΑΓΟΝΑ ΝΕΡΟΥ ΣΤΟΥΣ 
ΣΚΙΕΡΟΥΣ ΤΟΠΟΥΣ ΚΑΙ ΚΑΝΕΙ ΤΗΝ ΝΥΧΤΑ ΝΑ 
ΛΑΜΠΕΙ ΠΙΟ ΛΑΜΠΡΗ.

Ο ΙΣΚΙΟΣ ΤΟΥ ΦΩΤΟΣ ΚΑΙ ΤΟ ΦΩΣ ΤΟΥ ΣΚΟΤΑΔΙΟΥ,
ΚΑΙ ΔΕΝ ΥΠΑΡΧΕΙ ΑΛΛΗ ΑΛΗΘΕΙΑ ΑΠΟ ΤΗΝ 
ΠΟΙΚΙΛΟΤΗΤΑ – Η ΕΡΩΤΗΣΗ ΑΚΟΛΟΥΘΕΙ ΤΗΝ 
ΑΠΑΝΤΗΣΗ ΚΑΙ ΟΙ ΕΡΩΤΗΣΕΙΣ ΑΚΟΛΟΥΘΟΥΝ 
ΤΙΣ ΕΡΩΤΗΣΕΙΣ ΚΑΘΩΣ ΚΑΙ ΤΟ ΦΩΣ ΑΚΟΛΟΥΘΕΙ 
ΚΑΙΝΟΥΡΓΙΟ ΦΩΣ ΤΗΝ ΗΜΕΡΑ ΠΟΥ ΞΗΜΕΡΩΝΕΙ.

Poem on Democracy
(translated into English by Gerhard W. E. Blasche)

what is democracy?

the truth it is
of the many truths

the truth it is,
made possible,
because it demands
different and opposing truths
to stand side by side

it is pluralism
immersed in light
the rays of which
gently penetrate the shade
and make the night bloom
brighter still

the shadow of light
the light of shade
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and there is no truth beyond
(pluralism):
question follows answer
question follows question

light is followed
by new light
on the blooming day

Poem on Democracy
(translated into English by David F. J. Campbell and George S. Campbell)

what is
democracy?

it is the
truth
of the many truths.

it is the
truth
that is possible,
because it requires
that different
and to each other
contradictory
truths
exist
next to each other.

it is the
pluralism in
the many light
that drips
into the shade
and lets the night
blossom
lighter in light.
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the shade
of light and
the light
of shade,
and there is
no
truth
outside
of pluralism:
question follows
answer,
questions follow
in questioning.
after light
follows new
light
on the blossoming day.

Poème sur la Démocratie
(translated into French by Birgit Eigelsreiter)

qu’est-ce que la
démocratie?

elle, est la
vérité
de nombreuses vérités.

elle, est la
vérité
qui peut exister,
puisqu’elle se construit
des vérités
distinctes et
divergentes
en exigeant
qu’elles
coexistent.
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elle est le pluralisme
d’une lucidité;
qui envahit
l’obscurité,
tout en
éclaircissant
les ténèbres
nocturnes.

l’ombre
de la lumière
et la lumière
de l’ombre;
il n’existe
aucune
vérité
en dehors
du pluralisme:
réponse
suivie par question
questionner –
ce qui suit
une question
en plein jour,
une nouvelle lumière
succède
à la lumière.

Пoэмa o дeмoкpaтии
(translated into Russian by Alexandra Fabrykowska)

чтo тaкoe
дeмoкpaтия?

этo
иcтинa
мнoгиx пpaвд.
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этo
иcтинa,
paзpeшaющчaя,
тpeбyющчaя,
что различные
и любые
нecooбpaзныe
пpaвды
вмecтe
cyщecтвyют.

этo
плюpaлизм в
мнoжecтвe oгнeй,
пaдaющиx кaплями
в пoлyмpaк
и paзpeшaющиx нoчи
цвecти
яpчe cвeтa.

мpaчнocть
вcпышки и,
cвeтлocть
тьмa
нeт
дpyгoй
пpaвды
кpoмe
плюpaлизмa:
вoпpoc cлeдyeт
зa oтвeтoм,
вoпpocы нeпpepывны
в вoпpoшaнии.
зa cвeтoм
пpиxoдит нoвый
cвeт
в цвeтyщий дeнь.
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שיר על דמוקרטיה
(translated into Hebrew by Guy Ben-Ari)

מהי
דמוקרטיה?

היא
האמת

של כל האמיתות.

היא
האמת

המתאפשרת
מפני שהיא דורשת,

שאמיתות
שונות

ומנוגדות
יתקיימו

זו לצד זו.

היא
הרב-גוניות

שבאור
המטפטפת אל הצל

ומאפשרת
ללילה

לפרוח באור חזק יותר

הצל
שבאור
והאור
שבצל,

ואין
אמת

מעבר
לרב-גוניות:

שאלה
בעקבות תשובה

שאלות
בעקבות שאלה

אור חדש
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בעקבות
אור

ביום הבהיר

قصيدة عن الديمقراطية
(translated into Arabic by Samar Kobald)

ما هي
الديمقراطية؟

إنها
حقيقة

الحقائق العديدة.

إنها
حقيقة

الممكنة
لأنها تطالب,

تعايش
حقائق
مختلفة

ومتناقضة.

إنها
التعددية في

العديد من الضوء
الذي يقطر
في الظلال,

ويجعل الليل
أكثر إشراقا.

الظل
من الضوء و

الضوء
،من الظل

وهناك
لا

حقيقة
خارج
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التعددية:
السؤال يتبع

الجواب،
وطرح الأسئلة.

على ضوء
يأتي ضوء

جديد
في يوم مشرق.

Demokrasi ‘nin Şiiri
(translated into Turkish by Derya Öcal)

Nedir
Demokrasi?

O
Gerçektir
Birçok gerçeklerin

O
Gerçektir
Mümkün olan
Çünkü talep ettiği
Farklı
Ve birbirine karşı
Muhalif
Gerçeklerin
Yanyana
Olması

O
Çoğunluktur
Birçok ışıklar içinde
Gölgeye damlayıp
Geceyi
Daha parklak
Açtıran

Isığın
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Gölgesi ve
Gölgenin
Işığı
Ve gerçek yok
Çoğunluk dışında
Soru
Cevabı izler
Sormak ise
Soruyu
Işık ardından
Yeni ışık gelir
Açan günde

Poem on Democracy
(translated into Chinese by Amelie Drexler and Qiaoshan Ye)

什么是
民主?

民主是
众多真理背后的
终极真理

之所以称它为终极真理,
是因为它能够容许各种不同的,
互相矛盾的真理共同存在

它是一个闪烁着
不同光芒的多种真相的
凝聚体
这些光芒滴进阴影里
照亮了黑夜,
并让黑夜开出了花朵

光芒的影子
阴影的光亮
真相不可能只有一个
而是诸多个
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一个答案后面还会冒出新的问题
新的问题还会引发更多的质疑
就像一束光芒
在一个鲜花怒放的白天
折射出更多的光芒

Poem on Democracy
(translated into Chinese by Tung Tung Chan)

什么是
民主?

她是
真相中
的真相。

她是
有可能实现的
真相
因为她根植于
互不相同
互相矛盾
却又
互相依存的
真相。

她是
多元主义
是许多光
渗透在
阴影处
好让黑夜
绽放
柔柔地发光

影
的光和
光
的影,
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在
多元主义
以外
没有
真相:
问题紧随
答案,
问题紧随
置疑。
光后
又追随新的
光
照亮绽放的天明
一首关于民主的诗
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1

The introduction introduces into our analysis and presents an overview 
and synopsis of the analytical work that will follow in the coming chap-
ters and sections. The introduction is organized into five sections. In the 
first section, the research questions are being addressed and discussed. 
In the second section, the conceptualization of democracy and quality 
of democracy are presented that drive our endeavor of a global com-
parison of democracies and their qualities. We introduce the basic quin-
tuple-dimensional structure of democracy as conceptual (and theoretical) 
basis that underlies our analysis. Section three develops and explains in 
greater detail our conceptual research design and the methodic frame-
work of analysis that we apply in reference to the research questions. In 
section four, a short preview on the coming sections and chapters of the 
analysis is summarized for purposes of orientation and guidance. The 
final section (section five) again engages in a short resume of reflection 
of our whole research endeavor.

1
Introduction: How to Conceptualize 
Democracy, Quality of Democracy 

in Global Comparison and Democracy 
as Innovation Enabler

© The Author(s) 2019 
D. F. J. Campbell, Global Quality of Democracy as Innovation Enabler,  
Palgrave Studies in Democracy, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship for Growth, 
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2     D. F. J. Campbell

1.1  The Research Questions

The research questions of the analysis here focus on: How to concep-
tualize and to measure democracy and the quality of democracy in global 
comparison? The outcome will be the conceptualizing and measuring of 
quality of democracy in a worldwide format and context. This also will 
be tested for the proposition (hypothesis) of “democracy as innovation 
enabler” (which also represents a complementary research question for 
the analysis).

These research questions are being approached by a specific concep-
tual research design and methodic (methodology based) framework of 
analysis. Indeed, there is not only one concept or one measurement 
of democracy, but in fact a pluralism of concepts and of measurement 
approaches would have to be stated that already exist and coexist (see, for 
example, Campbell 2008; Campbell and Barth 2009; Campbell et al. 
2013c; Freedom House 2013a; Schmidt 2010, pp. 370–398). Concepts 
relate to theory or theories of democracy. Theories sometimes have the 
connotation of macrotheories, interested in and trying to offer broad-
er-ranged explanations. Theories of democracies attempt to frame and 
to describe democracies systematically. In a worst-case scenario, theories 
would represent a more static analytical architecture, so this feeds and 
interferes with the challenge of preserving the momentum of a flexible 
learning for democracies. Preferably, we will speak of concepts, not so 
much theories of democracy. By using with emphasis this terminology of 
“concepts” of democracy, and not of theories of democracies, the open and 
learning character of this whole inquiry here should be underscored. But 
of course, the concept of concepts overlaps in substance with the concept 
of theories, between which analytical bridges can be designed, built and 
interlinked.1

The analysis here is being carried by the further conviction that 
there is and operates an interaction between concepts and theories of 

1When employing the phrase of concepts and theories of democracy and democracies, the author 
wants to demonstrate his inclination that the “boundaries” between concepts and theories of 
democracy should be regarded to be volatile, flexible and fleeting.
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democracy, on the one hand, and measurement of democracy, on the other  
(see Campbell 2012, p. 294). So, without measurement, it is difficult 
to envision how concepts and theories of democracy can be devel-
oped further. The same is also true for looking on democracy from the 
reverse perspective. So that democracy measurement can consolidate 
the empirical results and outcomes, these have to be either projected 
on concepts and theories of democracies, and/or these results are used 
for designing concepts and theories of democracy. Without democ-
racy measurement, the further evolution of concepts and theories of 
democracies is blocked or at least constrained. But without concepts 
and theories of democracy, democracy measurement may not result in 
creating an overall picture of democracy and the changes of democ-
racy, but may only produce quantities of empirical noise. Of course, it 
appears to rational and well-reasoned, trying to tie together and cou-
pling systematically attempts of democracy measurement with con-
cepts and theories of democracy. However, there is also the impression 
that this tying together is not being systematically enough attempted. 
Analytical approaches are often biased to the one or other side of the 
spectrum of possibilities here. A positive counter-example would be 
the work of Guillermo O’Donnell (2004a, b), in which a detailed and 
rich development of theory of democracy, with a focus on quality of 
democracy, is being combined with practical consequences of democ-
racy measurement. O’Donnell relates and compares human rights with 
human development, and in case of human development refers directly 
to the Human Development Index (HDI) that is being issued annu-
ally by the United Nations Development Program (see, for example, 
UNDP 2011). The HDI represents a compilation of detailed empir-
ical statistics and indicators, more or less for all member states to the 
United Nations, and is thus global in reach. In his theoretical thinking, 
O’Donnell indicates how his theory of quality of democracy possibly 
cross-links to empirical and data-based models of development, by this 
offering, how progress and advancement (but also decrease) of democ-
racy (quality of democracy) may be measure. Guillermo O’Donnell is 
also inclined to see and to refer to the global picture of the democracy, 
the whole world of democracy, and patterns and trends of change and 
alteration.
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There are nuances of differences in the meaning of measurement of 
democracy. In the following, we want to portray these nuances twofold:

1. The (direct) measurement of democracy and the quality of democ-
racy: Measurement of democracy can directly address the generation of 
empirical data and indicators, be it that these data exist “out there” 
(for example, surveys about the satisfaction with the polity with 
politics), or (and/or) that they are being produced in the context of 
an expert peer review process (for example, in the case of Freedom 
House,2 when experts provide freedom ratings for “political rights” 
and “civil liberties” for countries and territories world-wide, which 
are then being transformed to numerical scale). These would rep-
resent approaches to democracy measurement in a more direct 
understanding.

2. The “democratic audit” of democracy and the quality of democracy: A 
more indirect approach of democracy measurement is being repre-
sented by a so-called democratic audit (democracy audit ) (for example, 
see IDEA 2008).3 David Beetham (1994, p. 25) defines a democratic 
audit in the following way: “First, it is necessary to explain the idea 
of a ‘democratic audit’ itself. This is the simple but ambitious pro-
ject of assessing the state of democracy in a single country. Like other 
Western countries, the UK calls itself a democracy and claims to pro-
vide a model for others to follow. Yet how democratic is it actually?” 
Here, there is an association of linking democratic audits to the evalu-
ation of a democracy and its quality of democracy. Democratic audits 
focus more on an assessment or evaluation of democracy and of the 
quality of democracy, not limited to aspects of democracy measure-
ment, but instead promoting an advocacy of democracy. At the end 
of a democratic audit process and procedure, also recommendations 
should be developed and set up for discussion, how a democracy and 
the quality of democracy could be improved. In epistemic terms, a 

2Visit Freedom House at: http://www.freedomhouse.org/.
3The official wording here is “democratic audit”. We assert (or at least propose) that a democratic 
audit also could be re-phrased or re-worded (interpreted) as a democracy audit.

http://www.freedomhouse.org/
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democratic audit may also arrive at offering suggestions, which new 
empirical indicators of democracy measurement would be impor-
tant and should therefore be introduced and generated in the future. 
In that respect, a democratic audit (in contrast to academic research 
or academic analysis) represents also “evaluative processes” (Cullell 
2004, p. 101). Paraphrased in own words, a democratic audit resem-
bles (can resemble) more a bottom-up inductive approach and procedure 
(assessment and evaluation), exploring the landscape of a democracy. An 
“analysis of democracy,” on the other hand, resembles more a top-down 
and deductive approach and procedure, perhaps grounded in established 
theory, and involving conceptual premises as point-of-departure, also 
requiring a methodic framework of analysis for conducting the analysis. 
Democratic audit stands more for bottom-up and inductive, and dem-
ocratic analysis for top-down and deductive (to set up and propose here 
a contrasting conceptual profile). Of course, there can be interesting 
conceptual and methodic overlaps and mixes of democratic audit and 
democratic analysis, allowing for hybrid combinations of both (see 
Figs. 1.1 and 1.2, with graphical differences depending on the assess-
ment of amount of overlap between democratic audit and democratic 
analysis). David Beetham prepared conceptually the idea of demo-
cratic audits and engaged in early groundwork for the later system-
atic application of democratic audits. In his seminal work Defining 
and Measuring Democracy, David Beetham (1994) relates demo-
cratic audits also to indices of democracy and the general notions of 
defining and measuring democracy (which represents also the title 
of his book in 1994). Beetham (1994, p. 30) uses the metaphor of 
the “democratic pyramid,” which brings together the following key 
principles as a conceptual basis for democratic audits: “free and fair 
elections”; “civil and political rights”; “a democratic society”; and 
“open and accountable government” (see also Beetham 2004).4  

4In reference to these key principles, David Beetham (1994, p. 34) adds and comments: “It 
would be both remarkable and disturbing, if there were no convergence over the criteria for ‘free 
and fair elections’ or ‘civil and political rights’, where there exist the most clearly established inter-
national standards. Even here, however, our insistence on the democratic principles of political 
equality takes us beyond the very minimal acknowledgment of universal suffrage typical of most 
other indices, to which we add such criteria as: equal value for each vote, equal opportunity to 
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Beetham was subsequently involved in several democratic audit 
measures and procedures in and of the UK (for example, see 
Beetham et al. 2002). The “International Institute for Democracy 

Direct measurement
of democracy:
for example,
top-down and
deductive
"analysis of
democracy".

Measurement
of democracy
and the
quality of
democracy. 

"Democratic audit"
of democracy:
for example, 
bottom-up and
inductive
assessment or
evaluation of
democracy.

Fig. 1.1 Measurement of democracy and of quality of democracy (types of 
measurement) (Source Author’s own conceptualization)

 
stand for public office, fair access for all social groups and parties to the means of communica-
tion with the electorate, and so on. And our extension of the democratic indices into the areas of 
open and accountable government and a democratic society constitute a considerable extension 
of focus beyond these other indices”.
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and Electoral Assistance” (International IDEA),5 which is located in 
Stockholm, Sweden, systematically applies democratic audits for the 
purpose of evaluating the quality of democracy in different countries, 

Direct measurement
of democracy:
for example,
top-down and
deductive
"analysis of
democracy".

Measurement
of democracy
and the
quality of
democracy. 

"Democratic audit"
of democracy:
for example, 
bottom-up and
inductive
assessment or
evaluation of
democracy.

Fig. 1.2 Measurement of democracy and of quality of democracy (types of 
measurement) (Source Author’s own conceptualization)

5See the website of IDEA at: http://www.idea.int/.

http://www.idea.int/
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called assessment procedures (“Assessing the Quality of Democracy”). 
The “State of Democracy (SoD)” “Assessment Framework” of IDEA 
is guided by and is based on the following two “basic principles”: 
“popular control over public decision making and decision makers” 
and “equality of respect and voice between citizens in the exercise 
of that control” (IDEA 2008, p. 23). The assessing-the-quality-of-de-
mocracy framework of IDEA has been directly codeveloped by David 
Beetham (IDEA 2008, p. 2). In that respect, the IDEA framework 
may be understood as an attempt of further operationalization and 
application of some of the original core ideas of David Beetham on 
democracy and on defining and measuring democracy (Beetham 
1994). Since 2000, the assessment framework of IDEA for the 
evaluation of the quality of a democracy has been applied in twen-
ty-five countries, as of February 2013 (see also Campbell 2012, p. 
303; Pickel and Pickel 2006, pp. 199–209).6 In the USA and the 
German-speaking countries in Europe (Germany and Austria), but 
also in Switzerland, for example, IDEA’s assessment framework was 
not applied, so far (Campbell 2012, p. 311).

In reference to a combined and integrated conceptual and methodic 
understanding, our analysis expresses two focuses: (1) developing a 
conceptualization of democracy and of quality of democracy (for a global 
comparison), which refers to existing literature, but introduces also novel 
elements (so the self-assertion); (2) this conceptualization is then being 
translated into an empirical model (macromodel) that should demon-
strate what the empirical effects of the conceptualization are, how this 
“conceptualization plays in practice.” Since the conceptualization touches 
on new grounds, the empirical analysis, therefore, is primarily “explora-
tive” in character. This implied in consequence that the explicit decision 
was made and taken not to define and introduce hypotheses (on possi-
ble empirical outcomes) in advance that then would guide the analysis 
and the interpretation of the results of our analysis. The formulation of 

6See the overview under: http://www.idea.int/sod/worldwide/index.cfm (see also http://www.
idea.int/sod/profiles/index.cfm).

http://www.idea.int/sod/worldwide/index.cfm
http://www.idea.int/sod/profiles/index.cfm
http://www.idea.int/sod/profiles/index.cfm


1 Introduction: How to Conceptualize Democracy, Quality …     9

hypotheses would require an already more mature or advanced status 
of the empirical stock of knowledge in a specific field (from a practical  
point of view). The “explorative” character of our empirical analysis was 
valued as early empirical research, so that at these stage procedures of 
hypotheses-formulation (sophisticated hypothesis-formulation) may be pre-
mature. However, finally, in the conclusion to our analysis, we engage 
in a tentative process of a hypothesis formulation, which then is not 
ex-ante to our analysis, but ex-post. For that hypothesis formula-
tion, we attempted a synthesis of our work, based on the findings and 
empirical outcome of our analysis. These hypotheses may inform later 
empirical work on democracy and the quality of democracy in global 
comparison, and could behave as possible reference points (working 
hypotheses) for next-stage research in the field of democracy. Based 
on the ex-post hypotheses formulation, possible implications and 
ramifications for the conceptualization of democracy and quality of 
democracy, also the theory of democracy, are discussed as well in our 
conclusion (see Fig. 1.3).

Conceptualization, Early Advanced
theoretical empirical empirical
conceptualization research, research,
of democracy "explorative" involving
and the analysis. formulation
quality of of hyptheses.
democracy.

Fig. 1.3 Conceptualization of democracy and different stages of empirical anal-
ysis (Source Author’s own conceptualization)
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Concerning democracy or democracies, there is also always the 
question, whether a systematic development or evolution of democracy 
can be observed or stated. In variation of this question, it also can be 
asked, whether there are different manifestations of democracy, indi-
cating perhaps higher forms of development of democracy. Is it appro-
priate to talk about different, but also higher stages of democracy?7 
Are there less, but also more advanced democracies? One connota-
tion of evolution of democracy may be a tendency that democracies 
move on and move forward to such higher stages of democracy. The 
practical test, then, of course, is, whether such a tendency of democracy 
to evolve into higher stages (conceptual stages) of democracy can really be 
observed in empirical terms. However, at the same time, we also can 
observe that our concepts and theories about democracy are becom-
ing more ambitious, demanding and sophisticated. In the past, the 
concept of the “electoral democracy” appeared sufficient.8 Electoral 
democracies focus on the process of elections and “political rights.” 
Electoral democracies, so the proposition here, understand democracy 
as a set of minimum requirements, which must be fulfilled, so that the 
criterion of being a democracy is fulfilled. The eight criteria of Antony 
Downs (19579/1985, pp. 23–24) about the “nature of democratic gov-
ernment” can be interpreted this way. Freedom House (2011) applies 
the following criteria for defining an electoral democracy: “A com-
petitive, multiparty political system”; “Universal adult suffrage for 
all citizens”; “Regularly contested elections”; and “Significant public 
access of major political parties to the electorate through the media 
and through generally open political campaigning.” The next stage of 
development of democracy would be represented by the liberal democracy.  

7See later Hypothesis 12 and 15 in Sect. 7.2.
8Electoral democracy and liberal democracy represent established concepts and categories in the 
Euro-American discourses on democracy and serve as references for democracy debate.
9This book was published first back in 1957.
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A liberal democracy is clearly more than to primarily fulfill the min-
imum requirements of and for a democracy. The liberal democracy 
focuses on fulfilling in a sufficient mode (an advanced mode) the criteria 
of a democracy. By this, the liberal democracy transcends the mini-
mum requirements of an electoral democracy. Liberal democracy goes 
beyond electoral democracy. Within the context of the framework of 
analysis of Freedom House, implications of this are to complement 
and extend the “political rights” by “civil liberties” for modeling a lib-
eral democracy more comprehensively. Freedom House (2011) states 
here again: “Freedom House’s term ‘electoral democracy’ differs from 
‘liberal democracy’ in that the latter also implies the presence of a sub-
stantial array of civil liberties. In the survey, all free countries qualify 
as both electoral and liberal democracies. By contrast, some partly free 
countries qualify as electoral, but not liberal, democracies.” As Ludger 
Helms (2007, p. 18) emphasizes, liberal democracy requires to a suf-
ficient degree the existence of liberal and democratic elements within 
a democracy.10 The currently established democracies in Western Europe, 
North America and Japan would qualify, by and large, to represent lib-
eral democracies.11 Liberal democracy, therefore, is the current empir-
ical manifestation of democracy in the context of the Organization 
of Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD), i.e., the 
advanced economies. Empirical democracy, of course, is being chal-
lenged by more demanding concepts and theories of democracy. So, 
there are always tensions between what democracy-is and what democra-
cy-could-be or democracy-should-be.

10“Damit ein System als liberale Demokratie, oder schlicht als liberal-demokratisch, bezeich-
net werden kann, müssen sowohl liberale als auch demokratische Elemente in hinreichendem 
Umfang verwirklicht sein” (Helms 2007, p. 18).
11“Die in dieser Studie behandelten Regierungssysteme Westeuropas, Nordamerikas und Japans 
lassen sich – bei allen Unterschieden – eindeutig als liberale Demokratien bezeichnen” (Helms 
2007, p. 20).
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1.2  Conceptualization of Democracy 
and Quality of Democracy: The Basic 
Quintuple-Dimensional Structure 
of Democracy

Box 1.1 Definition and Conceptualizations of Democracy

Definition  
of democracy

Democracy is a system of “self-ruling”, “self-government” 
or “self-governance” by the people and of the people that 
is based on human rights (basic rights), with freedom and 
equality as two basic principles. Democracy represents a 
self-organizing system in a consequent understanding. 
Theory or theories about democracy, therefore, are also 
theories about a system of self-ruling, self-government or 
self-governance by the people (human rights based). In that 
line of thinking, quality of democracy refers to the qualities 
of self-ruling, self-government or self-governance by the 
people, also in reference to human rights (basic rights), also 
in reference to freedom and equality

The people  
in a 
democracy

In an ideal-typical understanding, the people of a democ-
racy should be identical with the population that is living 
in this democracy and country. Practically speaking, this 
is in no democracy the case. The greater the mismatch or 
non-overlapping between the (political) “people” and the 
“population” within a democracy, the more troublesome is 
this for a democracy and the status of quality of democracy. 
Should the gap of a mismatch also widen, this again would 
indicate a problematic trend for a democracy. Ideal-typically 
designed, there should be a maximum overlap of the (polit-
ical) “people,” empowered with citizenship and franchise, 
and the population within a country and democracy

Quality of 
democracy

Quality of democracy represents a concept (theory of democ-
racy), which should allow to distinguish between different 
qualities of democracy, by this implying that there can 
democracies with a lower quality of democracy, but also 
with a higher quality of democracy
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Democracy: 
the political 
system and 
the context of 
the political 
system

Democracy is a system that addresses government and gov-
ernance, the political system, but also the context of the 
political system. The context of the political system is being 
addressed, where the context is mattering for the political 
system. This would imply to understand democracy also in 
the context of society. Democracy then would interlink pol-
itics or the political system with society, democracy would 
transcend the boundaries of the (narrow) political system. 
The whole context of the political system refers to society, 
the economy, but also the natural environments of society. 
Perhaps also additional layers of contextualization could be 
conceived. Important examples, for this, are of course the 
human rights, basic rights and political rights. For these to 
function, the political system must cooperate with the legal 
system, which also represents a context for the political 
system, because only this establishes a “rule of law” One 
functional definition for the political system is: the political 
system represents a system that is interested in governing 
by (with) policy the society, economy and the other systems 
(subsystems) of society

Complexity in 
theory (the-
ories) about 
democracies

There is a tendency that theories about democracy are evolv-
ing more complex over time. With the growing complexity 
of democracy theory, it could also be suggested or expected 
that democracies may increase the complexity of their struc-
tures and processes

Democracy and 
development

By introducing and incorporating the concept of the quality 
of democracy or of theories of the quality of democracy in 
our framework of analysis, the interest is being emphasized 
and acknowledged, to have the possibility to distinguish 
between different levels, stages of development or qual-
ities of democracies. “Quality of democracy” should add 
sharpness and precision to our reasoning and theorizing 
about democracy. “Quality of democracy” should make 
differences between democracies better visible. “Quality of 
democracy” should help exploring, whether democracies 
achieved to progress, and if so, whether such progress could 
be displayed

Democracy in 
emerging and 
developing 
economies

In principle, democracy now is understood to be possible in 
emerging, but also developing economies. In that respect, 
democracy became a truly global phenomenon, and the 
spreading and diffusion of democracy are seen as a world-
wide process. The world of democracy has arrived in a 
global world
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Democracy and 
sustainable 
development

High-quality democracy has a system of government and gov-
ernance (and policy-making) that seeks and takes responsi-
bility for development and performance in society, economy 
and the environment (and other contexts outside of the 
political system) via a conscious application or non-applica-
tion of policy, but also policy evaluation and policy reform. 
Here, ideas of democracy, quality of democracy, sustainabil-
ity, and sustainable development, come together

Measurement 
of democracy

To define basic (conceptual) dimensions of and for democ-
racy, and then to attempt measuring and mapping democ-
racies empirically, based on this dimensional design

The basic 
dimensions 
(basic concep-
tual dimen-
sions) of 
democracy

The underlying model for the basic dimensions (basic concep-
tual dimensions) of democracy and the quality of democracy 
for the conceptual research design and methodic framework 
of analysis, being applied and developed here, refers to the  
following five dimensions: freedom, equality, control, 
sustainable development, and self-organization (political 
self-organization). The outcome of this is a quintuple struc-
ture of dimensions of democracy or a basic quintuple-dimen-
sional structure of democracy and the quality of democracy

Political self-or-
ganization 
and govern-
ment-opposi-
tion-cycles

In context of the analysis here, the analysis will limit empiri-
cally the dimension of political self-organization to the gov-
ernment-opposition-cycles by looking at peaceful changes 
of the head of government and at peaceful party changes 
of the head of government. Government-opposition-cycles 
result in political swings (political left/right swings), which 
appear to be of a crucial importance for democracies: (1) 
they prevent too dominant concentrations of power, and (2) 
they provide elasticity for problem-solving and for develop-
ing and designing policy to address issues of concern

Knowledge 
democracy, 
“Democracy 
as Innovation 
Enabler”

Knowledge democracy emphasizes the importance of 
knowledge and innovation for the quality of democracy 
and the sustainable development of democracy, society and 
economy. Expectations are that democracies with a higher 
quality of democracy also will be knowledge democracies. 
“Democracy as Innovation Enabler” has here at least the 
following meanings: (1) political pluralism in a democracy 
encourages also a diversity of knowledge and innovation 
(“Democracy of Knowledge”) that is necessary for develop-
ment (also economic development and economic growth); 
(2) advanced economies are driven by knowledge and 
innovation, so they require a democracy; (3) in principle, 
“democracy as innovation enabler” also applies to emerging 
and developing economies, but may not always be realized 
and applied

Source Author’s own conceptualization and definitions
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The analysis, being presented here, refers to democracy in a twofold 
mode (for a conceptual summary, see Box 1.1). First, the focus is on 
democracy in a general understanding. Second, the additional focus is 
on quality of democracy. Quality of democracy represents a concept (theory 
of democracy), which should allow to distinguish between different qualities 
of democracy, by this implying that there can democracies with a lower qual-
ity of democracy, but also with a higher quality of democracy. In past times, 
in the twentieth century post-1945, perhaps a dichotomous dividing-of-
the-world-into-two-spheres appeared to be sufficient, namely contrast-
ing the democracies with the non-democracies, distinguishing between 
free and non-free political systems. This represented a dominant west-
ern view on the world, where there was a bipolar rivalry between the 
USA and the Soviet Union, where the western liberal democracies were 
challenged by communist political systems. Democracies, at that time, 
focused (to a certain extent) on industrialized countries and advanced 
economies, democracies in developing economies and emerging econ-
omies where perhaps of not such a concern, with the possible excep-
tion of India and Latin America (and some other countries). Should 
this retrospective view be valid, then democracy was often associated 
with higher economic development, perhaps seeing democracy as a 
privilege of and for advanced economies. It could and should be crit-
ically added, whether this past view on democracies was not oversim-
plified, and whether there was not too much of a positive appraisal for 
western democracies involved. With the spreading of democracies and 
democratic regimes (also in the aftermath of the collapse of Soviet com-
munism), more of a need arose, now to distinguish between different 
manifestations, but also qualities of democracy (Campbell and Barth 
2009, p. 210). Also, the one-sided linkage between economic devel-
opment and establishment was questioned. Democracy, no longer, 
was being regarded as a privilege of higher economic development, 
democracy was not something anymore being exclusively reserved for 
advanced economies. In principle, democracy now is understood to be pos-
sible in emerging, but also developing economies. In that respect, democ-
racy became a truly global phenomenon, and the spreading and diffusion 
of democracy are seen as a world-wide process. The world of democracy has 
arrived in a global world. The contemporary spreading and world-wide 
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diffusion of democracy12 are expressed in the metaphor and wording of 
the “third wave” (Huntington 1991, 1997) and “fourth wave” (McFaul 
2002) of democratization and democracy. This creates also a new type 
of challenge: Are more or less democratic countries in emerging and devel-
oping economies successful in their development, how does here democracy 
interplay with sustainable development? Also, tensions are being created, 
whether our established concepts and theories of democracy are well prepared 
and designed, to grasp, to comprehend and to capture democracy in this glo-
balized context. Or are our concepts and theories of democracy biased in 
favor of an application to advanced economies (the OECD countries)? 
Furthermore, democracy does not end with its establishment. The rela-
tionship or possible relationships between democracy and development or 
democracy and economic growth and development represents a traditional 
focus of research (Brand et al. 2000; Carayannis and Campbell 2014; 
Gerring et al. 2005; Hadenius and Teorell 2005; Kesselmann 1973; 
Knutsen 2012; Merkel 2010; Morlino and Quaranta 2016; Przeworski 
et al. 2003; Rothstein and Uslaner 2005).

Reviewing “Democracy and Development” over the years 1950–1990, 
Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub and Limongi assert: “Hence, if the patterns 
we have observed persist, the world will be better, much better. More 
people will be living in democracies; they will be wealthier; and they will 
be enjoying all the benefits that wealth brings, probably including great 
improvements in public health and medical technology. But not all of us 
will enjoy this progress. Poverty will still be widespread, dictators will still 
repress, and wars will still ruin lives” (Przeworski et al. 2003, p. 277).

12In congruence with that it should be further noted that democracy fully established itself at 
least at the level of ideas or in the “world of ideas”. With very few exceptions, there exists currently 
no (almost no) state that does not at least formally self-describe itself as a democracy. So there is a uni-
versal assertion of all states to represent a democracy in the early twenty-first century. Of course, 
in no way this implies an automatic match between this assertion and practice in reality.
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A development or evolution of democracy is always possible, we even 
should expect this, but it is not predecided that this development only 
must be directed to improvements or gains in democracy. Increases of 
quality of democracy, but also decreases, are equally feasible. Democracy is 
confronted with positive scenarios, but also worst-case scenarios alike, con-
cerning the further progress of a democracy. A certain level or status of 
democracy cannot be taken as granted or given forever. In fact, every 
democracy is being constantly challenged to self-improve continuously, to 
reinvent itself, to reinvent democracy. In addition, always new problems 
and challenges arise in permanence that test the problem-solving capac-
ity and capability of democracy. In that sense, the themes of democracy 
and innovation also associate with each other (Helms 2016). This is 
already one of the testing grounds for “democracy as innovation enabler”. 
Democracy must seek finding creatively new answers to new ques-
tions, and this process never interrupts and comes never to a halt. In 
the “fog of uncertainties of the present,” it is often hard to say, for the 
moment, whether a certain change in democracy points to a positive 
or negative development of democracy. By introducing and incorporat-
ing the concept of the quality of democracy or of theories of the quality of 
democracy in our framework of analysis, the interest is being emphasized 
and acknowledged, to have the possibility to distinguish between different 
levels, stages of development or qualities of democracies. “Quality of democ-
racy” should add sharpness and precision to our reasoning and theorizing 
about democracy. “Quality of democracy” should make differences between 
democracies better visible. “Quality of democracy” should help exploring, 
whether democracies achieved to progress, and if so, whether such progress 
could be displayed. For the purpose of our analysis, this is crucial and 
decisive. This allows furthermore conducting a differentiated analysis, 
which is regarded to be important, to understand democracy as a global 
phenomenon, to do fairness to democracy, and not only to talk or spec-
ulate about democracy in OECD context. Therefore also, an influential 
thinker to our analysis is Guillermo O’Donnell (2004b). In fact, such 
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levels of democracy can be distinguished for all countries, democracies 
and non-democracies alike. In the case of non-democracies, the level of 
democracy or of the quality of democracy would obviously score low, or 
would be nonexistent, in other words absent. Referring back to theory of 
democracy, it could be asked, whether it would be conceptually reasonable, 
to distinguish between the following levels or stages of democracy, indicating 
also a direction for the advancement of democracy: electoral democracy, lib-
eral democracy and liberal democracy or democracy of a high quality (see 
Fig. 1.4). In ideal-typical categories (or in conceptual stages), such a 
classification would make sense. In empirical terms, a practical typology 
of empirically existing democracies would certainly face challenges and 
ambiguities.

What is democracy? What are concepts and theories about democracy? 
Approached from an etymological perspective, the word or term of 
“democracy” originates in the ancient Greek δημοκρατία (dēmokratiā ) 
that brings together the meaning of dēmos, the “people,” with kratos, 
which has the meaning of “power” or “rule.” In a literal understanding, 
democracy means and implies that it is the people who are governing 
“itself ” (themselves). Democracy acknowledges the self-empowerment 
of people. In a democracy, the people are the base, basis and the (only) 
legitimate source for ruling and government. Democracy is a system of 
“self-ruling,” “self-government” or “self-governance” by the people and of 
the people that is based on human rights (basic rights), with freedom and 
equality as two basic principles.13 Democracy represents a self-organizing 
system in a consequential understanding. Theory or theories about democ-
racy, therefore, are also theories about a system of self-ruling, self-govern-
ment or self-governance by the people (human rights based). In that line of 
thinking, quality of democracy refers to the qualities of self-ruling, self-gov-
ernment or self-governance by the people, also in reference to human rights 
(basic rights), also in reference to freedom and equality. Reconstructing the 

13Government and governance often associate closely, but are not necessarily identical. As 
already Rhodes (1996) has noted, there can be a “Governing without Government”. For exam-
ple, this may refer to self-organizing networks or policy networks of higher complexities (see also 
Campbell and Carayannis 2013a, p. 15).
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etymological meaning of “democracy” has the advantage that this iden-
tifies this one crucial core understanding of democracy and the concept 
of democracy. As Michael J. Sodaro (2004, p. 31) states it and proposes 
for definition: “The essential idea of democracy is that the people have 
the right to determine who governs them.” This aspect of self-govern-
ment by the people in a democracy was also referred to in the famous 
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(ideal-typical categories)
of quality
of democracy.

(Liberal)
Democracy
of a higher
quality.

Liberal 
democracy.

Electoral
democracy.

Direction
of time.(?)

Fig. 1.4 Possible evolution of democracy in different stages (conceptual stages) 
or in different ideal-typical categories (simplified model) (Source Author’s own 
conceptualization)
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“Gettysburg Address” of US president Abraham Lincoln on November 
19, in the year 1863, when he said that democracy is a “government 
of the people, by the people, for the people.”14 Later, Guillermo 
O’Donnell (2005, p. 9) paraphrased this historical Gettysburg Address 
with the following words: “Contemporary democracy hardly is by the 
people; but it certainly is of the people and, because of this, it should 
also be for the people.” Despite this intrinsic meaning and validity of the 
principle of self-ruling, self-government and self-governance by the people 
in a democracy, most, if not all, of the contemporarily existing democracies 
are based on principles and processes of representation and mechanisms of 
delegation and are thus examples of an “indirect democracy.” How is the 
self-ruling, self-government and self-governance of the people being 
translated into real decision-making by the institutions of government? 
The standard model of democracy is: the people, more precise the vot-
ers, elect in context of competitive elections members or representatives 
to parliament or multilevel parliamentary systems, and the law-making 
or the legislative decision-making focuses clearly on the parliaments 
and the members to parliament, where also principles of delegation and 
accountability interact and interplay (Strøm et al. 2004; Hooghe and 
Marks 2001). Legislation or legislative power roots primarily in par-
liaments and not directly with the people. Institutionally speaking, the 
people delegate their legislative power to parliament. So we have to state 
a dominance or even hegemony of indirect democracy or of systems of rul-
ing and government that are based on principles of indirect democracy. 
In contemporary context, indirect democracy only is being complemented 
by direct democracy. In executive terms, direct democracy refers to the 
direct popular election (or recall) of executive functions, for example, 
political leadership along a political multilevel architecture, such as pres-
ident, governor or mayor. In legislative terms, direct democracy refers 
to referenda with legislative power or consequences for legislation.  

14The full quote of the crucial passage of Lincoln’s speech is: “It is rather for us to be here ded-
icated to the great task remaining before us—that from these honored dead we take increased 
devotion to that cause for which they gave the last full measure of devotion—that we here highly 
resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain—that this nation, under God, shall have a new 
birth of freedom—and that government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not 
perish from the earth” (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gettysburg_address). Furthermore, see also 
Sodaro (2004, p. 168).

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gettysburg_address
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Referenda can address normal law but also constitutional law. 
Furthermore, in judicial terms, direct democracy would be when repre-
sentatives of the legal system, for examples judges, are being voted into 
office by a popular election. The degree of direct democracy can vary 
greatly from country to country or democracy to democracy. Examples 
of countries with a more frequent application of direct democracy are 
Switzerland and several of the US states (Cronin 1989).15 What most, 
all currently existing democracies have in common is that the basic idea of 
a democracy of a “self-ruling,” “self-government” or “self-governance” by the 
people and of the people has been translated into an institutional setting and 
framework of an “indirect” democracy, which may (or may not) be com-
plemented by means of a direct democracy. The dominant mode of govern-
ance within democracy is not direct but indirect. Concerning the concrete 
empirical manifestation of democracies and their regimes and systems 
of governance, a greater degree of variation must be stated (Held 2006; 
Lijphart 1984, 1999). Systems of governance can take very different 
forms. This also demonstrates pluralism in the world of democracy, how 
democracies developed, and how they may develop in the future.

When the one original core idea of a democracy is the self-ruling and 
self-government of and by the people, then we also must ask: Who “is” (are) the 
people? The “people” represent the other conceptual focus of the core defi-
nition of democracy, in combination with the self-rule, self-government 
and self-governance (see, for example, Pelinka 2008, pp. 22–23, 33).  
The answer to that question (Who “is” or are the people? ) is not always that 
clear or self-evident. The “political people” would be those people who are 
entitled with political rights, such as to participate in elections as voters 
and as candidates. Political rights are mostly reserved for citizens. In an 
ideal-typical understanding, the people of a democracy should be identical 
with the population that is living in this democracy and country. Practically 
speaking, this is in no democracy the case. The greater the mismatch or 
non-overlapping between the (political) “people” and the “population” within 
a democracy, the more troublesome is this for a democracy and the status of  
quality of democracy. Should the gap of a mismatch also widen, this again 

15Traditionally, in the western U.S. states there is by tendency more of an emphasis on direct 
democracy (Cronin 1989, p. 47).
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would indicate a problematic trend for a democracy (Campbell 2002, pp. 
30–31). Factors that can contribute to such phenomena are migration 
and access to citizenship. Some countries apply a jus soli principle to their 
citizenship law, implying that every person, born in the country, is being 
automatically granted the citizenship of that country. Other countries, 
however, accept only a jus sanguinis logic, meaning that only the citi-
zenship of the parents is being automatically transferred to the children. 
Further, several countries follow also a combination of both principles 
of acquiring a citizenship per birth. It is reasonable to argue that a pure 
jus sanguinis citizenship law is not sufficiently compatible with the qual-
ity standards of a developed democracy, because here automatic access to 
political entitlement is determined by the given political entitlements of 
the parents. But descent does not qualify as a good qualifier for regulat-
ing access to political entitlements, in a good democracy. Furthermore, 
descent also relates closely, in fact too closely to “biological principles” 
and a “biological determinism” (Campbell 2002, p. 31; 2012, p. 309). 
In addition, also the regimes of access to citizenship of a country for 
migrants would have to be evaluated. It is important to avoid too strict 
regulations. Every regime of regulation should be governed and carried by 
the understanding of doing fairness to migrants and to follow principles 
of a good democracy and of the qualities of a democracy (Rosenberger 
2010; Ataç and Rosenberger 2013; Walter et al. 2013). Persons, born 
within a country, however, should not be considered, under any cir-
cumstances, as migrants or foreigners, they constitute members to the 
political “people,” and if they are not citizens (automatically), this repre-
sents a failure of a citizenship law. The Migrant Integration Policy Index 
(MIPEX) monitors regularly integration policies in the European Union 
and a few other OECD countries (MIPEX 2013; Huddleston et al. 
2011). The evaluation of the (political) people, therefore, always requires 
that the degree of political enfranchisement of a population is being care-
fully regarded and assessed. Franchise regulates, who can vote, or who can 
run as a candidate in elections.16 Citizenship represents a legal side, and 

16Elections, voting and voting systems are of a particular interest for political science. For an inter-
esting discussion on Austria, see Poier (2001).
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franchise (suffrage) a political (and also legal) side of the “people.” Ideal-
typically designed, there should be a maximum overlap of the (political) “peo-
ple,” empowered with citizenship and franchise, and the population within 
a country and democracy. Historically, there have been different waves of 
expansion of the franchise in the western democracies, typically along the 
following fault lines: gender (often men could vote before women) and 
social status (members of privileged classes could vote before this applied 
to members of the non-privileged classes). Now, “migration” represents 
one of the new fault lines in democracy.

There is a tendency that theories about democracy are evolving more com-
plex over time. With the growing complexity of democracy theory, it could 
also be suggested or expected that democracies may increase the complexity 
of their structures and processes. Earlier ideas on democracy often focused 
on the concept of electoral democracy, which is carried by the under-
standing that a democracy or a status of democracy would be taken as 
granted, when certain minimum conditions are being fulfilled (Downs 
1957). Downs identified eight criteria that address the “nature of dem-
ocratic government”. Three of these criteria are: (1) “The losing par-
ties in an election never try by force or any illegal means to prevent 
the winning party (or parties) from taking office”; (2) “The party in 
power never attempts to restrict the political activities of any citizens 
or other parties as long as they make no attempt to overthrow the gov-
ernment by force”; furthermore, (3) “There are two or more parties 
competing for control of the governing apparatus in every election” 
(Downs 1957/1985, pp. 23–24). The concept of liberal democracy 
already is clearly more demanding, requiring from a democracy that 
not only the minimum conditions, but that sufficient conditions for a 
good democracy are being met (Helms 2007; Freedom House 2011). 
The concept of quality of democracy again raises the expectations on 
democracy, by actually inquiring what good or advanced conditions for 
democracy are or would be, so that democracy and quality of democ-
racy could progress over time (O’Donnell 2004b). In his earlier writ-
ings, Robert A. Dahl (1971) suggested that already two dimensions 
would sufficiently explain democracy: contestation (or competition) and 
participation. Not much more than thirty years later, Larry Diamond 
and Leonardo Morlino (2004, pp. 22–23), in an attempt to design 
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a “multidimensional” framework for the concept of the quality of  
democracy, already indicate the following “eight dimensions of dem-
ocratic quality”: (1) rule of law; (2) participation; (3) competition; (4) 
vertical accountability; (5) horizontal accountability; (6) freedom; (7) 
equality; and (8) responsiveness. This exemplifies how the introduction 
of the concept of quality of democracy has widened the theoretical 
approach to democracy (see also Barth 2009, 2010, 2011). To assess 
the quality of a democracy requires a more differentiated framework of 
analysis than the testing of checklist, whether minimum conditions of 
an electoral democracy have been met. Quality of democracy widened 
the theoretical spectrum on democracy (Campbell 2008, pp. 22–25).

There is another line of tension running across different concepts 
or theories of democracy. How “focused” or how “wide” (comprehen-
sive) should democracy be conceptualized? This is also being captured in 
the metaphor of minimalist versus maximalist or minimum versus max-
imum approaches to democracy (see Schlattl 2013; Bühlmann 2013). 
The basic core understanding of democracy is that it represents a sys-
tem of “self-ruling,” “self-government” or “self-governance” by the 
people and of the people. The most minimalist approach to democ-
racy, therefore, would focus democracy on the institutions of govern-
ment. We can speculate, whether the electoral democracy serves as an 
equivalent for that. But of course, the institutions of government apply 
also to liberal democracy. Already wider would be an understanding 
of democracy, which extends democracy to the whole political sys-
tem. The next step of widening the concept of democracy would be to 
say: democracy is a system that addresses government and governance, the 
political system, but also the context of the political system. The context of  
the political system is being addressed, where the context is mattering for 
the political system. This would imply to understand democracy also in 
the context of society. Democracy then would interlink politics or the 
political system with society, democracy would transcend the bound-
aries of the (narrow) political system. The whole context of the political 
system refers to society, the economy, but also the natural environments of 
society. Perhaps also additional layers of contextualization could be con-
ceived. Important examples, for this, are of course the human rights,  
basic rights and political rights. For these to function, the political 
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system must cooperate with the legal system, which also represents a 
context for the political system, because only this establishes a “rule of 
law” (see O’Donnell 2005). What could be a rationale for extending 
and stretching the concept of democracy to such a maximalist inter-
pretation? One basic idea here is: to be able to understand the quality of 
government and governance, of “self-ruling,” “self-government” or “self-gov-
ernance” by the people and of the people, in a sufficient way, it is neces-
sary to integrate conceptually the context of the political system into the 
concept of democracy. Governance or non-governance imposes effects 
on the context of the political system. Development and performance 
in sectors outside of the political system may indirectly mirror effects 
of governance or non-governance (the presence or absence of policy). 
Between government and governance (policy-making) on the one hand, 
and development and performance in society, economy and environ-
ment, on the other, a linkage of relationship should be established. 
High-quality democracy has a system of government and governance (and 
policy-making) that seeks and takes responsibility for development and 
performance in society, economy and the environment (and other contexts 
outside of the political system) via a conscious application or non-appli-
cation of policy, but also policy evaluation and policy reform. Here, ideas 
of democracy, quality of democracy, sustainability, and sustainable devel-
opment, come together. In such a line of thinking, it would represent 
a contradiction to assert that the democracy is good, but society and 
economy are bad. Because a good democracy would require that polit-
ical developments are set in good balance with developments in society 
and the economy. Government and governance would have to address 
these issues and opportunities. Perhaps not all political actors or politi-
cians, but at least several political actors or politicians carry the political 
conviction of trying to influence by policy the society, economy, and also pol-
itics. One functional definition for the political system is: the political sys-
tem represents a system that is interested in governing by (with) policy the 
society, economy and the other systems (subsystems) of society. This func-
tional definition of the political system is of course not a universally 
accepted definition for politics. Minimalist democracy theories could 
always assert that the maximalist approaches completely overstretch 
the core concept of democracy and talk instead of a good society or a 
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good life.17 Maximalist democracy theories could assert that the mini-
malist approaches are insufficient, because they do not allow for a com-
prehensive and sufficient assessment of government and governance by 
blending out the context of the political system, even though policy or 
non-policy imposes effects on the context. Therefore, in the maximal-
ist view, the minimalist view does not do justice to the basic core idea 
of democracy. There should be at least the proposition that the intro-
duction of ideas or concepts of quality of democracy also encouraged 
to think about democracy from a maximalist perspective or angle. Of 
course, it is far from trivial how to conceptualize, measure and assess 
development, performance and sustainable development in the differ-
ent sectors of society or the economy. Additional complexity results, 
when democracy is being referred to a type of multilevel system or mul-
tilevel architecture of governance (Hooghe and Marks 2001). What 
are appropriate forms of multilevel decision-making within a democ-
racy? Moreover, how could a concept such as that of global democracy 
be developed further (Held et al. 1999)? Standard models of democracy 
are often country based (single-country based). The European Union 
explores multilevel and supra-national governance. In the twenty-first 
century, the challenge will rise to allow innovation in the democratic 
governance of international affairs and relations (see Figs. 1.5 and 1.6). 
This opens even new frontiers for democracy and quality of democracy.

A recent and modern example for a broader understanding of democ-
racy is the theory of the quality of democracy that was developed and 
introduced by Guillermo O’Donnell (2004b). O’Donnell proposes to 
explain quality of democracy as the result of a dynamic interplay and 
complementary development of “human rights” and “human devel-
opment.” Two key quotes in this respect are (O’Donnell 2004b,  
pp. 12–13): “The concepts of human development and human rights 
share an underlying, universalistic vision of the human being as an 
agent,” and: “True, in its origins the concept of human development 
focused mostly on the social and economic context, while the concept 

17Here, Anton Pelinka (2008, p. 23) asserts: “Democracy has come to be mainly understood as a 
principle on which to base the organization of the state and no longer as a principle employed in 
shaping society at large”. Other authors, however, probably would see and assess this differently 
(for example, compare with David Beetham 1994, p. 34).
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of human rights focused mostly on the legal system and on the preven-
tion and redress of state violence.” With the human rights, O’Donnell 
refers of course to a classical discourse strand in political science  
(see, e.g., Marshall 1964). O’Donnell also reflects about the necessary 
milieus so that rights are transformed into freedoms: “These are nec-
essary milieus for the existence of these rights, which in their social 
expression I have called freedoms” (O’Donnell 2004b, p. 42). Human 
rights are being regarded to represent a crucial component of content or 
substance of a democracy. Concerning human development, O’Donnell 
refers these to “human capabilities” and “basic conditions,” by arguing 
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Fig. 1.5 Minimalist versus maximalist concepts and theories of democracy and 
quality of democracy (Source Campbell 2008, p. 22)
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(O’Donnell 2004b, pp. 12–13): “… what may be, at least, a minimum 
set of conditions, or capabilities, that enable human beings to function 
in ways appropriate to their condition as such beings … This vision 
leads to the question of what may be the basic conditions that normally 
enable an individual to function as an agent.” Human agency has for 
O’Donnell (2004b, p. 13) a threefold core meaning: people have (nor-
mally) autonomy for making decisions; people have a cognitive abil-
ity for reasoning; and people have a responsibility for their actions.  
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Fig. 1.6 Minimalist versus maximalist concepts and theories of democracy 
and quality of democracy in context of multilevel governance (architectures) 
(Source Author’s own conceptualization and visualization based on Fig. 1.5 and 
Campbell (2008, p. 22), Carayannis and Campbell (2010, p. 62), and Carayannis 
et al. (2012, p. 4))
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This represents the base and point-of-departure for the ethical system or 
ethical belief of O’Donnell. The way how O’Donnell introduces human 
development as one of the two basic principles (basic dimensions) into 
his theory of quality of democracy, of equal importance and equal 
weight in argument with human rights as the second basic principle, 
allows O’Donnell to directly cross-refer and cross-link to the HDI, as 
it is being annually released and updated by the United Nations (see, 
e.g., again UNDP 2011).18 Guillermo O’Donnell (2004b, pp. 11–12) 
explicitly draws this link and connection to the Human Development 
Reports and to Amartya Sen as one of the master thinkers behind and 
for the HDI. De facto, so it could be argued and interpreted, does 
O’Donnell make his concept of quality of democracy compatible with 
the concept of sustainable development, even though the term sustain-
able development is not explicitly mentioned in the subject index of his 
cited book publication (O’Donnell 2004b). This interpretation already 
has been raised (Campbell 2008, pp. 27–28; 2012, pp. 301–302; 
Campbell and Carayannis 2013b). The Human Development Report of 
2011 directly emphasizes sustainability and equity already in the title to 
the report (UNDP 2011).19

In this context, Gerardo L. Munck (2009) puts forward the following 
assessment: “As argued by the proponents of the human development 
and the capabilities approach such as Amartya Sen (1999) and Martha 
Nussbaum (2000), a lack of the material resources that are indispensible 
for an adequate standard of living, access to health, and access to educa-
tion, is associated with a reduction of human capabilities. And the dif-
ferential attainment of human capabilities necessarily has ramifications 
for the political process and, specifically, for the exercise of civil and 
political rights” (Munck 2009, p. 127; see also Munck 2014, 2016).

The “Democracy Ranking” represents an international initia-
tive of democracy measurement and democracy advocacy that annu-
ally ranks democracies world-wide on the basis of their quality of  

18For an overview of all human development reports, also for a free downloading, see http://hdr.
undp.org/en/reports/. Furthermore, see http://hdr.undp.org/en/.
19Arguments in this paragraph are reproduced on the basis of Campbell (2008, pp. 27–28). 
See text (Campbell 2008) in the reference list, also the web source for a possible direct and free 
download.

http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/
http://hdr.undp.org/en/reports/
http://hdr.undp.org/en/
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democracy.20 The Democracy Ranking applies the following conceptual 
definition of the quality of democracy: “Quality of Democracy = (free-
dom + other characteristics of the political system) + (performance of 
the non-political dimensions” (Campbell 2008, p. 41; Campbell et al. 
2012, p. 11). This conceptual definition was developed independently 
by the Democracy Ranking (Campbell and Sükösd 2002); however, it 
can be interpreted to reveal structural similarities to the approach of 
O’Donnell. In retrospect, the theory of the quality of democracy of 
Guillermo O’Donnell (2004b) can be reinterpreted to have the capa-
bility to serve as a theoretical point-of-departure or as a theoretical 
input for the conceptual model that underlies the Democracy Ranking 
(Campbell 2008, pp. 40–41). The proposition is: “The conceptual for-
mula of the Democracy Ranking has been developed independently, …  
but features structural similarities with the formula of Guillermo 
O’Donnell, who defines quality of democracy based on an interac-
tion of human rights and human development” (Campbell 2008,  
pp. 30–41; Campbell et al. 2012, p. 11). The model of the Democracy 
Ranking refers to one political and five non-political dimensions, to 
which specific (empirical) indicators are assigned: “(1) politics (political 
system); (2) gender (gender equality); (3) economy (economic system); 
(4) knowledge (knowledge-based information society, research and edu-
cation); (5) health (health status and health system); (6) environment 
(environmental sustainability)” (Campbell 2008, p. 33). For the calcu-
lation of comprehensive scores for the ranking of democracies based on 
the quality of democracy, these dimensions are aggregated together by 
applying the following dimension-specific weighting measures: “politics: 
50%; gender (socioeconomic & educational): 10%; economy: 10%; 
knowledge: 10%; health: 10%; and the environment: 10%” (Campbell 
et al. 2012, p. 11). Put in summary, the theoretical model of O’Donnell 
and the practical ranking model of the Democracy Ranking can be regarded 
to demonstrate a broader, wider and more comprehensive conceptual under-
standing of democracy and represent maximalist (maximum) approaches to 
democracy and the quality of democracy.

20See the website of the Democracy Ranking at: http://democracyranking.org/.

http://democracyranking.org/
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As the core idea of democracy, we already defined before:  
(1) Democracy is a system of “self-ruling,” “self-government” or “self-govern-
ance” by the people and of the people that is based on human rights (basic 
rights), and where freedom and equality are of fundamental importance. 
Another possibility for how to approach democracy would be: (2) To 
define basic (conceptual) dimensions of and for democracy, and then to 
attempt measuring and mapping democracies empirically, based on this 
dimensional design. This dimension-based approach should not be at 
contradiction with the core idea of democracy?

In contemporary research about democracy, the conceptualiza-
tion of democracy already has advanced far (see here more specifically: 
Bühlmann et al. 2011; Coppedgea et al. 2011; Geissel et al. 2016; 
Giebler and Merkel 2016; Knutsen 2010; Mayne and Geißel 2018; 
Møller and Skaaning 2010; Munck 2014, 2016; Rothstein and Teorell 
2008; Schedler 2006; Schmidt 2010).

What are the basic dimensions or the basic conceptual dimensions of 
democracy and the quality of democracy? In European and American 
political thought, therefore also for the traditional western democra-
cies, probably the two single most important dimensions are: freedom 
and equality.21 In the French revolution (1789–1799), the political 
demand was summarized in the famous motto of liberté (liberty), égal-
ité (equality) and fraternité (fraternity or brotherhood). Concerning 
equality, equality may refer either more to equality as an output (result 
or outcome), and/or to equity as a form of fairer chance for the input. 
In the language of current or modern political language and political 
competition, freedom often associates closer with center-right and right 
(conservative) political views and ideologies, whereas equality often 
associates closer with left and center-left political views and ideologies 
(Harding et al. 1986, p. 87). In the context of contemporary political 
science analysis, Hans-Joachim Lauth (2004, pp. 32–101) introduced a 
“three-dimensional concept of democracy” that refers to the following 
three dimensions: equality, freedom and control. In the words of Lauth 
(2004, p. 96), these three dimensions are sufficient for a definition of 

21Here, we do not distinguish between freedom and liberty.
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democracy (see also Lauth 2010, 2011, 2016; Lauth and Schlenkrich 
2018).22 The democracy measurement initiative of the Democracy 
Barometer reveals structural similarities to the dimensional-concep-
tual approach that is promoted by Lauth.23 The Democracy Barometer 
asserts: “The Democracy Barometer is a new instrument to measure the 
quality of established democracies.”24 The quality-of-democracy under-
standing of the Democracy Barometer underlies a concept tree that 
displays the crucial key principles (dimensions): “In the understanding 
of the Democracy Barometer project, democracy rests on three prin-
ciples: freedom, control and equality.”25 In reference to the Democracy 
Barometer, Bühlmann, Merkel and Wessels (2008, p. 15) summarize: 
“…we define freedom, equality and control as the three core principles 
of democracy. To qualify as a democracy, a given political system hast to 
guarantee freedom and equality. Moreover, it has to optimize the inter-
dependence between these two principles by means of control. Control 
is understood as control by the government as well as control of the 
government.”

The underlying model for the basic dimensions (basic conceptual  
dimensions)26 of democracy and the quality of democracy for the concep-
tual research design and methodic framework of analysis, being applied and 
developed here, refers to the following five dimensions: freedom, equality, 
control, sustainable development, and self-organization (political self-or-
ganization) (see Fig. 1.7).27 The outcome of this is a quintuple structure 

22“Ein erstes Fazit der Demokratiediskussion zeigt: Alle drei Dimensionen (politische Gleichheit, 
politische Freiheit und rechtsstaatliche und politische Kontrolle ) sind konstitutive Merkmale von 
Demokratie und zusammen notwendig und hinreichend für ihre Definition” (Lauth 2004, p. 96).
23Visit the website of the Democracy Barometer at: http://www.democracybarometer.org/ or 
http://www.democracybarometer.org/start_en.html.
24See http://www.democracybarometer.org/start_en.html.
25See http://www.democracybarometer.org/concept_en.html.
26The notion of “basic conceptual dimensions” should emphasize that these (five) basic dimen-
sions are analytically “constructed” dimensions in reflection of a reviewing of discourses on 
democracy and democracy research.
27Rainer Paslack interprets “self-organization” as a scientific paradigm, which, however, dates as 
far back as the classical Greek philosophy. According to Paslack, the modern focus on self-organ-
ization was launched mainly in the 1960s. Paslack (1991, p. 1) asserts: “Seit Beginn der 1960er 
Jahre bahnt sich eine wissenschaftliche Revolution an, die inzwischen unter dem Sammelbegriff 

http://www.democracybarometer.org/
http://www.democracybarometer.org/start_en.html
http://www.democracybarometer.org/start_en.html
http://www.democracybarometer.org/concept_en.html
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of dimensions of democracy or a basic quintuple-dimensional structure of 
democracy and the quality of democracy.28 The first three dimensions 
(freedom, equality and control) represent, at least to a certain extent, 
a consensus in the contemporary political science literature, meaning 

Basic Dimensions of Democracy
and the Quality of Democracy:

Freedom

Equality

Control Quintuple
Structure

Sustainable
Development

Self-Organization
(Political
Self-Organization)

Fig. 1.7 The basic quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and the qual-
ity of democracy (Source Author’s own conceptualization and visualization 
based on Campbell (2008, p. 32; 2012, p. 296) and Campbell and Carayannis 
(2013b) and for the dimension of “control” based on Lauth (2004, pp. 32–101))

‘Selbstorganisation’ zu einem großangelegten, nahezu alle Wissenschaftsdizsiplinen umfas-
senden Forschungsprogramm ausgereift ist. Im Mittelpunkt dieses neuen Konzepts steht die 
Untersuchung der spontanen Entstehung, Höherentwicklung und Ausdifferenzierung von 
Ordnung in dynamischen Systemen fern ab vom Gleichgewicht”.

 

28Here, a certain structural analogy between the quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy 
and the quality of democracy, on the one hand, and the “Quadruple Helix” innovation systems 
of “Quintuple Helix” innovation systems, on the other, may be proposed. On Quadruple Helix 
and Quintuple Helix approaches in knowledge production and innovation see Carayannis and 
Campbell (2009, 2010, p. 62; 2012, p. 14).
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that these dimensions are being regarded and commonly identified 
as important dimensions of and for democracy. Sustainable develop-
ment represents a dimension that usually is not assigned for the pur-
pose of conceptualization of democracy. However, there already is 
the explicit assertion and demand to incorporate sustainable develop-
ment as the “fourth” dimension in a quadruple-dimensional structure 
of democracy and quality of democracy (Campbell 2012, pp. 296,  
301–302, 306; Campbell and Carayannis 2013b). The theory of the 
quality of democracy of Guillermo O’Donnell (2004b), which inter-
links human rights and human development for a dynamic and pro-
gressive advancement of democracy, provided the crucial theoretical and 
conceptual groundwork, why sustainable development qualifies deci-
sively as an additional basic dimension for democracy. Particularly when 
the focus should not be limited to the OECD countries and the advanced 
economies, but the emphasis is placed on the global picture and on global 
trends, when by tendency all (almost all) democracies (but also all semi-de-
mocracies and non-democracies) should be addressed and analyzed, then 
the dimension of sustainable development is gaining in importance. In 
context of the emerging and developing economies and countries, the rela-
tionship between democracy and sustainable development (non-political 
sustainable development) represents a sensitive complex of issues. Finally, 
as the “fifth” new dimension for the underlying quintuple structure of 
dimensions for democracy and the quality of democracy, we propose 
the self-organization (political self-organization) of democracy. How 
does democracy self-organize itself? How does the system of a democracy 
self-organize itself? This obviously relates to the original basic core idea 
of democracy, which we phrased as: Democracy is a system of “self-rul-
ing,” “self-government” or “self-governance” by the people and of the peo-
ple. Self-organization of democracy of course has further ramifications, 
possibly also referring to other characteristics of democracy or its epis-
temic structure. For example, pluralism is decisive in a democracy, 
such as governance of pluralism or pluralism in governance. There can 
be congruence of advanced democracy and advanced other develop-
ments. Is there a coevolution of political pluralism in a democracy and 
knowledge pluralism (diversity and heterogeneity) of advanced knowl-
edge and innovation systems, captured in the phrase and metaphor of 
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“Democracy of Knowledge” (Carayannis and Campbell 2012, p. 21)? 
In the context of our analysis here, we will limit empirically the dimen-
sion of political self-organization to the government-opposition-cycles 
by looking at peaceful changes of the head of government and at peace-
ful party changes of the head of government. Government-opposition-
cycles result in political swings (political left/right swings), which appear 
to be of a crucial importance for democracies: (1) they prevent too domi-
nant concentrations of power, and (2) they provide elasticity for problem- 
solving and for developing and designing policy to address issues of concern 
(see Campbell 1992, 2002, pp. 20–21; 2007). At least in advanced 
democracies or a majority of the advanced democracies, government- 
opposition-cycles are not the exception, but the rule. For example, as 
Müller and Strøm (2000a, b, p. 589) have demonstrated and verified 
for coalition governments in Western Europe after 1945, government 
parties face a higher chance to lose than to win in upcoming elections. 
Within our framework of analysis, all three indicators used for measur-
ing political freedom are generated by Freedom House. The two indica-
tors that we designed and assigned to political self-organization (see above 
and see below later in Fig. 1.7) we use to test and discuss the validity of the 
indicators of Freedom House.

Quality of democracy can also be associated with knowledge democracy 
(Carayannis and Campbell 2012, p. 55; Kneuer 2016; Veld 2010a, b).  
Knowledge democracy emphasizes the importance of knowledge and innova-
tion for the quality of democracy and the sustainable development of democ-
racy, society and economy. Expectations are that democracies with a higher 
quality of democracy also will be knowledge democracies. “Democracy as 
Innovation Enabler” has here at least the following meanings: (1) political 
pluralism in a democracy encourages also a diversity of knowledge and inno-
vation (“Democracy of Knowledge”) that is necessary for development (also eco-
nomic development and economic growth); (2) advanced economies are driven 
by knowledge and innovation, so they require a democracy; (3) in principle, 
“democracy as innovation enabler” also applies to emerging and developing 
economies, but may not always be realized and applied.

Roeland J. in´t Veld (2010a, b) proposed a mature concept, how 
to frame further the structures and dynamics of a knowledge democ-
racy. He particularly places an emphasis on the media, their roles and 
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responsibilities. For him, the three crucial references are: “emerging par-
ticipatory democracy”; “emerging transdisciplinary design/science”; and 
“emerging bottom-up media” (Veld 2010b, p. 11). Bottom-up media 
are complementing the “top-down media.” With regard to the relation-
ship of media and politics, Veld (2010b, p. 4) asserts: “Media and pol-
itics, a relationship based on mutual interest as on the other hand the 
media equally need politicians in order to produce news, one of their 
main products. So this dependence is reciprocal.”

In discussion of models or of factors contributing to models, there 
are frequently references to aspects of input, output (also outcome) and 
“throughput.” In relation to the presented basic quintuple-dimensional 
structure of democracy and quality of democracy (see Fig. 1.7; see fur-
thermore Campbell et al. 2015) and the identified five dimensions, the 
following question could be asked: Do freedom, equality, control, sus-
tainable development, and (political) self-organization associate closer 
to input or output (or throughput)? Is it possible and appropriate to 
suggest a specific input/output/throughput profile for each of those spe-
cific dimensions? Here, of course, different answers are possible. Our 
preferred approach is to see the relationship between the basic underlying 
dimensions of democracy and the input/output/throughput distinction in the 
form and constellation of a flexible “matrix” arrangement, implying that 
to each dimension we can associate aspects of input/output/throughput (by 
this creating a “cloud” of interpretations). This has as further consequence 
that no dimension may be one-sidedly be assigned already in advance to 
either input or output (or throughput). Depending on analytical consid-
erations, there is variation in the game. The crucial proposition here 
appears to be that every of those five underlying dimensions of democ-
racy could be discussed under aspects of input or output (or through-
put). Therefore, the approach (most convincing to us) stresses an analytical 
coconfiguration or analytical codevelopment between the five basic dimen-
sions and criteria of input/output/throughput (see Fig. 1.8). Of course, this 
particular understanding here can be contested and questioned.29

29In this context I want to thank Marc Bühlmann, with whom I had carried out a very interesting 
discussion on that subject. The way how Fig. 1.8 arranges the basic dimensions and input/out-
put/throughput distinction represents my personal conclusion of that debate.
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Architectures of Input, Throughput and
and Output (Outcome) Arrangements and Models:
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Basic Dimensions of 
Democracy and the
Qualify of Democracy:

Freedom

Equality           Analytical
          Co-
          Configuration,

Control           Co-
          Development?

Sustainable
Development

Self-Organization
(Political
Self-Organization)

Fig. 1.8 A possible matrix structure of basic dimensions of democracy and quality 
of democracy and architectures of input, throughput and output (outcome) (Source 
Author’s own conceptualization and visualization based on Campbell (2008, p. 32; 
2012, p. 296) and Campbell and Carayannis (2013b) and for the dimension of “con-
trol” based on Lauth (2004, pp. 32–101) (see also Fig. 1.7 in the introduction))
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1.3  Conceptual Research Design and Methodic 
Framework of Analysis

As central and key research questions for our analysis we identified: 
How to conceptualize and measure democracy and the quality of democ-
racy in global comparison? Our theoretical and conceptual point-of-de-
parture we already elaborated. The focus of our analysis (in the coming 
sections and chapters) should also be empirical, expressing our convic-
tion that theories and concepts of democracy and quality of democ-
racy depend on measurement of democracy and quality of democracy, 
should there be reasonable options and opportunities of developing 
further theory and theories of democracy. In abstract structural terms, 
one possible approach for conceptualizing and measuring democracy 
is: (1) defining dimensions, (2) possibly defining subdimensions, and (3) 
then defining and/or identifying indicators (empirical indicators) that are 
assigned to the subdimensions or dimensions (see Fig. 1.9). Boundaries 
(conceptual boundaries) between dimensions and subdimensions flow 
always in flux. In reference to the specific perspective or context, a 
subdimension may be leaning more toward being a subdimension of 
a more comprehensive and encompassing dimension, or alternatively 
be reinterpreted as a dimension itself and of its own. One rationale 
for introducing subdimensions at all is to allow for a more differen-
tiated analysis and discussion of dimensions. Subdimensions contrib-
ute to an additional leverage in the analytical assessment. Therefore, 
the shortcut short-form for the abstract design of conceptualizing and 
measuring democracy is: (1) defining dimensions and (2) then defining 
and/or identifying indicators (empirical indicators) that are assigned to the 
dimensions.

In the following analysis, we apply a specific conceptual research 
design and methodic framework of analysis for approaching and assess-
ing the research questions of conceptualizing and measuring democracy 
and the quality of democracy in global comparison (see Fig. 1.10). This 
conceptual research design is being carried and governed by the follow-
ing rationale:
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1. Quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and the quality of 
democracy: We defined and identified five basic dimensions (basic 
conceptual dimensions) of and for democracy. These are: freedom, 
equality, control, sustainable development, and self-organization  
(political self-organization). Our focus will be on freedom, equality 
and sustainable development. To a lesser extent, we also refer to polit-
ical self-organization. The dimension of control we will not consider 
specifically for our measurement approach.30

Dimension, Subdimensions Indicators
Dimensions (assigned to

dimensions and
subdimensions)

Fig. 1.9 The abstract design structure of dimensions, subdimensions and 
assigned indicators (Source Author’s own conceptualization and visualization)

30However, as we also mention and indicate in Fig. 1.10 that the two political-swing-indica-
tors, which we assign to the dimension of self-organization, could alternatively be aligned to the 
dimension of control.
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Dimension Subdimensions Indicators assigned 
(Dimensions) (sources referred to)

Freedom Political Freedom (1) Political Rights (Freedom House).
(2) Civil Liberties (Freedom House).
(3) Freedom of Press (Freedom House).

Economic Freedom (1) Index of Economic Freedom
(Heritage Foundation).
(2) Economic Freedom in the World
(Fraser Institute).

Equality Gender Equality (1) Global Gender Gap Index
(World Economic Forum).

Income Equality (1) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
(WDI) (World Bank).

Control

Sustainable Human Development (1) Life expectancy at birth, total
Development (Index, HDI) (years) (WDI) (World Bank).

re-engineered (2) School enrollment, tertiary
(re-designed) (% gross) (WDI) (World Bank).

(3) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank).

(Sustainable) (1) Life expectancy at birth, total
Development (years) (WDI) (World Bank).
Non-Political (2) School enrollment, tertiary

(% gross) (WDI) (World Bank).
(3) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
(WDI) (World Bank).
(4) Global Gender Gap Index
(World Economic Forum).
(5) CO2 emissions (metric tons per
capita) (WDI) (World Bank).
(6) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank).

(a)

Fig. 1.10 Dimensions, subdimensions and assigned indicators of the concep-
tual research design and methodic framework of analysis (Source Author’s own 
design. Notes a “Gini Index” and “Gini Coefficient” are two different names 
for the same measure; WDI = World Development Indicators (released by 
World Bank). b WDI = World Development Indicators (released by World Bank); 
Depending on the analytical design, the government-opposition-cycles (political 
swings) may also the aligned to the dimension of control)
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Dimension Subdimensions Indicators assigned 
(Dimensions) (sources referred to)

Sustainable (Sustainable) Development
Development Non-Political

(1) Life expectancy at birth, total
(years) (WDI) (World Bank).
(2) School enrollment, tertiary
(% gross) (WDI) (World Bank).
(3) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
(WDI) (World Bank).
(4) Global Gender Gap Index

Sustainable (World Economic Forum).
Development (5) CO2 emissions (metric tons per
Comprehensive capita) (WDI) (World Bank).

(6) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank).

Political Freedom

(1) Political Rights (Freedom House).
(2) Civil Liberties (Freedom House).
(3) Freedom of Press (Freedom House).

Self- Government- (1) Peaceful person change of head of
Organization Opposition- govenment (own analysis).
(Political Cycles, (2) Peaceful party change of head
Self- Political of government (own analysis).
Organization) Swings

(b)

Fig. 1.10 (continued)
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2. Type of measurement: The methodic approach of measurement 
(within our context of conceptualization) of democracy and quality 
of democracy in this analysis is not a “democratic audit,” but rep-
resents more a type of “direct measurement.” We already elaborated 
nuances of difference in that respect earlier (see again Sect. 1.1 and 
there Fig. 1.1).

3. Subdimensions: Several dimensions are again structured into subdi-
mensions. This should support a more differentiated analysis. For 
freedom we distinguish between political freedom and economic 
freedom, and for equality between gender equality and income equal-
ity. There is less consensus on the validity of economic freedom for 
democracy than for political freedom, which is of course essential 
for democracy and the quality of democracy. But economic freedom 
could be seen as a contributing component for the overall dimension 
of freedom. Concerning sustainable development, three subdimen-
sions are proposed: a reengineered HDI, non-political sustainable 
development and “Comprehensive sustainable development” that 
includes political freedom. A reengineering of the HDI appeared to 
us necessary, because the HDI we could not smoothly reconstruct 
on the basis of published indicators, because there are too many 
data missing in the sources. For the following analysis, particularly 
the contrasting of freedom, equality and sustainable development 
represents an interest to us. Within sustainable development, again 
non-political sustainable development (without political freedom) 
and Comprehensive sustainable development (with political free-
dom) are juxtaposed. By no way, it is necessarily arranged that sub-
dimensions in the context of a dimension (political freedom and 
economic freedom, gender equality and income equality, non-po-
litical sustainable development and “Comprehensive sustainable 
development”) must move in the same directions or point toward 
similar outcomes. Counter-movements are also possible. For exam-
ple, gender equality may improve and income equality may decline. 
Economic freedom could progress, but political freedom could stag-
nate. This the analysis then should help to resolve or at least display.

4. Assignment of indicators to subdimensions (dimensions) and a rescaling 
of indicators to 0–100: In Fig. 1.10, we document, which indicators 
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we assign to which subdimensions and dimensions. With the excep-
tion of the two political-swings-indicators (government-opposi-
tion-cycles), which we constructed extra, we relied for all the other 
indicators on published sources. Thus we refer to already empirically 
existing information and knowledge in the world. Of course, one 
must be always aware of possible biases in published data. This we 
attempt to balance with cross-comparison and cross-analysis over 
the broad spectrum of indicators, subdimensions and dimensions. 
Freedom House is our source for all three indicators for political free-
dom. Therefore, we also calculated two government-opposition-cy-
cle-indicators to furthermore discuss the validity of the Freedom 
House freedom measures.31 To make all indicators methodically 
comparable to each other, all indicators were rescaled to scales (a 
range) of 0–100, with the following semantic meaning: “0” is the 
theoretically lowest possible value (score), and “100” is the highest 
(best) empirically observed value (score) for the covered period of 
years.32 By this, all countries (within the framework of our analysis) are 
being compared and benchmarked with those countries (democracies) 
that achieved empirically the highest levels and standards in the early 
twenty-first century (in the first decade of the twenty-first century). All 
countries are being compared with those democracies that realized the 
highest quality of democracy (within the time interval of 2002–2016). 
This metrics-based approach also implies that (at least to some 
extent) semi-democracies and non-democracies may be interpreted in 
terms of lack or absence of democracy or quality of democracy (“scar-
city of democracy”). Assessed or evaluated from a theoretical per-
spective, how high or how low do those empirical standards place? Is 
there a gap between what has been established empirically and what 

31These two government-opposition-cycle-indicators (political swings) are: (1) “peaceful person 
change of head of government”; (2) “peaceful party change of head of government” (see later for 
more details the analysis in Chapter 6).
32The theoretically lowest possible value (score) may even be lower than the empirically lowest 
observed value (sore). For example, the theoretically lowest life expectancy at birth in total years is 
“0”. However, in practice there will be no country (or society) with a life expectancy of “0”, since 
this would then represent a country without a (living) population.
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would be theoretically possible or what is theoretically even desira-
ble? Could it be that from a future perspective such as the late twen-
ty-first century, the highest qualities of our currently best-performing 
democracies (at the beginning of the twenty-first democracy) are 
only mediocre, at the most? We always must be aware of such poten-
tialities in reference to a possible theory-practice-gap. The empirical 
model presented here cannot control for such eventualities. In our 
discussion of the empirical results, however, we again try to broaden 
the perspectives, to contextualize our understanding. Because of the 
character of indicators, in three cases indicators had to be rescaled 
in a reverse manner to produce in content a compatible (compara-
ble) meaning with the other indicators: freedom of press; Gini index 
(Gini coefficient); and CO2 emissions in metric tons per capita. The 
concrete indicator selection should also be evaluated from the basis 
of our interest in and the feasibility of a global model on democracy 
and the quality of democracy.

5. Covered years, covered countries (democracies, semi-democracies and 
non-democracies): The empirical model covers the years 2002–2016. 
The main rationale for starting with 2002 is that Freedom House 
releases the more differentiated “aggregated scores” for political rights 
and civil liberties only beginning with the calendar year 2002, so this 
year behaves like a “time wall,” making it difficult to move further 
back in time, and when depending on Freedom House (see Freedom 
House 2013a). The whole year period of 2002–2016 represents 
the status of the world at the beginning of the twenty-first century. 
Concerning democracies, the focus was on country-based democra-
cies. The decision was, however, not to limit the comparative anal-
ysis only to democracies, but to basically address all countries with 
a population of one million or more, as of the midyear of 2017.33 
Analyses by other authors or institutions sometimes express a certain 
inclination to cluster countries into different country groups. For 
example, Freedom House typologizes countries as “free,” “partly free” 
and “not free” (Freedom House 2013b), while the Democracy Index 

33The main period of the major data retrieval procedure for our analysis here was the fall of 2017.
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distinguishes between the following categories in a top-down mode  
and approach: “full democracies,” “flawed democracies,” “hybrid 
regimes,” and “authoritarian regimes” (Economist Intelligence Unit 
2011, p. 1). Contrary to the conceptual approach of Freedom House 
and of the Democracy Index, to group countries (democracies) 
together to categories based on similar (comparable) characteristics, 
and by this actually engaging in defining country groups or coun-
try clusters, the emphasis in our analysis here is different. Our focus 
is to relate in a strictly indicator-based approach the different countries 
(democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies) to dimensions and 
subdimensions, but in extensive numerical terms by always using and 
employing the full numerical spectrum of the scales (ranging from 0 to 
100). Thus, there is more leverage for a sensitive distinction and discus-
sion. In this approach, not so much the different country groups repre-
sent the interest of analysis, but opportunities of a nuanced discussion of 
the countries (their quality of democracy or the absence of democracy). 
This defines and represents our preferred metrics.34 In the subtitle of our 
analysis, we refer to “democracies, semi-democracies and non-democ-
racies,” but this line-up of categories should indicate (metaphorically 
speaking) more a continuum across scales, and less a focus on different 
categories of countries (democracies and non-democracies). Later in the 
text and analysis, when we speak of “democracies,” “semi-democ-
racies” and “non-democracies,” we want to express more generally 
that countries differ with regard to realized degrees of political free-
dom. However, we do not specifically engage in a discussion, which 
specific countries may fall into the categories of “semi-democra-
cies” or “non-democracies.” Only positively we identify democra-
cies or democracies of a higher quality. However, we do identify  
concrete levels of political freedom and associate these with concrete 

34David Beetham (1994, p. 32) apparently points in a similar direction, when we follow his argu-
ments: “This brings me to a second issue, about the measurability of the indices used in a demo-
cratic audit, and along what kind of scale. It should be evident from everything said so far that we 
see democracy not as an all-or-nothing affair but as a comparative concept, with each of the indi-
ces representing a continuum rather that the simple alternative of democratic/non-democratic.”
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countries.35 In total, our framework of analysis and model (macro-
model) results in a country sample of 160 countries (and territories), 
addressing democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies 
likewise. This large sample of countries appears to be necessary, to 
understand democracy, democracies and the development of qual-
ity of democracy better in the global perspective. In fact, this large 
country sample (of 160 countries) represents almost the whole world 
(more than 99% of the world population). It was an explicit decision 
of ours not to limit our analysis to the advanced economies and advanced 
democracies or the OECD countries, since this may have resulted in pro-
ducing only a limited and restricted view on democracy and democratic 
progress. For us, to analyze democracy and the quality of democracy in 
comprehensive terms, it appeared necessary to refer to a global perspec-
tive and global comparison, because trends in democracy and the quality 
of democracy may behave differently and follow (partially) different rules 
and pattern in emerging and developing economies, when put in contrast 
to advanced economies. This is also a critical test, whether our established 
concepts and theories of democracy (in the Euro-American discourses) 
are fit and viable for transcending the specifics (and boundaries) of the 
industrialized countries (OECD member countries). The majority of 
the world population does not live in OECD countries; the majority 
of countries in the world are not OECD countries. Therefore, when 
analyzing democracy only in the OECD world, it would represent 
per definition a “minority program” in global terms, blending out the 
world majority (in terms of countries and in terms of population). 
This work here attempts to bring in the global perspective seriously. 
The one proposition (working proposition), guiding our analysis, 
is: only the global comparison (in a global perspective) allows a compre-
hensive understanding of democracy and the quality of democracy. This 
rests on the understanding that democracy should not be misunderstood 
as a privilege of the advanced economies and advanced societies in the 
industrialized countries. Of course, not all of the 160 countries in 

35Later in Sect. 2.3 we discuss possible procedures for an empirical identification of “democra-
cies”, “semi-democracies” and “non-democracies”.
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our sample are democracies. Our sample comprises democracies, 
semi-democracies and non-democracies as well. Therefore, when talk-
ing about the global picture of democracy, it would imply not only to 
analyze democracy and the quality of democracy, but also to analyze the 
lower-performance and low-performance or absence of democracy. In our 
model and analytical framework of analysis this is being measured and 
displayed by referring the countries to the dimensions and subdimensions 
of freedom, equality and sustainable development, also self-organization 
(political self-organization). When discussing and comparing coun-
tries, we are interested in commenting, for example, on the degree 
or degrees of involved and established political freedom, because the 
absence of political freedom implies that the discussed country does 
not and cannot qualify as a democracy. This macrosample allows to 
raise and to address important analytical questions. For instance, 
non-political sustainable development can be contrasted with 
“Comprehensive sustainable development” that refers to non-polit-
ical, but additionally also to political aspects. Particularly in a glo-
balized framework of analysis, this identifies important issues for 
research. We also share the conviction that only the global perspec-
tive enables a sufficient conceptual understanding of democracy and 
the quality of democracy. In addition to the calculation of means for 
different world averages (categories of world averages), our compar-
ative analysis will concentrate on the following countries and coun-
try groups (country clusters): Nordic countries; USA; European 
Union (EU15 and EU28); Japan; OECD (member countries to the 
OECD); Brazil; China; India; Indonesia; Nigeria; Russia (Russian 
Federation); Latin America; and Asia. These countries and country 
groups we defined prior to the process of assigning indicator-based coun-
tries (and country groups) to dimensions and subdimensions.

6. Indicator-based assignment of countries to dimensions and subdimen-
sions, comparative multidimensional index-building: Strictly based on 
empirical indicators, we assign the countries (democracies, semi-democ-
racies and non-democracies) to subdimensions and dimensions. The 
focus is placed on four dimensions (basic dimensions) of democ-
racy and quality of democracy: freedom, equality, sustainable 
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development, and already to a lesser extent self-organization.36 This 
is the procedure for those 160 countries (accounting for more than 
99% of the world population), to which we refer to in our analy-
sis for the year period of 2002–2016. By this procedure, we also assert 
and claim within the context of our methodic framework of analy-
sis that within this specific boundary of conceptual understanding these 
160 countries are and behave to each other comparably in a global 
perspective. This (empirically grounded) indicator-based assignment 
of countries to dimensions and subdimensions, using numerical scales, 
resembles, at the same time, the process of a comparative multidimen-
sional index-building for democracies (democracies, semi-democracies 
and non-democracies). Semi-democracies and non-democracies may 
be seen and interpreted in terms of the absence of democracy (“scar-
city of democracy”). This comparative multidimensional index-build-
ing represents a form of output for our procedure of an indicator-based 
assignment of countries to dimensions and subdimensions. They behave 
like “two sides” of the same endeavor (index-building and assign-
ment-to-dimensions), linked structurally together. Because the result-
ing indices are multidimensional, not the idea of a creation of a 
single ranking of democracies or of the quality of democracy is being 
advocated. What may result would be a diversity of rankings, com-
peting with each other for the opportunity of different and diverging 
interpretations, by this fostering analytical pluralism. This notion of 
indices or index-building offers additional reference points for helping to 
read and to interpret results and effects of assigning indicator-based coun-
tries (democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies) to dimen-
sions and subdimensions. Indices represent one form of legitimate 
outcome of such a conceptual and methodic approach.

7. Weighting of indicators for country clusters by population: Are indicators 
calculated for aggregated country regions with more than one county 

36The basic dimension of “control” does not represent a major focus for our analysis here (see 
again Fig. 1.7). Alternatively formulated, some of the indicators, which we use, may also be 
(dimensionally speaking) assigned to other dimensions and sub-dimensions, different than we did 
it in our analysis.
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(for example, Latin America or Asia), then the indicators are always 
weighted by population (see Appendix A.3).

8. Final focus not on analytical synthesis, but on ambiguities, puzzling 
empirical effects and trade-offs: In the conclusion to our analysis, we 
do not attempt to arrive at an analytical synthesis that integrates 
well-balanced all the empirical findings of our analytical endeavor. 
Indeed, the empirical outcome to our analysis is quite complex, 
allowing for competing, perhaps even contradictory interpretations. 
The emphasis in our conclusion, therefore, is to represent this whole spec-
trum of possible and diverging analytical interpretations, and to iden-
tify directly the ambiguities, puzzling empirical effects and trade-offs. 
This appears to be necessary for formulating further propositions that 
then again are referred back (“fed-backed”) to the concepts and the-
ories of democracy and quality of democracy. Based on our analy-
sis and the underlying empirical model, perhaps and potentially we 
arrive in the conclusion at more newly to be asked questions than we 
can resolve or answer so far. This “openness” in our final analysis stems 
also from the circumstance that our empirical analysis here of democracy 
and quality of democracy is still explorative in character.

9. Formulation and proposition of further-guiding hypotheses on democ-
racy and quality of democracy in the conclusion, and possible implica-
tions for concepts of democracy and the quality of democracy: The analysis 
here focuses on conceptualizing democracy and the quality of democracy, 
and then to “translate” these concept into an empirical measurement of 
democracy and quality of democracy in global comparison and a global 
perspective. Multidimensional index-building represents one form 
of output of this analytical endeavor. However, the understating 
here is that these conceptualizations are approaching and entering 
new grounds, also in the “fog of uncertainty.” We considered these 
attempts of measuring and measurement of democracy to be neces-
sary, so to prevent that the offered conceptualization is primarily the-
oretical or only theoretical. Still, the measurement of democracy, which 
we introduce here, is “explorative” in character. The measurement should 
demonstrate, how the conceptualization translates in and into prac-
tice, how the suggested dimensions and subdimensions play and display 
empirically, what the empirical effects are. This is being regarded to be 
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necessary to improve the concepts and theories of democracy and of 
quality of democracy, to enable and support conceptual and theoreti-
cal learning. But because of this empirically first-stage tentative phase 
and explorative character of our analysis, we did not engage in for-
mulating already in advance hypotheses that would guide our anal-
ysis and empirical reasoning and that would be tested empirically. 
After arriving in the conclusion to our analysis, however, we identify, sug-
gest, formulate and propose different hypotheses on democracy and quality 
of democracy in a global format, comparison and perspective, which may 
guide future research on democracy and quality of democracy and that 
also offer more mature reference points for new inquiries in the field of 
democracy. This formulation of (future-looking and future-directed) 
hypotheses could be seen and viewed as our final attempt of analyt-
ical synthesis, because our main focus of analysis (empirical analy-
sis) is to reveal ambiguities, puzzling empirical effects and trade-offs 
in reference to democracy and quality of democracy, wherever and 
whenever it appears to be appropriate to identify these. Furthermore, 
these hypotheses in the conclusion (the hypotheses-formulation there) also 
allow and encourage a discussion about possible implications for con-
cepts (and theories) of democracy and the quality of democracy, inspired 
by the results of the empirical inquiry in our explorative analysis. What 
does the empirical macromodel (of 160 countries in the years 2002–
2016) possibly imply for concepts and theory of democracy? Since 
these hypotheses represent a certain synthesis of and to our analytical 
work, these hypotheses are continuing reference points for concep-
tual learning and further theoretical learning on democracy.

1.4  Preview of Coming Sections  
and Chapters of Analysis

The key questions of the analysis here are: How to conceptualize and 
measure democracy and the quality of democracy in global comparison? 
Furthermore: What can be said about “Democracy as Innovation Enabler”? 
The following analysis is organized and structured in the following sec-
tions and chapters:
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1. The Empirical MacroModel: How to Measure Democracy and 
the Quality of Democracy in Global Comparison. In this section 
(Chapters 2–6), the empirical macromodel is presented that refers 
empirically and indicator-based in total a sample of 160 coun-
tries (representing more than 99% of the world population) to the 
dimensions of freedom, equality, sustainable development, and to a 
lesser extent also to political self-organization (political swings) for the 
years 2002–2016. These dimensions we regard as basic dimensions 
(basic conceptual dimensions) of democracy and quality of democ-
racy. Control (another basic dimension) we did not test empirically 
(and in greater detail) for our model. These five dimensions, in sum-
mary, are defined and set as the quintuple structure or basic quintu-
ple-dimensional structure of democracy and quality of democracy. In 
a more practical understanding, the explorative assignment of coun-
tries to different dimensions results in a procedure and the outcome 
of a comparative and multidimensional index-building. The empirical 
analysis focuses on the OECD as well as on the non-OECD coun-
tries. Particularly the integration of the non-OECD countries into 
concepts and theories of democracy we regarded to be crucial. In 
more particular, our analysis concentrates on the following countries 
and country groups: Nordic countries; USA; European Union (EU15 
and EU28); Japan; OECD; Brazil; China; India; Indonesia; Nigeria; 
Russia; Latin America; Asia; and different averages for the world. This 
whole empirical analysis is more explorative in character, therefore, no 
ex-ante hypotheses were formulated in advance for the purpose of 
guiding and guidance of the conducted empirical inquiry.

2. Conclusion: Summary and Formulation of Hypotheses for Further 
Research on Democracy and Quality of Democracy in Global 
Comparison. In the conclusion (Chapter 7), we again summarize 
some of the findings and key global trends of democracy and quality 
of democracy (in reference to the conceptually underlying basic quin-
tuple-dimensional structure ). We are inclined to display ambiguities, 
puzzling empirical effects and trade-offs, wherever they can be iden-
tified, therefore be analytically suggested. This approach is carried by 
the understanding that such a demonstration of conflicting inter-
pretations for empirical patterns and trends offers opportunities for 
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a conceptual and theoretical learning. However, in the conclusion, 
we also engage in developing and formulating hypotheses that may 
guide further future research on democracy and quality of democracy 
in global comparison. These hypotheses could be interpreted also as 
an attempt of synthesis of our research results, wherever appropriate. 
The hypotheses are also leveraged for a feedback back to the concep-
tual starting point of our inquiry. We take the hypotheses as a form 
of input for discussing possible implications of the empirical results 
for concepts (concepts and theories) of democracy and quality of 
democracy in global comparison. In the resume to the conclusion, we 
try to arrive at some last and final reflections.

3. Appendix, Appendices A.1 until A.3. In appendix, all data for the 
indicators used for the 160 countries (in the period 2002–2016) are 
presented to make transparent the “empirical macro-model” in full 
extent.

1.5  Resume: How Innovative Is the Here 
Presented Approach of Conceptualizing 
and Measuring Democracy and Quality of 
Democracy in Global Comparison and of 
Democracy as Innovation Enabler?

In our resume to the introduction, we would like to discuss further in a 
brief manner and reflect shortly, what the potentially innovative aspects 
of our analysis are, which may result in contributing to new findings and 
outcomes for research in political science (now and in the time coming). In 
political science, already several attempts were made to draw references 
between democracy and ideas of innovation or innovation as such (for 
example: Bühlmann 2013; Campbell and Carayannis 2013b; Helms 
2013; and Saward 2000). Therefore, we could ask: What are innovative 
aspects of concepts and theories of democracy and quality of democracy? 
Conceptualizing and measuring democracy already is being attempted 
and carried out on a regular basis and with practical experience (see 
Beetham 1994b; Campbell 2008; Inkeles 1993; Lauth 2004; Munck 
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2009; Munck and Verkuilen 2002; O’Donnell 2004b). For compar-
ative democracy research, the one established standard is: to define 
dimensions, to assign indicators to dimensions, and then to plot coun-
tries (democracies) indicator-based to these dimensions. Additional 
complexities may be the number of countries and the extensiveness 
of years being covered. In contemporary democracy research, there are 
already examples for “three dimensional” (Lauth 2004), “four dimensional” 
(Campbell, 2012, pp. 295–296, 301–302) or a “Quadruple Structure” 
(Campbell and Carayannis 2013b) conceptualization of democracy. To 
these conceptualizations for measurement of democracy the work here 
refers explicitly (see the literature review component in Sect. 1.2), but 
we also attempted to elaborate and develop further some concepts or 
at least some of the involved aspects of the cited concepts. Therefore, 
in the following, we summarize shortly the potentially innovative aspects 
how we conceptualized and measured empirically democracy and quality of 
democracy in global comparison in context of the work presented here. To 
which extent this attempt was actually also successful in being innova-
tive, is (of course) to be judged and assessed by others.

The innovative propositions would be (in the sense of working 
propositions):

1. Global comparison of democracy and quality of democracy: We took the 
claim of a “global comparison” very serious, almost literally. There is a 
certain impression that in practical reality the comparison of democ-
racy often is factually narrowed down to the industrialized OECD 
countries or advanced economies. We wanted to compare democracy 
in a global perspective, to see and to test whether (and if so, how) 
democracies evolve differently with regard to differing degrees of eco-
nomic and socioeconomic development. Do there operate specific 
trends (“laws,” patterns) of democracy and quality of democracy, in 
dependence of the degree of development? Also, the question was, 
whether different rationales of comparison of variant country groups 
would also “produce” conflicting analytical propositions? With our 
country sample of 160 countries (for the period 2002–2016), we 
addressed more than 99% of the world population. This had the 
implication of extending the perspective from democracies also to the 
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non-democracies (democracies, semi-democracies and non-democra-
cies). Only data limitations (missing data) constrained the number 
of countries for the specific and individual comparisons. Of course, 
there are always also chances for a new dynamism of empirical trends 
after 2016. This could be the subject of further (and later) inquiry.

2. Codevelopment of conceptual design and concept application: We believe 
that (in the long run, but also already in a midterm perspective) fur-
ther conceptual development implies the need for actually applying 
concepts and testing these in real-world scenarios. Theory development 
appears only possible on the basis of theory application.37 What then 
results is a codevelopment (“co-evolution”) of concept development 
and concept application, where design and application are mutually 
cross-connected and interlinked, enabling non-linear learning and 
innovation. In our work, we treated “conceptualizing” and “measur-
ing” of democracy “equally,” in equal terms, at equal weights. Thus, 
our work is based in theory of democracy as well as in empirical 
democracy research. Guillermo O’Donnell, one of the more impor-
tant and influential recent democracy thinkers, has also done this 
in a very direct manner, by interlinking human rights and human 
development (see, for example, O’Donnell 2004b). Therefore, one key 
premise for us was to develop our underlying conceptual framework in 
a way so that it could be directly translated into a process of empirical 
measuring of democracy and quality of democracy.

3. The basic quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and quality 
of democracy: The one established standard for democracy research 
is to refer democracy to the three dimensions of freedom, equal-
ity and control (e.g., see Lauth 2004). For the purpose of applying 
an underlying conceptual (and theoretical) model for the empirical 
measurement of democracies world-wide, we decided to create and 

37The one assertion here is: “Die Analyse hier wird aber von der zusätzlichen Annahme getra-
gen (die nicht unbedingt geteilt werden muss), dass es zwischen Demokratietheorie einerseits und 
Demokratiemessung andererseits wichtige (auch konzeptionelle) Wechselbezüge gibt. In dieser 
Logik verlangt eine Weiterentwicklung oder Verbesserung von Demokratietheorie, dass es sys-
tematische Versuche der Demokratiemessung geben soll, so unvollständig oder lückenhaft eine 
empirische Demokratievermessung auch jeweils sein mag” (Campbell 2012, p. 294).
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to opt for a quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy (“basic 
quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and quality of democ-
racy”) that identifies five basic dimensions (basic conceptual dimen-
sions).38 The three dimensions of freedom, equality and control are 
extended by the dimensions of “sustainable development” (Quadruple 
Structure ) and “self-organization” or “political self-organization” 
(Quintuple Structure ). The following empirical analysis (in the follow-
ing chapters and sections) will focus on freedom, equality, sustainable 
development and self-organization (government/opposition cycles); 
however, control will not be granted with a particular attention. 
Concerning sustainable development and self-organization, we also 
would like to add the following comments and considerations:
 3.1.  Sustainable development: Sustainable development implies a more 

comprehensive understanding of democracy and quality of democ-
racy, tying together political, social, economic and environmental 
aspects in progress. Guillermo O’Donnell combines the two key 
principles of human rights and human development for his 
theory and theory design of quality of democracy (O’Donnell 
2004b). It could be argued that the “human development,” 
as is being conceptually introduced by O’Donnell, interplays 
with “sustainable development,” however, O’Donnell does not 
make such an intellectual move in an explicit way (Campbell 
2012, pp. 301–302). In some conceptualizations of qual-
ity of democracy, also the environment and environmen-
tal sensitivity are included as contributing crucially to quality 
of democracy (Campbell 2008). “Social ecology” is a concept 
that focuses closer on “society-nature” interactions, but also 
on the “socioecological transition” (Carayannis and Campbell 
2010, p. 59; Carayannis and Campbell 2013; see furthermore 
Carayannis et al. 2012; Fischer-Kowalski and Haberl 2007; as 

38Here we would like to restate and re-cite an already earlier made statement (see Sect. 1.2), 
namely that the notion of “basic conceptual dimensions” should emphasize that such identified 
basic dimensions are analytically “constructed” dimensions in reflection of a reviewing of dis-
courses on democracy and democracy research. In that logic, these basic dimensions are not “nat-
urally” pre-given or pre-set.
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well as Winiwarter and Knoll, pp. 306–307).39 This socioeco-
logical transition is being identified as one of the coming key 
challenges for further progress (European Commission 2009). 
Sustainable development (in combination with human develop-
ment) appears to be a crucial dimension for quality of democracy, 
particularly when democracy is being assessed in a world-wide 
approach. For the non-OECD countries, democracy may be 
“abstract,” when features of sustainable development are ignored. 
This follows also the line of thinking of O’Donnell that social 
context factors are decisive for translating abstract rights into 
real rights (or real freedoms). O’Donnell (2004b, p. 42) states: 
“These are necessary milieus for the existence of these rights, 
which in their social expression I have called freedoms.” We also 
must emphasize that this is also the case for the OECD coun-
tries. There are possible scenarios of stagnation or even decline of 
quality of democracy in the advanced democracies or established 
democracies. Therefore, sustainable development appears to be just 
as important for the world of the OECD countries, to also raise 
there the levels and degrees of quality of democracy gradually and 
constantly (beyond some of the normal or minimum standards of 
regular democracy).

3.2.  Self-organization, political self-organization: Political self-or-
ganization can take various manifestations and can be 
measured and analyzed empirically by referring to different indi-
cators. Government/opposition cycles and political swings (polit-
ical left/right swings) represent a crucial manifestation of political 
self-organization. Later in our work, we identify a particular type 

39“‘Social ecology’ looks at the “society-nature interactions’ between ‘human society’ (‘cul-
ture’, the ‘cultural (symbolic) sphere of causation’) and the ‘material world’ (‘nature’, the ‘nat-
ural (biophysical) sphere of causation’). The ‘biophysical structures’ or ‘biophysical structures 
of society’ mark an area of overlap between culture (the cultural) and nature (the natural), and 
between these ‘biophysical structures’ and nature a metabolism (or a ‘social metabolism’, with 
potential of a ‘socio-metabolic transition’), in context of specific ‘metabolic profiles’, occurs (see 
Fischer-Kowalski 1998; Fischer-Kowalski and Hüttler 1999; Fischer-Kowalski and Haberl 2007; 
Haberl et al. 2004, pp. 201–202, 204; 2009; see also Hopwood et al. 2005; Kates et al. 2001)” 
(Carayannis and Campbell 2010, p. 59).
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of government/opposition cycles that we investigate in greater 
detail further and which is the peaceful change (person and 
party change) of head of government (see Chapter 6).40 It is  
possible to demonstrate that democracies are characterized by higher 
degrees of government/opposition cycles than non-democracies. 
Democracies engage more likely in political swings than non-de-
mocracies (Fig. 6.3 in Chapter 6). Therefore, the proposition is that 
government/opposition cycles (political swings) constitute an essen-
tial component for democracies and how they operate and perform 
and progress. Government/opposition cycles and political swings 
are key to quality of democracy. Party change of head of govern-
ment appears to be even more important than person change. 
In fact, the peaceful change of head of government makes this 
one great difference between democracies and non-democra-
cies and marks here an important line of division (also in the 
evolution of political systems). To look at this argument from 
another perspective: in analytical terms, is there an interest to 
inquire whether a country or political system can qualify to be 
regarded as a democracy, then ask and test, whether there have 
been (and still are) government/opposition cycles in operating. 
Government/opposition cycles alone do not sufficiently make 
the case for the existence of a democracy. However, without 
government/opposition cycles, it is difficult to believe how a 
political system could be democratic. By this, the non-existence 
of government/opposition cycles falsifies the possibility of a status of 
being-a-democracy. In fact, should there be the assertion that a 
political system is democratic without government/opposition 
cycles, we should indeed be skeptical, because: How should 
this work? Perhaps that particular political system would be 
more an example for a semi-democracy, on the way of attempt-
ing for developing into a full democracy (a normal democ-
racy). Several factors interplay in coming together for driving 

40More precisely, we will look at the “de facto head of government”. In the following analysis 
we then define and discuss this term elaborately and specifically with a greater focus (see again 
Chapter 6).
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government/opposition cycles (political swings) in democracies 
(again see Chapter 6 later): (1) balancing power; (2) allowing 
a “cycle of seeking”41; and (3) balancing policy (in a sequential 
order an in a midterm perspective or in the long run).42 In the 
USA, the research tradition of “realignment” and “dealignment” 
apparently falls in line with concepts of political swings (Clubb 
et al. 1990; Schlesinger 1986; Dalton and Wattenberg 2002), 
but mostly without the explicit wording of “political swings” 
and reference to this concept. There are also other examples 
for research on political swings (Campbell 1992, 1996, 2007; 
Schmidt 1983). However, the general impression is that of a lack 
of comparative political science research on political swings and gov-
ernment/opposition cycles, even so they appear to be essential and 
constitutional for democracy, also quality of democracy. There is 
still this gap of research in the domains of political swings.

4. Quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy, Quadruple and 
Quintuple Helix innovation systems, and democracy as innovation ena-
bler: The concepts of knowledge society, knowledge economy and 
knowledge democracy imply that knowledge is being regarded as 
being increasingly crucial for driving development and progress in 
very different areas (Carayannis and Campbell 2012).43 In innova-
tion research, the Triple Helix innovation system represents a classical 
core model for innovation that looks at “university-industry-gov-
ernment relations” and “trilateral networks and hybrid organiza-
tions” and how the three helices of academia (universities), industry 

41The flow of argument here is: opposition parties are more clearly oriented toward policy-seeking, 
whereas government parties are focusing on office-seeking and vote-seeking. The longer govern-
ment parties govern and reign, the more they become biased in attempting to preserve their power 
(institutional power base) and hold of government, so that they still can access and benefit from 
privileges of power and office. Therefore, it appears to be necessary to vote government parties out 
of office regularly.
42Compare also with Hypothesis 17 in Sect. 7.2.
43“The Democracy of Knowledge, as a concept and metaphor, highlights and underscores parallel 
processes between political pluralism in advanced democracy, and knowledge and innovation het-
erogeneity and diversity in advanced economy and society. Here, we may observe a hybrid over-
lapping between the knowledge economy, knowledge society and knowledge democracy” (Carayannis 
and Campbell 2012, p. 55).
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(business) and state (government) intertwine and relate (Etzkowitz 
and Leydesdorff 2000, pp. 111–112, 118). The Quadruple Helix 
innovation system concept already is broader and adds additionally 
as fourth helix the “media-based and culture-based public” as well as 
“civil society” (Carayannis and Campbell 2009, 2012, p. 14; 2013; 
furthermore, see Danilda et al. 2009; Bast et al. 2015; De Oliveira 
Monteiro and Carayannis 2017). The Quintuple Helix innovation 
system furthermore continues to add on the “natural environments 
of society” (Carayannis and Campbell 2010, p. 62; 2013). The 
Quadruple Helix contextualizes the Triple Helix, and the Quintuple 
Helix contextualizes the Quadruple Helix. It could be interpreted 
that the Triple Helix represents a basic core model of innovation 
for the “knowledge economy,” while the Quadruple Helix describes 
the “knowledge society” and “knowledge democracy,” whereas the 
Quintuple Helix also refers to “social ecology, society-nature inter-
actions, socioecological transition” (Carayannis and Campbell 2013, 
Fig. 3 there).44 In that sense, the Quadruple Helix is emphasizing the 
perspective of democracy as being an import perspective for knowledge 
and innovation, and in that sense the “Quaduple Helix innovation sys-
tem” can also serve as a concept, model and theory for the proposition 
(hypothesis) of “democracy as an innovation enabler” (see Fig. 1.8). 
Introducing the quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and qual-
ity of democracy clearly implies opportunities of interdisciplinary and 
transdisciplinary research combinations between research on democ-
racy and research on innovation (“democracy as innovation enabler”).45  
The Quadruple-Dimensional46 and the Quintuple-Dimensional47 

44The concepts of the Quadruple and Quintuple Helix innovation systems can also be set in rela-
tion to discussions about ideas on “epistemic governance” (see Campbell and Carayannis 2013a; 
Carayannis and Campbell 2013; Vadrot 2011).
45On a review of interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity, see Prainsack et al. (2014) and Wagner 
et al. (2011). For an interesting application of interdisciplinarity on “Governing Molecules” see 
Gottweis (1998).
46See again Campbell (2012, pp. 295–296, 301–302), and Campbell and Carayannis (2013b, 
Fig. 1).
47The “basic quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy and quality of democracy” has been 
presented in a first premiere fashion to the research communities and public precisely in context 
of the work developed here (see Fig. 1.7 in Sect. 1.2).



60     D. F. J. Campbell

structure of democracy may be analytically interconnected in creative 
research design configurations with the Quadruple Helix and Quintuple 
Helix innovation-system-approach. Overlapping research on quality of 
democracy with research on knowledge, knowledge production and inno-
vation provides additional plausibility for concepts such as the knowledge 
democracy (furthermore, see Blasche and Campbell 2013; Campbell 
and Campbell 2011; Carayannis and Campbell 2014; Carayannis 
and Pirzadeh 2014; Carayannis et al. 2012; Bast et al. 2015; Danilda 
et al. 2009; Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff 2000; Eigelsreiter 2017; 
Hemlin et al. 2014; Merz and Sormani 2016; Mitterlehner 2014).

5. Explorative research and development (formulation) of hypotheses for 
further research on democracy and quality of democracy in global com-
parison: There exist already systematic initiatives of democracy meas-
urement (for example, see Campbell 2008; Campbell and Barth 
2009; Campbell et al. 2013c; Freedom House 2013a; Schmidt 
2010, pp. 370–398). Our approach here, of course, was quite com-
prehensive by referring to a country sample 160 countries, and by 
this addressing a world population of more than 99%. Particularly, 
the conceptually really novel aspect, in our case, however, is the 
underlying conceptualization that we designed and provided for 
measuring quality of democracy world-wide, namely the “basic 
quintuple dimensional structure of democracy and the quality of 
democracy” (Sect. 1.2). With this specific conceptualization, we 
entered new territory for democracy measurement. Because of this, 
our empirical analysis of measurement is more explorative in charac-
ter. We therefore decided not to develop in advance ex-ante hypoth-
eses that would guide our research, but more to propose ex-post 
propositions to discuss and reflect the results of our empirical anal-
ysis in reflection of concepts and models (also theories) (see Fig. 1.3 
in Sect. 1.1). However, toward the end of our analysis, in the con-
clusion, we tried to develop and engaged to formulate hypotheses 
for further research on democracy, which are based on the outcome 
of our endeavor of conceptualizing and measuring quality of democ-
racy in global comparison. These hypotheses we want to set up for 
discussion as possible propositions for future research on democracy 
(Fig. 1.11).
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Direction of
flow of time

First Second Third Fourth Fifth 
Helix: Helix: Helix: Helix: Helix:
Academia / Industry / State / Media-based and culture- Natural
universtities business government based public; civil society; environment,

arts, artistic reseach and natural
arts-based innovation / environments

Universities Also: culture and of society 
(higher creativity innovation culture, and economy /
education economy knowledge of culture and social
institutions) and culture of knowledge, ecology,
of the creative values and life styles, society-
sciences industries. multi-culturalism and nature
and creativity, media, interactions,
of the arts. arts and arts universities, socio-ecological

multi-level innovation transition.
systems with universities
of the sciences and arts,
democracy and knowledge democracy.

Triple Helix: University-industry-government relations (helices).
Quadruple Helix, "Media-based and culture-based public", "civil society" and
Fourth Helix: "arts, artistic research and arts-based innovation", democracy (helix).
Quintuple Helix, Natural envrionment, natural environments
Fifth Helix: of society and economy (helix).

Fig. 1.11 The quadruple and quintuple helix innovation systems (Source 
Author’s own conceptualization based on Carayannis and Campbell (2014, 
p. 15), and adapted from Carayannis and Campbell (2009, p. 207). See also 
Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000))
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This Chapter focuses on the method of our empirical model of measure-
ment of democracy and quality of democracy in global comparison 
and consists of four sections. The first section (Sect. 2.1) refers to the 
country sample in the model (a total country sample of 160 countries). 
The second section (Sect. 2.2) provides further methodic details for 
the applied framework of analysis. Section three (Sect. 2.3) indicates 
possible empirical definitions for democracy, semi-democracy and non- 
democracy. The final section four (Sect. 2.4) discusses the identified 
countries and country groups.

2.1  Country Sample and Total Sample  
of 160 Countries

The empirical model of measurement covers, in principle, all countries 
with a population of one million or more (per year) during the period 
2002–2016. As empirical basis for the determination of population 
figures, the World Development Indicators (WDI) were being used  
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(World Bank 2018). During the period 2002–2016, the total 
world population increased and progressed from 6.3 to 7.4 billion  
(see Fig. 2.1).

There were several reasons for implementing this population threshold 
of one million into the model. Two key problems for small countries or 
very small countries (with a population of less than one million) may be:

1. Data availability: Not always there is systematic data availability for 
very small countries to the same extent as is this is the case for medi-
um-sized or larger-sized countries.

2. Representativity: How “representative” are very small countries, 
when compared with medium-sized and larger-sized countries? 
What can be learned from such very small countries? Very small 
countries sometimes refer to a highly specific history and path of 
development, focusing perhaps on a niche in the international 
system, which (for example) may be to offer tax haven opportunities 
to rich investors. Their domestic performance (at least in some cases) 
thus may reflect insufficiently their actual domestic development, 
but is more a “mirror” for a clever strategy of very small countries 
of exploiting and leveraging on their positioning in the international 
context.

The one underlying idea here is to look on “country-based” democracies, 
semi-democracies and non-democracies. By this, countries define the unit 
of analysis (and this analysis does not further descend to local subcountry 
regions). Territories, not representing (independent) countries, were only 
included in a few cases. These territories are: Hong Kong, Puerto Rico, and 
the West Bank and Gaza. The final macrolist of covered countries (and territo-
ries) for the model, being presented and used here, is defined as a country sample 
of 160 countries (see Table A.1 in Appendix A.1 for an exact documenta-
tion of these countries and territories). This list resulted from combining 
the population indicator (“population, total”) of the WDI of the World 
Bank (2010, 2011, 2018) with the way how Freedom House categorizes 
countries and territories for its freedom surveys (Freedom House 2013d). 
In terms of global population, these 160 countries represent more than 99% of 
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the world population (see Figs. 2.2 and 2.3).1 Therefore, trends of those 160 
countries (and territories) qualify as global trends at a  world-wide level.2

2.2  Method and Methodology of the Applied 
Framework of Analysis

The methodic approach for measurement of quality of democracy 
involved for our framework of analysis the following key steps: (1) con-
ceptually defining dimensions, (2) conceptually defining subdimensions 
(which also could be interpreted as dimensions)3 and (3) then assigning 
empirical indicators to the dimensions and subdimensions. In other words, 
subdimensions and dimensions can also be understood as aggregations 
based on indicators. Figure 2.4 displays (with the used weight meas-
ures) what the exact relationship of dimensions, subdimensions and 
indicators is in our model, and how here these structural elements are 
constructed and defined interactively.

Altogether, our model addresses fifteen indicators that cover a broad 
spectrum of diversity. In appendix section of Appendix A.2, all twelve 
basic indicators for all 160 countries, which are covered by our frame-
work and for every year of the fifteen-year period 2002–2016, are doc-
umented that functioned as an input for our model (macromodel) of 
measurement of democracy and quality of democracy in global com-
parison. The indicator documentation addresses the transformed indi-
cators that were rescaled to a value spectrum of 0–100 (see Tables 
A.2.1–A.2.11 in Appendix A.2). Only the transformed (rescaled) 
indicators entered into the empirical model.

3Consequently, dimensions then can be regarded also as meta-dimensions or macro-dimensions 
(see point one above).

1For a more detailed definition of “World 122” in Figs. 2.2 and 2.3 see Sects. 2.2 and 2.4 
afterward.
2Taiwan is a country. Taiwan also is being covered by Freedom House (for example, see Freedom 
House 2013d). In the World Development Indicators data set (World Bank 2010, 2018), how-
ever, Taiwan is missing. Thus it was decided to drop Taiwan off the list of covered countries.
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Dimension Subdimensions Indicators assigned 
(Dimensions) (sources referred to)

Freedom Political Freedom (1) Political Rights (Freedom House) (weight: 33.33%).
(2) Civil Liberties (Freedom House) (weight: 33.33%).
(3) Freedom of Press (Freedom House)
(weight: 33.33%).

Economic Freedom (1) Index of Economic Freedom
(Heritage Foundation) (weight: 50%).
(2) Economic Freedom in the World
(Fraser Institute) (weight: 50%).

Equality Gender Equality (1) Global Gender Gap Index
(World Economic Forum).

Income Equality (1) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
(WDI) (World Bank).

Control

Sustainable Human Development (1) Life expectancy at birth, total
Development (Index, HDI) (years) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 33.33%).

re-engineered (2) School enrollment, tertiary
(re-designed) (% gross) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 33.33%).

(3) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank) (weight: 33.33%).

(Sustainable) (1) Life expectancy at birth, total
Development (years) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).
Non-Political (2) School enrollment, tertiary

(% gross) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).
(3) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
(WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).
(4) Global Gender Gap Index
(World Economic Forum) (weight: 10%).
(5) CO2 emissions (metric tons per
capita) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).
(6) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank) (weight: 50%).

Fig. 2.4 Dimensions, subdimensions and assigned indicators of the conceptual 
research design and methodic framework of analysis: the different weight meas-
ures (Source Author’s own design. Notes a “Gini Index” and “Gini Coefficient” 
are two different names for the same measure;  WDI = World Development 
Indicators (released by World Bank). b  WDI = World Development Indicators 
(issued by World Bank); Depending on the analytical design, the govern-
ment-opposition-cycles (political swings) may also the aligned to the dimension 
of control)
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The original data (indicators) were taken from different sources that 
are in principle also always publicly accessible (see source documentation 
to the bottom of the following tables). By this, it should be emphasized 
that the conceptual framework of analysis of the here applied macromodel of 
measurement of democracy and quality of democracy refers to a knowledge 
that already exists and that has been published; therefore, at least in princi-
ple, this represents a type of knowledge about the world that is being known 
by the world. We also took the decision of never changing, modifying 

Dimension Subdimensions Indicators assigned 
(Dimensions) (sources referred to)

Sustainable (Sustainable) Development
Development Non-Political

(1) Life expectancy at birth, total
(years) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).
(2) School enrollment, tertiary
(% gross) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).

Weight: (3) Gini Index (or Gini Coefficient)
50%. (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).

(4) Global Gender Gap Index
Sustainable (World Economic Forum) (weight: 10%).
Development (5) CO2 emissions (metric tons per
Comprehensive capita) (WDI) (World Bank) (weight: 10%).

(6) GDP per capita, PPP (constant
2011 international $) (WDI)
(World Bank) (weight: 50%).

Political Freedom

Weight: (1) Political Rights (Freedom House) (weight: 33.33%).
50%. (2) Civil Liberties (Freedom House) (weight: 33.33%).

(3) Freedom of Press (Freedom House)
(weight: 33.33%).

Self- Government- (1) Peaceful person change of head of
Organization Opposition- govenment (own analysis).
(Political Cycles, (2) Peaceful party change of head
Self- Political of government (own analysis).
Organization) Swings

Fig. 2.4 (continued)
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or adapting any of the indicators (data) of these original sources: so the 
indicators (data) are always identical with how they were released and pub-
lished by exactly these sources that we reference. By this, we wanted to pre-
vent the possible bias of manipulating data in favor of possible implicit 
preferences of our model (should they have existed). Using such “official” 
sources leverages also another important analytical advantage, which is 
crucial for the analysis of quality of democracy: possible critical outcomes 
or conclusions weigh much heavier, when the data and indicators are from 
official sources, because then the credibility of these sources cannot be ques-
tioned that easily, at least not from official institutions or government institu-
tions in general. Should official institutions challenge official sources, then 
this would feed critical questions about government procedures.

In Tables A.2.1–A.2.11 not only always the exact sources are indicated, 
from where the original data were retrieved, but also (in most cases) also 
a website is identified for a public and a free data download: this allows 
to reconstruct the original data that served as input for the transformed 
(rescaled) indicators in Tables A.2.1–A.2.11. This supports the statistical 
reliability of our applied macromodel of analysis. The major year (month) 
for data retrieval from these sources was November 2017. As data esti-
mations for years, with no available data information, were taken the 
averages of the year before (when data available) and of the year after 
(when data available): the procedure was to search for years with available 
information as long as data could be identified (otherwise no indicator 
information was entered into the tabulation, and the whole line for the 
country was set blank). These original data that were retrieved (and com-
pensated as described for the years with missing data information), and 
were then transformed in a next-step procedure and routine.

All indicators for our model of measurement were transformed (rescaled) 
to a value spectrum ranging from 0–100, with the following interpretation: 
“0” represents the lowest possible value (score), and “100” the empirically 
highest (best) value (score) that was observed for all 160 countries during 
the years 2002–2016. The higher the value (score), the better the con-
tribution of this indicator is being regarded for democracy and the 
quality of democracy. From that construction, there always must be at 
least one score of 100 in our data documentation per indicator. Not so 
for “0”: “0” represents more a marginal value or boundary value that is 
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theoretically possible, but may not be empirically manifest. The purpose 
of transformation (rescaling) was to make all indicators methodically 
more comparable to each other, by this also to support the building of 
dimensions (subdimensions) based on the identified indicators.

Several considerations played into this transformation of the indicators. 
The indicators were rescaled to scales of 0–100, for the following purposes and 
reasons: (1) to make indicators more comparable, but also directly compara-
ble; (2) to allow data aggregations to “dimensions” (subdimensions) on the 
basis of averages (means) of several (more than one) indicators; and (3) to 
apply a consistent interpretation of the indicators, i.e., to standardize, which 
score direction implies a more positive contribution to democracy and qual-
ity of democracy (we rescaled the indicators in a way so that “higher” scores 
display by tendency a “better” expression of democracy).

At this point it also appears appropriate and necessary, to reflect about 
the level of measurement or the “type of scale” (“scala”) that the data 
(indicator-based input data) represent. There are metric and non-metric 
scales. The scale with the highest data quality is the ratio scale, which is met-
ric, and also has a “natural zero point.” Examples for non-metric scales are 
the ordinal scale and the nominal scale (the nominal scale places below the 
ordinal scale) (Backhaus et al. 1987, pp. XI–XII). The higher the scale-spe-
cific data quality is, the more statistical procedures can be applied to the 
data. For the purpose of our analysis, we propose (in terms of an “as if” work-
ing hypothesis) that the data of the transformed (rescaled) indicators (Tables 
A.2.1–A.2.11) are metric, and could even qualify as a ratio scale. We designed 
the transformed indicators in a way that they “have” a natural zero, meaning 
that the score “0” (would it show up) would have to be interpreted as a nat-
ural zero point. Some of our original input indicators quite obviously can 
be understood as ratio scale-based, for example, those indicators that were 
retrieved from the WDI  Indicators database (World Bank 2018). In other 
cases, such as the “political rights” (Table A.2.1) and “civil liberties” (Table 
A.2.1) of Freedom House (2013a, b), this could be questioned. These indi-
cators are based on expert assessment, therefore, representing perhaps more 
an ordinal scale-type of data. But even there a methodic scenario would be 
thinkable that such scales, based on expert assessment, fall in line with met-
ric scales. For example: would experts not name a score, but would mark an 
“x” on a “line” in a literal sense, where only the extreme values (minimum 
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and maximum) are named (e.g., 0 and 100), then scoring results4 could 
be introduced as results in terms of a metric scale.5 Therefore, in context 
of our framework of analysis, we want to include the “as if” premise that all 
expert-based rating and scoring assessment has been produced in such a way (as 
described here), so that expert ratings are interpretable as metric results. This “as 
if” assumption appears also to be justified, because we tagged our analysis to be 
an “explorative analysis,” meaning to prepare the grounds for later follow-up 
studies that would be possible. This focus on explorations and explorative 
aspects in analysis of conceptualization and measurement of quality of 
democracy in global comparison we already made explicit in the introduc-
tion to our inquiry at the beginning (Sect. 1.1). Furthermore, this explorative 
character of our analysis wants to allow and intends to encourage an interpreta-
tion of empirical results and outcomes from a diversity of perspectives, perhaps 
even arriving at conflicting and “competing” conclusions and propositions.

In most cases, the original indicators expressed a data orientation, 
where a higher scoring already implied in principle a positive, furthering 
and advantageous contribution to democracy and quality of democracy. 
There, the rescaling followed this initial data trend. However, in three 
cases, higher indicator scores actually had to be interpreted “negatively,” 
because there a lower scoring was to the actual benefit of democracy and 
quality of democracy. These three indicators are: (1) freedom of press6 
(Table A.2.1); (2) Gini index or Gini coefficient7 (Table A.2.3); and (3) 
CO2 emissions in metric tons per capita8 (Table A.2.11). Therefore, in 
these three cases, the rescaling had to reverse the original data 

4Digital scanners could then re-compute such marks on lines into actual scores.
5Should Freedom House (or other initiatives) not already apply such procedures, then this would 
represent a methodic outlook and scenario for a further improvement of producing and generat-
ing data scores.
6Freedom House (2013c) calculates freedom of press in a way, where higher scores actually mean 
less press freedom. For reasons of consistency across all transformed indicators, we therefore had 
to “turn” the freedom of press indicator.
7In context of the Gini coefficient, “0” implies maximum equality of income, and “1” (or 100) 
stands for a maximum inequality of income.
8Higher CO2 emissions are bad for the environment and (from the perspective of sustainable 
development) impose negative consequences on society, quality of life and by this also on quality 
of democracy. Again, to make this indicator consistent with the other transformed indicators, we 
also “turned” this indicator, so that higher scores actually mean less CO2 emissions.
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orientation (algebraic sign), by setting the lowest observed empirical 
value (score) to “100” and by interpreting the highest possible value 
(score) as “0.” By this, the conceptual consistency with theories of 
democracy and within the whole group of all indicators was achieved.

Calendar year and index year are not necessarily identical. For exam-
ple, in the case of Freedom House, concerning political rights and civil 
liberties, the calendar year of 2008 is actually the index year (edition 
year) of 2009 (see Freedom House 2013d). In the tables, should there 
be a temporal lagging in time between calendar year and index year, this 
is therefore always documented.

Concerning the tertiary (gross) school enrollment (see Table A.2.9), 
one empirical problem surfaced. The reason for this was that in context 
of this indicator the highest score (“100”) was achieved by Cuba in 2008. 
To us, this empirical value appeared implausible. Also, because concern-
ing other knowledge indicators, for example, the internet users per 100 
people, the scoring of Cuba already is considerably lower and weaker. Our 
rule, however, reads as not to change individual country scoring within an 
indicator context, since this could be interpreted as a form of data manip-
ulation. We always left the indicators by those original sources unmodified.  
So we did not adapt the scoring of Cuba on tertiary school enrollment.

Dimensions and subdimensions are constructed and based on the under-
lying indicators. Therefore, dimensions and subdimensions represent aggre-
gations of the interrelating indicators.

Two dimensions (subdimensions), however, are based only on one 
indicator (for each of the following subdimension):

1. Gender equality = Global Gender Gap Index (Table A.2.4).
2. Income equality = Gini Index or Gini Coefficient (Table A.2.3).

The other dimensions (subdimensions) are based on more than one 
indicator (at least two indicators). Here, the respective weight of indi-
cators for the procedure of dimensional (subdimensional) aggregation is 
the following (see Fig. 2.4)9:

9Compare also directly with the documentation in Appendix A.2 and A.3.
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1. Political freedom: averages (means) of (1) Political Rights (Freedom 
House), (2) Civil Liberties (Freedom House) and (3) Freedom of Press 
(Freedom House) (equal indicator weight) (Table A.2.1 in Appendix A.2).

2. Economic freedom: averages (means) of (1) Index of Economic 
Freedom (Heritage Foundation) and (2) Economic Freedom in the 
World (Fraser Institute) (equal indicator weight) (Table A.2.2 in 
Appendix A.2).

3. Human Development Index (HDI) reengineered (redesigned): averages 
(means) of (1) life expectancy at birth, total years (World Bank), (2) 
school enrollment tertiary, % gross (World Bank) and (3) GDP per 
capita PPP (constant 2011 international $) (World Bank) (equal 
weight for indicators) (Table A.2.5 in Appendix A.2).

4. Sustainable development non-political: averages (means) with the fol-
lowing weights for (1) Life expectancy at birth, total years (weight 
10%) (World Bank), (2) school enrollment tertiary, % gross 
(weight 10%) (World Bank) (World Bank), (3) Gini Index or Gini 
Coefficient (weight 10%) (World Bank), (4) Global Gender Gap 
Index (weight 10%) (World Economic Forum), (5) CO2 emissions 
(metric tons per capita) (weight 10%) (World Bank), and (6) GDP 
per capita PPP (constant 2011 international $) (weight 50%) (World 
Bank) (Table A.2.6 in Appendix A.2).

5. Sustainable development comprehensive: This subdimension (dimension) 
was calculated (see Table A.2.7 in Appendix A.2) by aggregating together 
with equal weight the following two subdimensions (dimensions):
 5.1.  sustainable development non-political (for the indicator-specific 

definition see above);
5.2. political freedom for the (indicator-specific definition see above).

The Human Development Index (HDI) is calculated and released 
annually by the United Nations Development Program in the 
so-called Human Development Reports (see http://hdr.undp.org/en, 
http://hdr.undp.org/en/global-reports). The Human Development 
Report 2016 (UNDP 2016) addresses the issue of “Human 
Development for Everyone.” Basically, the HDI is generated by pool-
ing together life expectancy, education and wealth. The “Human 
Development Report 2013” (UNDP 2013, p. 144) addressed 

http://hdr.undp.org/en
http://hdr.undp.org/en/global-reports
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specifically the following indicators: life expectancy at birth; mean 
years of schooling; expected years of schooling; and gross national 
income (GNI) per capita. For our analysis, we wanted to apply a 
measure of HDI or similar to the HDI. However, since we were not 
able to reconstruct the HDI at the indicator level, we had to “recon-
struct,” “re-engineer” or “re-design” the HDI by referring to similar 
indicators.10 Therefore, our “HDI-r” or “HDI re-des” is not identical 
with the HDI of the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), 
but, so hopefully, a good approximation or proxy.

The more detailed analysis of democracy and quality of democracy in 
global comparison focuses on fifteen identified countries and country 
groups. These are the following: Brazil; China; India; Indonesia; Japan; 
Nigeria; Russian Federation (Russia); USA; European Union (EU15); 
European Union (EU28); Nordic countries; OECD (OECD33); Latin 
America (Latin America 17);  Asia (Asia15); and the World (World 122, 
World 160)11 (see Sect. 2.4 for a more specific discussion). In Table A.3.1 
in Appendix A.3 the indicators and scores of dimensions and for subdimensions 
are being documented specifically in an overview summary of these identified 
fifteen countries and country groups.

2.3  Possible Empirical Definition 
of Democracies, Semi-democracies 
and Non-democracies

Political freedom represents a crucial dimension (subdimension) for 
democracy and quality of democracy. Within the conceptual frame-
work of our analysis (see Fig. 1.10 in Sect. 1.3), we calculated political 
freedom by drawing an average (mean) on the basis of three indices 

10Our ambition was to calculate directly an HDI measure and to link this to our conceptual 
design of dimensional model building. However, the data availability prevented us from doing so. 
The “World Development Indicators” data base of the World Bank (2013, 2018) did not suffi-
ciently support such an endeavor.
11See again Fig. 2.2 in Sect. 2.1.
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that are being regularly released by Freedom House (2013a, c): 
“political rights,” “civil liberties” and “freedom of press.” In Table 
A.2.1 in Appendix A.2, the scores for political freedom are docu-
mented for our whole country sample. In Table 6.4, the countries are 
furthermore ranked in accordance to their political-freedom scores 
(see Chapter 6).

In our analysis, we sometimes distinguish conceptually between 
“democracies,” “semi-democracies” and “non-democracies.” Actually, 
we do not specifically identify, which country would fall into which of 
these three groups or categories (with the exception of “democracies”). 
When speaking explicitly of individual countries, we preferably asso-
ciate countries with higher or lower degrees of political freedom. The 
distinction between “democracies,” “semi-democracies” and “non-democra-
cies” should be here more understood as a general statement that there 
are differences among countries with regard to levels of political freedom, 
and that these differences matter, whether a country can qualify as a democ-
racy or as a democracy with higher quality.

There are various options for a possible empirical definition or identi-
fication of democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies. Point-
of-departure may be a scale of political freedom, identical or similar 
to our construction of the dimension of political freedom. This scale 
could then be put in contrast to other measurement initiatives that also 
group countries (democracies) together into specific clusters (groups) on 
the basis of democracy-relevant criteria. For example, Freedom House 
typologizes countries also as “free,” “partly free” and “not free” (Freedom 
House 2013b), and the Democracy Index puts forward the following 
differentiation of democracy (or non-democracy): “full democracies,” 
“flawed democracies,” “hybrid regimes,” and “authoritarian regimes” 
(Economist Intelligence Unit 2011, p. 1). We then could discuss fur-
ther, whether (for instance in the flow of rationalization of Freedom 
House) the “free” countries would qualify as “democracies,” the “partly 
free” as “semi-democracies” and the “not free” countries as “non-democ-
racies.” Within the context of our analysis here, however, we did not 
attempt to follow further this research procedure, but apparently it 
would have been possible.
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2.4  Identification of Countries and Country 
Groups for the Comparative Analysis 
of Freedom, Equality, Sustainable 
Development, and Self-Organization 
(Political Self-Organization)

The here presented empirical macromodel of analysis refers to 160 
countries (and territories). In conceptual terms, these sample countries 
are assigned to the following basic dimensions of democracy and quality 
of democracy: freedom, equality, sustainable development, and to a much 
lesser degree also to (political) self-organization. The outcome of this proce-
dure may also be interpreted as the attempt of trying to engage in a com-
parative multidimensional index-building. Our assessment of freedom, of 
equality and of sustainable development is country based, and conse-
quently we cover the broad spectrum of democracies, semi-democracies 
and non-democracies. We do not look at the subcountry level.12 The 
structure and characteristics of the indicators and data (indicator data),13 
which we use, does not allow this, because our data and indicators are 
all aggregated to the level of whole countries.

Our core conceptual approach of the empirical analysis of freedom, equal-
ity and sustainable development focuses on comparing freedom, equality and 
sustainable development in different countries and country groups (for the 
period 2002–2016). In methodic terms, we base our analysis on:

1. graphical visualizations in figures;
2. descriptive statistics (calculation of averages as means);

These descriptive statistics and graphical visualizations provide the empirical 
data and information (the “empirical base”) that we input into the ana-
lytical assessment and analytical development of propositions (hypotheses) 

12Some of the “territories” (covered in our data tables) could be regarded to be sub-country level.
13In methodic technical language, an indicator disaggregates into its specific data (series of datum 
elements).
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in relation to our research question(s). This analytical assessment will be 
processed in a two-cycle approach. In the Chapters 3–6, we will engage 
in a broad reviewing of the indicators and data. In Chapter 7, we reit-
erate the previous sections in a second cycle of analytical assessment, 
by concentrating (summarizing) our analytical focus. At the same time 
(in context of the here presented analysis) it was explicitly decided not 
to apply advanced statistics (for example, multivariate analyses). The 
rationale for this refers to how the emphasis was assigned and invested 
here: our empirical efforts concentrated on a comparative multidimen-
sional index-building of (and for) freedom, equality and sustainable devel-
opment and on putting together an empirical database for 160 countries 
(for the fifteen-year period 2002–2016) that is (partially) more explor-
ative and tentative in character. However, this database already allows 
(at least in our opinion) analytical assessment and proposition devel-
opment. In fact, we designed this database to promote and to open 
up a route for well-reasoned analysis that is already clearly more than 
well-meant speculations. But we decided (for our analytical journey and 
endeavor in the context of here) to stay within the descriptive realm of our 
empirical data. Not to engage in advanced statistics was the one trade-off for 
focusing efforts on setting up exactly this empirical database as a result of the 
index-building process. Applying advanced statistics may even would go 
so far as to define “a completely new project” in procedural terms, which 
could be done, of course, but is explicitly (as we define this) not part of 
our work here. In that sense, our work (and empirically based indices of 
freedom, equality and sustainable work) has the potential to induce and 
support other (alternative) interpretations and further analytical investi-
gations that could rely on more advanced statistical methods and tools.

As a general methodic rule, all (available) indicators and data for all 
160 countries, for the whole period 2002–2016, are documented in the 
appendices toward the end of our analysis. For every dimension and/or 
indicator, the countries are presented and listed according to their coun-
try name (in English).

Our methodic approach of empirical analysis focuses on graphi-
cal visualizations (in figures) and on descriptive statistics (calculation of 
means), and a combination of these. To visualize 160 countries certainly 
represents a major challenge, and it is less than trivial not to loose here 
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the overview or oversight. To sustain the feasibility of these visualizations 
in practical terms, it was, therefore, decided to identify countries and country 
clusters on which then the comparative empirical analysis would concentrate. 
Altogether, we tagged eight population-larger individual countries and six 
(aggregate) country clusters. In addition, we also aggregated a “whole world.” 
These countries and country clusters are presented below. Their number 
allows and supports a good application of graphical visualizations. In the 
following, we also discuss in greater detail the specific rationales, why we 
believe that these countries and country groups represent good references 
for analysis. These countries and country groups, of course, set up a “grid” 
that will structure our empirical analysis. Would the to-be-analyzed coun-
tries and country groups have been identified differently, the momentum 
of analysis, and some of the conclusions, may have moved into different 
directions. This could be portrayed as a philosophical master view on our 
research topic. The documented indicators and data in the appendices 
(Appendix A.1–A.3) are open and feasible for very different methodic 
and conceptual approaches. On the other hand, it is also fair to say that 
analytical assessment of other countries and country groups not necessar-
ily would have to arrive at conclusions in contradiction to our approach. 
These forms or procedures of testing still would have to be carried out.

A major logic of looking more closely on the countries and country 
groups was to compare OECD (Organization for Economic Co-Operation 
and Development) with non-OECD countries. The majority of the OECD 
countries represent countries that are more “advanced” economically and socially 
(societally) than the non-OECD countries, but of course also here there are 
country exceptions.14 “Advanced,” here, means in reference to the data 
and indicators that we used for indexing freedom, equality and sustaina-
ble development. “Advanced,” of course, is also a relative term, depending 
on the underlying conceptual considerations. For example, from a philo-
sophical perspective, it always could be questioned, what really should qual-
ify as “advanced,” as “degrees of advancedness” and whether “advanced” 

14We also must add that not all OECD countries qualify to be being typologized as advanced, for 
example Mexico. There are also other countries, such as Singapore, qualifying as advanced in at 
least some respect, which, however (and so far), are not members of the OECD community.
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defines an appropriate category. Advanced societies, advanced economies and 
advanced democracies still are concepts, being used in some conventional 
understanding (e.g., Carayannis and Campbell 2011; Dubina et al. 2012), 
thus providing a rationale for comparing OECD with non-OECD coun-
tries. In addition, we also clustered all countries together to the “whole 
world.” The whole world would refer here in our model to 160 countries. 
However, not always data and indicators were available for all of the 160 
countries. So the World 160 would be the maximum aggregate. World 122 
are those countries for which always indicators with empirical data are 
available. World160 represents 99.46–99.49% of the world population, 
and World122 92.93 to 93.89% (see again Fig. 2.2 in Sect. 2.1).

The countries and country groups for our empirical analysis are, on 
the one hand, a few individually larger countries and, on the other, sev-
eral country clusters. Below the world level, we refer to fourteen coun-
tries and country clusters. Including the world level, the countries and 
country clusters for the empirical analysis of our comparative multidimen-
sional index-building are (in alphabetical order for the countries):

 1. Brazil;
 2. China;
 3. India;
 4. Indonesia;
 5. Japan;
 6. Nigeria;
 7. Russian Federation (Russia);
 8. USA;
 9. European Union (EU), EU15: in the context of our analysis, the 

term “EU” (EU15) refers more to an aggregation of the different 
and individual member countries (national member countries) of 
the EU and not specifically to the supranational institutional frame-
work of the whole EU (see also below for EU28);

 10. European Union (EU), EU28: in the context of our analysis, the 
term “EU” (EU28) refers more to an aggregation of the different 
and individual member countries (national member countries) 
of the EU and not specifically to the supranational institutional 
framework of the EU (see also above for EU15). As a consequence 
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of the British BREXIT referendum in the UK in 2016, it is being 
projected that the UK will leave the EU in 2019 (Campbell et al. 
2017). In that situation, the EU28 again will convert into an EU17 
(without the UK) as of 2019 (or shortly later and afterward);

 11. Nordic Countries, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden,15 repre-
senting also the Social-Democratic (Universal) Welfare Regimes in the 
typology (classification) of Gøsta Esping-Andersen (1990).16,17 In 
addition to those “Social-Democratic (Universal) Welfare Regimes,” 
Esping-Andersen (1990) also identifies “Liberal Welfare Regimes” 
(Canada, USA, UK, Australia, and New Zealand) and “Conservative 
Welfare Regimes” (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, 
Netherlands, and Switzerland). But the Liberal Welfare Regimes and 
the Conservative Welfare Regimes, for now, are not being addressed 
specifically in the context of our analysis18;

 12. Liberal Welfare Regimes (here Canada, USA, UK, Australia, and New 
Zealand),19 also following the typology of Gøsta Esping-Andersen 
(1990);

 13. Conservative Welfare Regimes (here Austria, Belgium, France, 
Germany, Italy, Netherlands, and Switzerland),20 again adopting the 
typology of Gøsta Esping-Andersen (1990);

15We restricted the Nordic countries to the four countries listed here, and did not include Iceland, also, 
because Iceland has a population of under one million. See on Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Nordic_countries#cite_note-0. In addition, in the classical conception of Esping-Andersen (1990), 
only those four countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden, see above) are being named.
16See the personal homepage of Gøsta Esping-Andersen under: http://www.esping-andersen.com/.
17For a short overview information about Gøsta Esping-Andersen, see on Wikipedia http://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B8sta_Esping-Andersen; http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B 
8sta_Esping-Andersen.
18In an analysis, carried out earlier and restricted to the years 2002–2008, these two country clus-
ters were also part of the analysis. Therefore, in a future research project, these two country clusters 
may again be integrated for purposes of an analytical reflection and interpretation. However, results 
of this earlier analysis are being presented and discussed for the OECD countries in Chapter 3.
19These countries represent to a far degree the English-speaking countries (or the core countries 
of the English-speaking world, locating worldwide on a global scale in three different continents).
20The countries in this listing represent core regions of Continental Europe.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nordic_countries#cite_note-0
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nordic_countries#cite_note-0
http://www.esping-andersen.com/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%25C3%25B8sta_Esping-Andersen
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%25C3%25B8sta_Esping-Andersen
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%25C3%25B8sta_Esping-Andersen
http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%25C3%25B8sta_Esping-Andersen
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 14. OECD (Organization for Economic Co-Operation and 
Development), here OECD3521;

 15. Latin America (Latin America 17), here Central America and 
South America, covering seventeen countries, and excluding the 
Caribbean islands. These seventeen countries are: Argentina, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and 
Venezuela (RB);

 16. Asia (Asia 15), covering (non-OECD) East Asia, South Asia, 
South-East Asia, and Central Asia, including the large-sized countries 
China and India, excluding Russia and the former Soviet Union 
region, and excluding Afghanistan, Iran, Turkey, Israel, and the Arab 
countries. Asia, here, covers fifteen countries. These are: Bangladesh, 
China, India, Indonesia, Lao (PDR), Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, 
Nepal, Pakistan, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand, Timor-Leste, and 
Vietnam22;

 17. World 122, refers here to those 122 countries with no missing 
indicators.

In Table A.1, in Appendix A.1, all 160 individual countries (and ter-
ritories) are being explicitly listed and documented. The one and same 
country can of course belong to more than one country cluster. For 
example, Germany refers to EU15, EU28 and OECD35. Mexico and 
Chile, to take two other examples, align with Latin America as well as 
with the OECD (Latin America, therefore, falls already partially into 
the world of OECD countries).

In methodic terms, it should be emphasized that the averages (means) of 
all data (indicators, dimensions) for those country clusters (with more than 
one country) were weighted in relation to the population of the countries 
within a specific country cluster. Averages (means) for country clusters 
are not simple averages across the countries, but reflect the weights of 

22Because of data missing, Singapore was not included into Asia15.

21As of April 2018, the OECD has 35 member countries. For an overview, see http://www.oecd.
org/about/membersandpartners/list-oecd-member-countries.htm.

http://www.oecd.org/about/membersandpartners/list-oecd-member-countries.htm
http://www.oecd.org/about/membersandpartners/list-oecd-member-countries.htm
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different population sizes. Differences in population numbers are thus 
reflected and are being expressed in the average values (means) of the 
identified country clusters.

What was the logic or rationale for specifically suggesting these countries 
and country groups for a further and more in-depth and into-depth empirical 
analysis? Several considerations were coming here together and into play:

1. World (World 122): To identify and suggest the “whole world” as one 
reference implies to countermove approaches of only looking at a 
smaller sample of countries, which might not be representative for 
the world on a global scale. The whole world as a maximum aggrega-
tion for analysis underscores and emphasizes that also the conditions 
and context conditions for the average person in this world should 
be reflected. Because by looking (for example) only on the OECD 
countries, the majority of world population is blended out of the 
analytical assessment. Only 17.26–18.61% of the world population 
lived in OECD countries during the period 2002–2016 (Fig. 2.2 in 
Sect. 2.1). When we even focus on a more prosperous region within 
the OECD, for example, the (four) Nordic countries, it should be 
kept in mind that much less than one percent of the world popula-
tion, exactly 0.35–0.38% (see Fig. 2.3 again in Sect. 2.1), live in the 
Nordic country cluster, with a percentage ration even further drop-
ping over time (because of the current dynamics of growth of world 
population). The whole world acts methodically also as a critical 
benchmark against focusing too narrowly on a minority of countries 
and a minority population share of the world: this should prevent to 
formulate assumptions about the whole world, when in fact we are 
only talking about the OECD and a few other specific non-OECD 
countries.

2. Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Nigeria, Russian Federation 
(Russia), USAs: Each of these countries are in terms of popula-
tion major countries, thus it appears legitimate to focus on these 
countries individually and more specifically. A global ranking of 
countries on the basis of population numbers places the follow-
ing countries into the top ten ranking (the “Big 10”): China, India, 
USA, Indonesia, Brazil, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Nigeria, Russia, and 
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Japan (World Bank 2011, 2018). Of these top ten countries, all 
(except Pakistan and Bangladesh) are being covered by our analysis 
individually. Taking Pakistan and Bangladesh out of the top ten cre-
ates here something like a “Big 8.” It should be kept in mind that 
these Big 8 countries already address more than half of the world 
population, more exactly between 54 and 55% during the years 
2002–2008 (World Bank 2011). China and India are by far the two 
population largest countries in the world, so it would be difficult jus-
tifying not listing these two countries specifically. In terms of geopo-
litical power (also in combination with military power), the USA still 
is being understood (in conventional thinking) as the most powerful 
superpower.23 Outside of the OECD, China and Russia (or Russia 
and China) represent two geopolitical key powers. The USA, China, 
and to a certain extent also Russia (for example, with the supply of 
natural resources) express economic world power. Economic power 
also must be assigned to Brazil and India (but with a geopolitical 
power lesser than in the case of China and Russia). After China and 
India, Indonesia ranks third in population numbers for an Asian 
country. Nigeria is by far the population largest country of all of 
Africa as well as of Sub-Saharan Africa.24 The USA and Japan are the 
two population largest countries within OECD. The larger European 
member countries to the OECD (in context of our analysis) are not 
looked at individually, but are being aggregated into the European 
Union (EU). To a varying political, economic and military degree, 
all of these “Big 8” have an (obvious) influence on the political and 
economic world system. This explains (at least partially), why to sug-
gest that it is important to assess systematically freedom, equality and 
sustainable development in these countries. By this, however, we do 
not assert that it would be less important to focus analytically also on 
other (for example smaller) countries (this inversion of an argument 

23We do not engage here in further reflections or predictions, whether the United States can 
continue this dominant geo-political position as a superpower throughout (or even beyond) the 
twenty-first century (or what the likeliness of this is).
24For a definition of Sub-Saharan Africa, see on Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Sub-Saharan_Africa.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sub-Saharan_Africa
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sub-Saharan_Africa
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we do not make). The impact (potential impact) of the “Big 8” on 
the global system represents one argument for us to project here an 
analytical focus of detailed inquiry.

3. The USA and the European Union (EU15 and EU28): Sometimes, 
democracy in the USA and democracy in Europe (EU, the Nordic 
countries) are being presented and discussed as two currently exist-
ing role models for how democracy, society and the economy could 
or even should be organized and innovated.25 The USA may serve 
here as a prototype for “liberal democracy” (citing and interpreting, 
in a free manner, Fukuyama 1989; see also Sodaro 2004, p. 48). The 
supranational integration and formation process of the European 
Union is also being portrayed as a learning process for overcoming 
national and nationalistic rivalry that could lead to serious conflict 
and even war (Campbell 1994). It is being said that the model of 
European Union integration also has a (potential) attraction to 
other world regions outside of Europe, who are interested in seek-
ing options of supranational integration in connection with pro-
jected (and hoped for) benefits. In Of Paradise and Power: America 
and Europe in the New World Order, Robert Kagan (2003) portrays 
the USA and European Union as two role models, but also empha-
sizes the decisiveness of their interaction, implying the mutual 
dependency of both. Kagan, however, also underscores that Europe 
has benefitted from an “American security guarantee,” allowing 
European governments to reduce defense spending, and to use these 
investments for other purposes (for a further building of society and 
welfare regimes). In The European Dream: How Europe’s Vision of the 
Future Is Quietly Eclipsing the American Dream, Jeremy Rifkin (2004) 
asserts that Europe or the European Union already represents a role 
model that seriously challenges the American role model. According 
to Rifkin, the EU could become a global superpower and may be 
interpreted as a “postmodern governing body.”26 Summarizing these 

25In metaphorical anecdotes we may ask, whether the current European Union would allow for some 
analogies in reference to ancient Greece, and the current United States in reference to ancient Rome?
26See on Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_European_Dream.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_European_Dream
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different assertions of a USA and (and/or) EU role model, it appears 
well-reasoned to compare empirically and analytically the USA and 
the aggregate of the EU member states across the dimensions of free-
dom, equality and sustainable development. Who is more free, more 
equal or better developed: the USA or the EU?27 We even could say that 
out of several reasons it is fairer to compare the USA with the whole 
aggregate of the European Union and not just individually selected 
EU member countries. We should not completely rule out the (polit-
ical and conceptual) interpretation that also the USA could be under-
stood as an aggregation of fifty member states. California, with a 
population of almost 40 million (in 2017), already would fall into 
the category of a population-larger EU member country. The term 
and concept of multilevel governance is traditionally being closely 
associated with the European Union integration process (Hooghe 
and Marks 2001; Kübler 2015; Buonanno and Nugent 2013). 
However, for us it is equally important to emphasize that there are 
no intrinsic reasons for conceptually limiting multilevel governance 
to the European integration. The framework of multilevel governance 
cannot only be applied to the European Union in a meaningful way, but 
also to the USA (and perhaps also to other world regions). Governance 
and governing of and in the USA may be interpreted and approached 
from a perspective of multilevel governance. Furthermore, we can 
ask, is it more appropriate to compare the USA with the EU15 or the 
EU27? There are pros and cons for either approach. The European 
Union (currently), is being defined (also in legal terms) as the 
EU28, and not EU15. But also within the European Union, there 
are different depths of integration. For example, not all EU coun-
tries have joined the euro area (area of one single currency)28 or the 
Schengen29 area so far. Within the EU; there are different speeds of 
integration. The EU15 represents more the classical Western Europe, 

27See later Hypothesis 19 in Sect. 7.2.
28See http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/euro/index_en.htm, http://www.ecb.int/home/html/
index.en.html.
29See http://www.axa-schengen.com/en/schengen-countries.

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/euro/index_en.htm
http://www.ecb.int/home/html/index.en.html
http://www.ecb.int/home/html/index.en.html
http://www.axa-schengen.com/en/schengen-countries
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with national governments with a long tradition of and in estab-
lished democracy. EU28 combines both, Western Europe and the 
new democracies of Central-Eastern Europe that belonged to the 
hemisphere of direct Soviet influence before 1989.30 Concerning 
indicators on sustainable development, perhaps also on freedom and 
equality, we may expect that the EU15 is performing better than the 
EU28. Therefore, in terms of comparative learning and analysis, we 
formulate the expectation and proposition that the EU15 is more 
competitive vis-à-vis the USA than the EU28. Or, to turn this argu-
ment: based on a benchmarking of a basket of indicators, it may be 
easier for the USA to outpace the EU28 than EU15.

4. The USA, the European Union (EU15 and EU27), and the Nordic 
countries: Three of the four Nordic countries, being identified here, 
are also member states of the European Union. Only Norway is not 
part of the EU.31 Thus, a majority of the Nordic countries falls into 
the aggregate category of the European Union, but this is not true 
for the whole Nordic country region.32 In addition, several of the 
EU members of the Nordic country region have not carried their 
EU integration as far as other countries. For example, only Finland 
adopted the euro currency. However, all of the Nordic countries 
(including Iceland) are part of the Schengen area.33 The main rea-
son and rationale for us, to include the Nordic countries as a distinct 
unit of country group for our empirical analysis, in parallel to the 
EU15 and EU28, refers to the circumstance that the Nordic coun-
tries are being regarded as belonging to the most developed countries.  
In terms of sustainable development, the Nordic countries qualify as 
a leading benchmark of and for the world. The Nordic countries do 

30Nowadays, we are so familiarized that the number of member states to the U.S. appears more 
of less stable and fixed. However, this was not always the case. In the nineteenth century, the U.S. 
was growing rapidly in geographical size and also in the number of states. This draws analogies to 
the expansion of the EU in the later twentieth and earlier twenty-first centuries.
31In two public referenda, in 1972 and 1994, a majority of the Norwegian electorate rejected a 
joining of the EU.
32Iceland is here another “Nordic” country that does not belong to the European Union.
33To give a counter-example: Ireland introduced the euro, but did not join Schengen.
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not necessarily lead in all indicators, but at least in many (of the cru-
cially important key indicators). So the Nordic countries also demon-
strate empirically, which level of development (of a democracy) already 
is possible in and for the world. The Nordic countries set a crucial 
(and highly competitive) benchmark for the rest of the (other) EU 
as well as the USA This assertion (proposition) of a globally lead-
ing level of development of the Nordic countries may be illustrated 
by the last “Human Development Reports” that are being pub-
lished by the United Nations, more specifically the United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP). Every Human Development 
Report also issues a specific Human Development Index plus com-
ponents. In the Human Development Index (HDI) 2010, Norway 
ranks first (United Nations Development Program, UNDP 2010, 
p. 143); in the HDI 2007, again Norway is first ranking (United 
Nations Development Program, UNDP 2009, p. 171); and in the 
Human Development Index 2005, Iceland is first, and Norway 
ranks second (United Nations Development Program, UNDP 2007, 
p. 229). To continue here with another example: in the Democracy 
Ranking 2010,34 referring to the quality of democracy, the first three 
ranking countries (democracies) are Norway, Sweden and Finland, 
all Nordic. The fourth-ranking country is Switzerland, but the 
fifth-ranking country is again Nordic, Denmark (Campbell et al. 
2010, p. 9). Furthermore, in the key findings to the Democracy 
Ranking 2010, therefore, also the following analytical assessment 
is being offered and released: “The top 10 (top 15) countries of 
the Democracy Ranking 2010: The Nordic countries (Norway, 
Sweden, Finland, Denmark) and Switzerland are the top five coun-
tries, also New Zealand, the Netherlands, Ireland, Germany, and 
the UK have very high scores. This continuing global top position 
of the Nordic countries is impressive, also because this top position 
is being reproduced quite stable across the different (sub-)dimen-
sions. Thus it can be said that the Nordic countries define—in 

34See http://democracyranking.org/wordpress/; http://www.democracyranking.org/en/ranking.
htm.

http://democracyranking.org/wordpress/
http://www.democracyranking.org/en/ranking.htm
http://www.democracyranking.org/en/ranking.htm
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a positive view—a global benchmark for quality of democracy 
that is empirically already available. From the top 10 countries, 
seven belong to the EU. In total, the prominent representation of 
European democracies at the top positions is remarkable. This under-
scores that the European integration process should be understood, 
in the global context, even more clearly as a ‘democracy project.’  
The ‘quality of democracy’ of Europe’s democracies will influence 
and support the endurance of the European integration and of the 
EU” (Campbell 2010, p. 2; see also Campbell et al. 2012, p. 172).  
The Human Development Indexes (Human Development Reports) 
and the Democracy Rankings provide consistent empirical evidence 
for how far developed the Nordic countries already are in empiri-
cal terms in global comparison. The Nordic countries are setting high 
(and indicator-based) benchmarks for the whole world, for the OECD 
countries, the USA as well as the EU altogether. The Nordic coun-
tries demonstrate how far developed the European Union, but also 
the USA could be. So, in context of our analysis, the country group of 
the Nordic countries acts and behaves as the “Great Challenger” for the 
contemporary world, raising the expectations high to very high.

5. Nordic Countries (Social-Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes), 
Liberal Welfare Regimes and Conservative Welfare Regimes: The typol-
ogy of country-based welfare regimes that we apply here refers to the 
already presented classification of Gøsta Esping-Andersen (1990). For 
Esping-Andersen, the social-democratic welfare regimes coincide with 
the four Nordic countries presented here, Denmark, Finland, Norway, 
and Sweden. So here we have a concentrated overlap of regime type 
and geographic region. The liberal welfare regimes, in the typology of 
Esping-Andersen, include the USA, Canada, the UK, Australia, and 
New Zealand, thus they represent (to a far, but not complete extent) 
the English-speaking countries in their global stretch-out. The inter-
pretation of the USA as a liberal welfare regime aligns with interpreting 
the USA as a “liberal democracy” (Sodaro 2004, p. 48). The conserva-
tive welfare regimes, again in the typology of Esping-Andersen, include 
the following countries: Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, the 
Netherlands, and Switzerland. These countries represent geographically 
clustered-together core regions of Continental Europe and represent, 
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with the exception of Austria and Switzerland, founding member states 
of the European Union.35 Austria joined the EU (EU15) in 1995. 
Switzerland, at least up until now, has not joined the European Union, 
also not the European Economic Area, but a high density of “techni-
cal agreements”36 is governing the relationship between Switzerland 
and the European Union, and Switzerland is also part of the Schengen 
area. Of course, every clustering of countries into specific groups can 
be changed or may be altered. So there have also been attempts to 
define a “Mediterranean” type.37 Michael J. Sodaro (2004, p. 48), an 
American scholar, sees “most West European countries typically” lean-
ing “toward social democracy,” but traces also “numerous social welfare 
benefits” in the USA So, for Sodaro we can formulate the proposition 
that in his interpretation the social-democratic welfare regimes are 
not limited to the Nordic countries, but also diffuse into Continental 
(Western) Europe. Furthermore, could specific welfare regime types be 
also be defined, for example, for Asian countries? Bengt-Åke Lundvall 
(1992), also Richard R. Nelson (1993), developed and applied the concept 
of the National Innovation System (or National Systems of Innovation), 
defined as: “It follows that a system of innovation is constituted by 
elements and relationships which interact in the production, diffu-
sion and use of new, and economically useful, knowledge and that a 
national system encompasses elements and relationships, either located 
within or rooted inside the borders of a nation state” (Lundvall 1992, 
p. 2). In the meantime, the national innovation system also has been 
extended conceptually to “multi-level innovation systems” (Kaiser 
and Prange 2004; Carayannis and Campbell 2011, pp. 352–354). An 
interesting (conceptual and empirical) analysis of course could be, to 
look into and to investigate, how similar or dissimilar national clus-
ters of innovation systems and welfare regimes may be. Ex-ante prop-
ositions could be developed in both directions (asserting similarities, 

35The six founder countries of the predecessor organizations of the European Union are Belgium, 
France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. See http://europa.eu/about-eu/eu-his-
tory/index_en.htm, http://europa.eu/abc/12lessons/lesson_2/index_en.htm.
36See http://eeas.europa.eu/switzerland/index_en.htm.
37See, on Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/G%C3%B8sta_Esping-Andersen.
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asserting dissimilarities). According to Esping-Anderson (1990, p. 
26), welfare regimes or “welfare-state regimes” can be distinguished on 
the following grounds: “As we survey international variations in social 
rights and welfare-state stratification, we fill find qualitatively different 
arrangements between state, market, and the family. The welfare-state 
variations we find are therefore not linearly distributed, but clustered 
by regime-types.” For Esping-Andersen (1990, p. 37), “de-commod-
ification” plays a key role for creating a typology of welfare regimes: 
“The variability of welfare-state evolution reflects competing responses 
to pressures for de-commodification. …Rather, the concept refers 
to the degree to which individuals, or families, can uphold a socially 
acceptable standard of living independently of market participation.” 
Hans Pechar and Lesley Andres (2011) refer to the typology of Esping-
Andersen, in an attempt to explain differences in national higher edu-
cation systems: “All Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) countries have experienced an unprecedented 
expansion in higher education during the second half of the twenti-
eth century. This was only possible because higher education became 
part of national welfare policies. OECD countries differ, however, with 
respect to the significance of education, and more specifically, higher 
education policies within their overall framework of welfare poli-
cies. We employ the concept of the ‘welfare regime’ and a ‘trade-off’ 
hypothesis to understand the different national approaches to higher 
education participation, funding, tuition, and student financial aid” 
(Pechar and Andres 2011, p. 25). Sodaro (2004, p. 308) offers the 
following general definition for a welfare state: “Broadly defined, the 
welfare state is a form of political economy in which the state assumes 
responsibility for the general welfare of its population, especially its 
most vulnerable elements, through spending on such items as educa-
tion, housing, health care, pensions, unemployment compensation, 
food subsidies, family allowances, and other programs.” Political econ-
omy, in context of the knowledge-based society and economy, there-
fore may be specified (refined) as: the state (government) supports and 
leverages knowledge (including research and education) and innovation 
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for the welfare of society and the performance of the economy.38 This 
approach also opens gateways to the (advanced) knowledge soci-
ety, knowledge economy and knowledge democracy (Carayannis and 
Campbell 2011, p. 367). All of the countries, listed here in the typol-
ogy of Esping-Andersen, are also member states of the OECD. This 
illustrates one of our main motivations, why we have decided to orient 
our analysis also toward country groups, identified and formed under 
the aspect of different welfare regimes. We do not only want to reflect 
about the OECD as a whole, but want to have the opportunity to distin-
guish between (country) subgroups within OECD.

6. OECD (OECD35): We interpret the country cluster of the OECD 
as the group of those countries that by tendency are more “advanced” 
economically, politically and socially (societally) than the non-OECD 
countries. In conceptual terminology, here also the term of advanced 
economies is being used and applied. The IMF (International Monetary 
Fund) refers explicitly to the term and concept of advanced economies 
to indicate those economies that are the most developed economic sys-
tems in global comparison.39 In a very recent classification of economies, 

38This is a (self-defined) conceptual formula that I used for recent teaching in university classes in 
Austria.
39For a definition of an advanced economy, see “What Does Advanced Economies Mean? A 
term used by the International Monetary Fund to describe developed countries. While there 
is no established numerical convention to determine whether an economy is advanced or not, 
advanced economies have a high level of gross domestic product per capita, as well as a very 
significant degree of industrialization. … Another metric commonly used to identify advanced 
economies is the Human Development Index, which combines multiple factors to meas-
ure a country’s status. As of 2010 the IMF classified 34 nations as advanced economies. These 
include the United States and Canada in North America, most nations in Europe, Japan and 
the Asian tigers, as well as Australia and New Zealand” http://www.investopedia.com/terms/a/
advanced-economies.asp#axzz1ZipsAPL2. On the website of The World Factbook of the CIA 
(Central Intelligence Agency), it is being stated: “advanced economies a term used by the 
International Monetary FUND (IMF) for the top group in its hierarchy of advanced economies, 
countries in transition, and developing countries; it includes the following 33 advanced econo-
mies: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, 
Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, South Korea, Luxembourg, 
Malta, the Netherlands, NZ, Norway, Portugal, Singapore, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, UK, US; note—this group would presumably also cover the fol-
lowing nine smaller countries of Andorra, Bermuda, Faroe Islands, Guernsey, Holy See, Jersey, 
Liechtenstein, Monaco, and San Marino that are included in the more comprehensive group of 
‘developed countries’” https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/appendix/
appendix-b.html.

http://www.investopedia.com/terms/a/advanced-economies.asp#axzz1ZipsAPL2
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the IMF (2011, p. 150) distinguishes between three types of economic 
systems: “advanced economies,” “emerging economies” (emerging Asia, 
emerging Latin America and emerging Europe) and developing econo-
mies. The two extreme poles here would be the advanced economies, on 
the one hand, and the developing economies on the other. The IMF lists 
23 countries (economies) as advanced economies, which are: the USA 
and Canada (North America), Japan, Australia and New Zealand, and 
several Western European countries that belong mostly (but not all) to 
the European Union (EU15). The characteristic of being advanced, how-
ever, is not limited to properties of the economy. Further applications 
are to refer conceptually to “advanced society” and “advanced democ-
racy” (Carayannis and Campbell 2011, p. 367). Advancedness (degrees 
of “advancedness”) refers typically to those indicators that are being used 
for (international) comparison and benchmarking for purpose of anal-
ysis and learning. Those indicators, which we incorporated into our 
model of comparative multidimensional index-building, are good exam-
ples for this. Advanced development, advanced sustainable development, 
also aligns with the concepts of (advanced) knowledge society, knowledge 
economy and knowledge democracy. This is carried by the belief and con-
viction that knowledge and innovation (the application and use of knowl-
edge) are key drivers, act as key drivers for development (Carayannis and 
Campbell 2011, p. 367; Carayannis and Campbell 2012). Knowledge 
and innovation, of course, are not the only drivers of and for develop-
ment. Generally speaking, this also does not deny that the concept of 
“advanced” and that the specific indicators, used for measuring degrees 
and developments of advancedness, can always be criticized. Here a plu-
ralism of (philosophical) discourses always is necessary, conducted in a 
permanent mode. Only 17.26–18.61% (2002–2016) of the world pop-
ulation live in OECD (OECD35) countries (see Fig. 2.2 in Sect. 2.1). 
Therefore, when comparing the OECD average with the world average, 
this has (by tendency) qualities of comparing the OECD-world with the 
non-OECD-world.40 The OECD (already on a larger and wider basis) 
demonstrates empirically, how far the world already could have developed, 

40For such propositions, the specific data structure must be reviewed carefully.
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in terms of freedom, equality and sustainable development. A much smaller 
fraction of the world population lives in the Nordic than in the OECD 
countries (only 0.35–0.38%, during the years 2002–2016, see Fig. 2.3 in 
Sect. 2.1). The Nordic countries are higher developed than the OECD 
average or the world average (see the empirical verification of that prop-
osition later in Sect. 7.2). Therefore, the Nordic countries demonstrate to the 
OECD (also to the USA and to EU15 and EU28) as well as to the world 
as a whole, which levels of freedom, equality and sustainable development 
are already empirically possible in our present at the moment.41 Within the 
context of OECD, we defined and identified several country subgroups 
to allow a meaningful distinction and comparison further on between 
specific OECD (and non-OECD) countries.

7. Latin America (Latin America17) and Asia (Asia15): We define the spe-
cific country clusters of Latin America and Asia in a way, so that they 
represent two world regions that are either largely (Latin America)42 or 
completely (Asia) outside of the current OECD context. Latin America, 
here, includes seventeen countries from mainland Central America 
and South America (but excludes the Caribbean islands). Asia, here, 
includes fifteen countries from East Asia, South Asia, South-East Asia, 
and Central Asia, also including the worldwide number-one-rank-
ing and number-two-ranking countries in population figures and size, 
China and India.43 The majority of the Newly Industrialized Countries 
(NICs),44 also called Newly Industrialized Economies (NIEs), are rep-
resented by the country groups of Latin America and Asia, as they are 
being defined and specifically being proposed here. In the conceptual 
language of the IMF (International Monetary Fund), the NICs as well 
as the NIEs belong to the category of an economic type of Emerging 

41Do the Nordic countries represent something like an “avant-garde of development” in the current 
world context?
42Mexico and Chile belong to Latin America as well as the community of OECD member 
countries.
43As already mentioned before, Singapore was omitted form the country group of Asia (Asia15) 
because of missing data information.
44The term NICs, first, was used for the so-called Four Asian Tigers: South Korea, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong, and Singapore. In IMF terminology, these countries are categorized as belonging to 
Emerging Asia (IMF 2011, p. 150).
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Economies, so they place in-between the Advanced Economies and the 
Developing Economies (IMF 2011, p. 150). The two major NICs in 
Latin America are represented by Mexico and Brazil. The major NICs 
in Asia are: China, India, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand. 
Important other NICs are Turkey and South Africa. By presenting the 
two country groups of Latin America and Asia as we do it here, we 
also have the opportunity of comparing freedom, equality and sustain-
able development in the OECD, but also in the NICs.45 Some of the 
larger NICs have the potential of seriously challenging, also econom-
ically, some of the leading OECD countries within the next one or 
two decades. Already as far back as 2007, Goldman Sachs (2007, p. 3) 
released a forecast that in terms of total purchasing power parity (PPP) 
that the Chinese market would outpace the US market in the second 
half of the 2020s.46 However, in PPP per capita, the US domestic mar-
ket still would be ahead of the Chinese market. Since then, should we 
want to refer to a tendency of predictions on economic scenarios, the 
general expectation is perhaps even to predate the overtaking of the 
American economy by China. There are even speculations, whether, 
in two or three or four decades, also India would have a potential to 
outpace the USA domestic market in terms of total purchasing power 
parity. What exactly are the implications for the political world system, 
democracy and the quality of democracy, and the sustainable development 
of countries, when some of the larger Newly Industrialized Countries, such 
as China and India, outrun the leading OECD countries in total pur-
chasing power parities (PPP), most prominently the USA, but, at the same 
time, these OECD countries continue their lead in PPP per capita? It is 
difficult to present a clear analytical assessment of the implications of 
this trade-off between total PPP and relative PPP per head. Divergent 

45Mexico, of course, expresses cross-membership with the OECD and the NICs.
46In a study by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), the authors assert 
that China, in terms of military and energy cooperation, also will become increasingly independ-
ent vis-à-vis Russia. Key proposition of the conclusion is: “In the coming years, while relations will 
remain close at the diplomatic level, the two cornerstones of the partnership over the past two dec-
ades—military and energy cooperation—are crumbling. As a result, Russia’s significance to China 
will continue to diminish” (Jakobson et al. 2011, p. 43). China emerges more and more as a 
self-sufficient power (politically and economically) for the global system and in the global system.
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interpretations and propositions for discussion may be developed and 
set-up here. For geopolitical power games and global influence, total 
PPP, of course, is important. When reflecting on sustainable development- 
conditions and quality-of-democracy-conditions for the concrete individual, 
the concrete person, then, as it seems, the relative PPP per capita is just as  
(if not even more) important. But put in summary, this also has the 
potential of challenging theories on democracy that are OECD-centric 
or are focusing one-sidedly on the advanced countries and economies. 
 The Newly Industrializing Countries, also Newly Industrializing Economies, 
have all the potentials to dynamize our world empirically, but also conceptu-
ally, in the way in which we use and apply theories for explaining the world, 
society, economy, and democracy.

8. Possible complementary and alternative definitions and clusters of country 
groups: Our analysis of freedom, equality and sustainable development 
will focus on eight individual countries, six country groups at the sub-
world level and one country-based aggregation of the whole world  
(of those countries, which we covered and for which empirical data and 
indicators are available, resulting in a possible maximum of 160 coun-
tries for our analysis). These were explicit conceptual and methodic 
decisions we made in context of the work here. It is fair to acknowl-
edge that particularly for the non-OECD countries also some comple-
mentary country clusters also could have been designed and proposed 
as reference points for analysis. Possible candidates for complemen-
tary country groups obviously are: Sub-Saharan Africa,47 the Muslim-
majority countries48,49,50 or the countries of the region of the post-Soviet 

47To Nigeria we refer in our analysis as an individual country.
48In our country group of Asia14 there are three predominantly Muslim countries with an over-
whelming majority of their Muslim population (Pakistan, Bangladesh and Indonesia), and one 
more country with a clear Muslim majority (Malaysia). Nigeria represents a sub-Saharan coun-
try with an only narrow (marginal) majority of their Muslim population (Pew Research Center, 
2009).
49See on Wikipedia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Muslim_world; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
List_of_Muslim-majority_countries.
50According to conceptual convention, an “Islamic country” or “Islamic state” would be a coun-
try or state where Islam is being granted the status as the official ideology for the political system.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Muslim_world
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Muslim-majority_countries
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Muslim-majority_countries
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Union.51 This, however, was not done here, instead we concentrated 
our non-OECD emphasis on comparing and contrasting the dynam-
ics and developments in Latin America (Latin America17 ) and Asia 
(Asia15 ). When wanting to stretch and expand the analytical focus from 
Latin America and Asia to other (non-OECD) world regions, one also 
could engage in designing alternative country groups, deviating from  
(and/or complementing) the country groups being presented here.  
In principle, multiple designs for alternative country groups always are 
possible, but, of course, are exposed to also provide a sufficient reason-
ing for their plausibility in country group-designs. Whether or not this 
would change analytical assessment and conclusions cannot be answered 
here, remains to be a speculation for the moment, and would have to be 
addressed by alternative research designs as next steps.
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In our first round of comparative empirical analysis, we focus on the 
OECD countries (OECD35), with more specific data breakdowns 
for the USA, the European Union (EU15 and EU28), the Nordic 
Countries and Japan. We will have a closer look at all the indicators and 
dimensions across the period of 2002–2016. See also Figs. 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 
3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11 and the tables in Appendix  
A.1 and A.2.

1. The dimension of freedom for the OECD countries

1.1.  Political freedom in the OECD countries: The Nordic countries 
position themselves here at the very top, almost (more or less) 
realizing and representing the empirical maximum of 100 (see 
Fig. 3.1). The Nordic countries lie also clearly ahead of all the 
other predefined OECD country groups, including the USA. 
The USA, EU15, EU28 and Japan, they all place in a middle 
field, and above the (mean-based) average of the OECD. When 
looking at the trends from 2002 to 2016, there appear to be 
two phenomena at work: either a ceiling effect or even a modest 
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downsliding of or for political freedom. So why is there no 
more growth of political freedom? On the one hand, this may 
reflect a conceptual and methodic problem of the used indica-
tors, allowing no more substantial gains and thus putting the 
used indicators at challenge. On the other hand, there may be 
more of a need and demand for rethinking and reconceptual-
izing what new dimensions (manifestations) of freedom can be 
or even have to be, well suited and adequate for the following 
course of the twenty-first century.

1.2.  Economic freedom in the OECD countries: Patterns and trends 
here (see Fig. 3.2) somewhat deviate from the picture in ref-
erence to political freedom. Concerning economic freedom, 
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clearly the USA ranks first. Second are the Nordic countries, 
while Japan and the EU15 and EU28 member countries are 
oscillating around the OECD average. Particularly, during the 
first half of the 2000s, there has been a general increase in eco-
nomic freedom, which, however, leveled off during the second 
half of the 2000s and later on. Economic freedom in the USA 
declined after 2006 and slightly increased or stayed stable in the 
other OECD country groups, this implicating a closer coming 
together in the whole OECD context.

2. The dimension of equality for the OECD countries
2.1.  Income equality in the OECD countries: The Nordic countries 

clearly rank here first, with a certain downsliding of income 
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equality after 2010, however, not questioning their comparative 
number one status (see Fig. 3.3). Japan, the EU15 and EU27, 
they lie closely together. The USA, on the contrary, places obvi-
ously and clearly below OECD average. The lead of the USA in 
economic freedom is being sharply contrasted by this consid-
erably behind positioning in income equality. In OECD con-
text, the Nordic countries and the USA represent here the two 
opposing poles concerning differing and deviating degrees of 
income equality. As a general rule, it can be said that income 
equality has come under further pressure after 2010, particu-
larly in the USA, the Nordic countries and OECD average. 
So, income equality should mark and indicate a considerable 
concern.
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2.2.  Gender equality in the OECD countries: Concerning gender 
equality, the Nordic countries (again, as in the case of income 
equality) are leading far ahead of the other OECD countries 
(see Fig. 3.4). In the middle field place the European Union 
(EU15 and EU28) and the USA. There has been a certain and 
positive shift in ranking positions during the 2000s. In the early 
2000s, the USA was slightly leading ahead of the EU, but, in 
the later 2010s, this ranking shifted in favor of the European 
Union and to the disadvantage of the USA. EU15, EU28 and 
the USA place with regard to gender equality higher than the 
OECD average. Concerning the countries and country groups 
here covered, Japan ranks the last, and below OECD average. 
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Fig. 3.4 Gender Equality in the OECD and OECD countries (2002–2016): 
Nordic countries, USA, EU15, EU28 and Japan. Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoreti-
cal) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calculation and 
visualization)



120     D. F. J. Campbell

While Japan is performing better with income equality (above 
OECD average), it performs less good on gender equality. With 
the USA, the relationship is opposite: an above average perfor-
mance on gender equality, but obviously clearly below OECD 
average regarding income equality. In both equality dimensions, 
the European Union (EU15 and EU28) is ranking higher than 
the OECD average. The lead of the Nordic countries in gen-
der equality is more distinct than with income equality. For the 
OECD countries and country groups, gender equality gradually 
increased (at least in relative terms) over the 2000s and 2010s, 
while income equality has come under pressure, with a cer-
tain tendency of decline and further declining. However, as a 
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Fig. 3.5 Human development (HDI re-designed) in the OECD and OECD coun-
tries (2002–2016): Nordic countries, US, EU15, EU28 and Japan. Scale range 
0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s 
own calculation and visualization)



3 Comparative Empirical Analysis of the OECD Countries …     121

general trend, gender equality also has declined (again) in the 
OECD and all (most) identified OECD country groups after 
2014. Either this marks a short-term fluctuation or the begin-
ning of a serious new trend that must be very carefully and 
closely observed in the coming time.

3. The dimension of sustainable development for the OECD countries
3.1.  Human Development Index redesigned: In the context of this 

work here, we (partially) redesigned the Human Development 
Index, interested in preserving the character of the Human 
Development Index (HDI), but applying indicators that can 
be more easily accessed (via the World Development Indicators, 
World Bank 2018). We were interested in using indicators 
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Fig. 3.6 Sustainable development (non-political) in the OECD and OECD coun-
tries (2002–2016): Nordic countries, USA, EU15, EU28 and Japan. Scale range 
0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s 
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with a good empirical coverage for the time window of  
2002–2016, displaying not too many data missings. To reca-
pitulate, the redesigned HDI averages (means): life expectancy 
at birth (in total years), school enrollment tertiary (% gross) 
and GDP per capita in PPP1 (constant 2011 international $). 
In context of the OECD countries, the USA and the Nordic 
countries score first on the redesigned HDI (see Fig. 3.5). The 
EU member countries (EU15 and EU28) and Japan are group-
ing around the OECD average (OECD35). Throughout the 
whole period 2002–2016, there is a steady increase in scores 
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Fig. 3.7 Sustainable development (non-political and political) in the OECD 
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1PPP stands for: Purchasing Power Parity.
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for all the here-mentioned countries and country groups, while 
this increase again has (slightly) decreased for the USA and the 
Nordic countries after 2010. When comparing the redesigned 
HDI with the original HDI of the UNDP (United Nations 
Development Program), there are some similarities, but also 
some marked differences. This suggests that we can recommend 
and set up for discussion the proposition that it matters, which 
indicators are being taken specifically for defining, constructing and 
building indices and dimensions. Indicators matter. Indicators can 
impose effects, and different indicators may impose different 
effects. This refers back to the starting point, which indicators 
should be taken? Designing and building a pluralism of compet-
ing indices (dimensions) for purposes of simultaneous analysis may 
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Fig. 3.8 Life expectancy (sustainable development) in the OECD and OECD 
countries (2002–2016): Nordic countries, USA, EU15, EU28 and Japan. Scale range 
0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s 
own calculation and visualization)
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represent one approach for generating a more balanced picture and 
overview on status, patterns, clusters and trends. Every approach 
of a non-pluralistic drafting of indices runs the risk of encour-
aging the production of biased interpretations.

3.2.  Sustainable Development non-political: The non-political sustain-
able development, in context of the conceptual framework for 
analysis being presented here, averages (means) the following 
indicators (with specific weight measures being attached): life 
expectancy at birth (total years), school enrollment tertiary (% 
gross), Gini Index (issued by the World Bank), Global Gender 
Gap Index (issued by the World Economic Forum), lower CO2 
emission (metric tons per capita) and GDP per capita in PPP 
(constant 2011 international $). Therefore, the non-political 
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Fig. 3.9 Tertiary education (“SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT”) in the OECD 
and OECD countries (2002–2016): Nordic countries, USA, EU15, EU28, and 
Japan. Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum  
(Source Author’s own calculation and visualization)
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sustainable development clearly represents a broader indicator 
basket than the redesigned HDI. In reference to this non-po-
litical sustainable development, the Nordic countries demon-
strate the outright lead, being followed closely by the USA  
(see Fig. 3.6). The EU15, EU28 and Japan group together very 
closely around the OECD average. The scores for non- political 
sustainable development also show a steady increase over the 
years 2002–2016, however, also a certain ceiling effect for the 
Nordic countries and the USA after 2010. When results of 
non-political sustainable development are being compared with 
the redesigned HDI, then the propositions are: First of all, the 
overall lead of the Nordic countries is now clearer and more dis-
tinguished. Furthermore, the lead of the USA over the EU and 
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Fig. 3.10 GDP per capita (SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT) in the OECD and 
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Japan narrows down more considerably. Thus it appears that the 
more indicator-narrow definition of the redesigned HDI favors the 
USA, while the indicator-broader setup of the non-political sustain-
able development is more often at the favor of European democra-
cies. Gender, income equality and lower CO2 emissions play (when 
combined and aggregated) apparently for the advantage of Europe 
(on several occasions). Differences in scores and rankings between 
the non-political sustainable development and the UNDP’s 
Human Development Index (e.g., UNDP 2009, 2010) are even 
more pronounced than in the case of comparing the UNDP’s 
HDI and the redesigned HDI (here). This reemphasizes the ear-
lier proposition that the specific indicator coverage of indices does 
matter and has effects for rankings over countries and time.

60
65

70
75

80
85

90
95

10
0

20
02

20
04

20
06

20
08

20
10

20
12

20
14

20
16

Years

Sustainable Development / (Lower) CO2 Emissions: CO2 emissions (metric tons per capita) ("lower"
CO2 emissions produce "higher" scale values) (OECD countries) 

Nord Cs United States EU15 EU28 Japan OECD35

Fig. 3.11 (Lower) CO2 emissions (SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT) in the OECD 
and OECD countries (2002–2016): Nordic countries, USA, EU15, EU28, and Japan. 
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3.3.  Sustainable Development comprehensive (a “broad” conceptualiza-
tion of Quality of Democracy): Sustainable development, in com-
prehensive terms, averages (means) (1) non-political sustainable 
development2 and (2) political freedom. “Comprehensive sustain-
able development,” as is being defined and presented here, repre-
sents, therefore, a type of a conceptually “broad” definition of 
democracy and quality of democracy. To turn this argument: Is 
there an interest in measuring the quality of democracy, this 
then could be approached in an indicator-based way by apply-
ing a conceptual formula as we do it for “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development.” Conceptually, such a broadly defined 
concept of quality of democracy, conceptually and theoretically in 
line with (a broadly defined) sustainable development, represents 
(again in conceptual and theoretical terms) an opposite pole to a 
narrowly defined electoral or liberal democracy. In metaphorical 
terms, lending spatial categories from language (in language): 
the conceptual and theoretical space of democracy has on the one 
side the vertex (corner point) of a narrowly defined liberal democ-
racy, and on the other side the vertex (corner point) of a broadly 
defined high-quality democracy that is based on sustainable democ-
racy. This may also indicate separating lines in values and ideol-
ogy. Of course, out of reasons of fairness, we should add that 
sustainable development could be defined in a fashion differ-
ently than we did this here, by using other indicators or by 
weighting indicators alternatively with other weights. Looking 
at the empirical results of “Comprehensive sustainable develop-
ment,” the Nordic countries are clearly leading and rank impres-
sively first (see Fig. 3.7). The USA, the EU15 and EU28 and 
Japan cluster together very closely, also with a diminishing and 
evaporating gap over time, almost converting together into an 
area of overlap. The Nordic countries, the USA, EU15 and 

2Non-political sustainable development averages (means) the following indicators with specific 
weights (see also above): life expectancy at birth (total years), school enrollment tertiary (% 
gross), Gini Index (issued by the World Bank), Global Gender Gap Index (issued by the World 
Economic Forum), lower CO2 emission (metric tons per capita), and GDP per capita in PPP 
(constant 2011 international $).
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EU28 and Japan, they all place higher and above the OECD 
average. It is interesting and should be emphasized that the USA 
and EU15 score balanced and in an equilibrium, resulting almost 
in a stalemate, when we refer to “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment” and define sustainable development the way we did it. 
Despite clear indicator-specific differences between the USA and 
EU15, when aggregated, these differences score up in a counterbal-
anced comprehensive measure. This opens up the room and 
unlocks the opportunity of developing contradictory proposi-
tions and expressing conflicting views. Could this even lead to 
an ideological deadlock? Or does this also imply that our con-
cepts for understanding democracy, society and economy and 
their interwoven dynamics are still underdeveloped and too par-
tial, and we still lack a sufficient meta-perspective? While the 
EU15 scores (almost at par) with the USA, the USA still leads 
slightly ahead of the EU28, concerning “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development.” This refers to the already earlier raised 
question, whether EU15 or EU28 should be regarded as the 
better or fairer peer for purposes of comparison with the USA. 
Focusing on EU28, it then could be demonstrated on the basis 
of empirical measurement that the USA leads ahead of Europe 
concerning the quality of democracy and “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development.” When, however, taking the EU15, we may 
assert an equilibrium (or ideological deadlock) between the USA 
and Europe (European Union) in reference to quality of democracy 
and “Comprehensive sustainable development.” When looking 
more specifically at the individual European (EU) countries 
(and referring to 2016 as the mattering benchmark year), then 
(in terms of such a broadly defined quality-of-democracy con-
cept) ten European and (out of this) eight EU member coun-
tries outpace the USA.3 Thinking a step further, of course, we 

3Those European countries, ranking on quality of democracy higher than the USA in 2016, are 
in the order of sequence (see Table A.2.7 in Appendix 2): Norway, Ireland, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Netherlands, Denmark, Finland, Belgium, Germany, and Austria. Non-European countries, 
ranking higher than the USA (again in 2016), are: Australia, Canada and New Zealand.
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could ask, what would happen, should we disaggregate the USA 
into the 50 US member states, and compare these then with the 
15 or 28 member states (member countries) of the EU? Perhaps 
an interesting matrix would result. The EU member states (and 
the US states) also can be disaggregated into subnational 
regions. This indicates routes for further interesting analysis and 
future research questions. In the context of the empirical analy-
sis here, we decided to focus our model and conceptual frame-
work of analysis to democracies (and non-democracies) at the 
level of countries (nation states). Despite this deadlock of ideology 
and performance between the USA and EU15, however, the Nordic 
countries clearly lead ahead of the USA as well as the EU15 (also 
EU28 and Japan), regarding a broadly defined quality of democ-
racy, and based on “Comprehensive sustainable development.” This 
Nordic lead (and widening gap in favor of the Nordic countries) 
is the result of empirical measurement (following a specific con-
ceptualization of democracy and sustainable development), and 
not of ideological assertions. Should ideological positions be dead-
locked between a favorable (ideological) view to the advantage of 
the USA or to the advantage of the European Union (USA versus 
EU), then this Nordic performance enables additionality by bring-
ing in a new perspective, something close to a meta-perspective 
above the USA and EU. The Nordic countries introduce a cru-
cial reference point for meaningful analysis and empirical-
ly-based comparison. Should this encourage more of an 
intelligent and of a sensitively comparative benchmarking of the 
USA and EU with the Nordic countries? What can the USA, 
but also the EU, the OECD countries in general and the world 
learn from the Nordic countries (and what can the Nordic 
countries learn from the world)? In terms of quality of democ-
racy and based on “Comprehensive sustainable development,” 
Japan is behind the Nordic countries, slightly behind the USA 
and EU15, but performs still better than the EU28 (as of 2016) 
and OECD average (whole period). What are differences in 
empirical effects between “Comprehensive sustainable develop-
ment” (Fig. 3.7) and non-political sustainable development 
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(Fig. 3.6). “Comprehensive sustainable development” appears to 
have a favoring effect for European democracies, and puts the USA 
under pressure. The introduction of political freedom plays to the 
advantage of Europe and the EU, not to the advantage of the USA 
(in recent years). This tendency is also consistent when we look 
back at the redesigned Human Development Index, which does 
not incorporate political freedom and is even more narrowly 
indicator-defined than the non-political sustainable develop-
ment (Fig. 3.5): concerning redesigned HDI, here the USA is 
leading over the Nordic countries, the EU and Japan. For Japan, 
it can be stated that Japan is having a profile that is similar to 
(with) the EU across all three indicator sets: “Comprehensive 
sustainable development” including political freedom, sustaina-
ble development excluding political freedom, and the HDI 
redesigned. Therefore, Japan is not a contrast-profile against 
Europe or the USA, but aligns more closely with Europe (EU).4 
This may be interpreted as a surprising result. Therefore, as a gen-
eral proposition, we may put forward: concepts of a broadly defined 
quality-of-democracy, based on “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment,” play by tendency more in favor of European democracies 
and the EU, not so much in favor of the USA. Japan, surprisingly, 
has a profile that is quite similar to Europe and to the EU (in the 
context of the conceptual framework being applied here). The theo-
retical point of departure for conceptualizing democracy and the 
quality of democracy and their measurement, does matter and dose 
impose deviating effects, when conceptual references are being 
drawn differently. This always should be kept in mind and can be 
traced by empirical measurement. An ongoing reflection of the 
conceptual characteristics is therefore always necessary.

4In an earlier analysis, referring only to the years 2002–2008 and where tertiary education was 
compensated by the indicator of internet users (per 100 people), the performance profile of Japan 
behaved differently. Concerning the redesigned HDI, Japan scored (behind the leading USA 
and Nordic countries) better than the EU (EU15 and EU17). However, concerning the broader 
defined “Comprehensive sustainable development” or the sustainable development without polit-
ical freedom, Japan scored in balance with the EU (but again behind the Nordic countries and 
the USA) (Campbell 2013).
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4. The specific non-political indicators of sustainable development for 
the OECD countries: In the following, we shortly discuss and 
review those non-political indicators that we used for aggregating 
a dimension of sustainable development.5 In combination, these 
non- political indicators define in context of our comparative multi-
dimensional index-building the non-political sustainable development. 
When political freedom is being added to the non-political indica-
tors, then “Comprehensive sustainable development” results (within 
the framework of our model).
 4.1.  Life expectancy at birth in total years (non-political indicator of 

sustainable development): Here, Japan clearly leads and ranks 
first (see Fig. 3.8). EU15 and the Nordic countries cluster 
together in close proximity, however, always EU15 ranks sec-
ond and the Nordic countries rank third. Then follows EU28, 
still above the OECD average. Finally, the USA rank below 
OECD average. Life expectancy (per capita) cannot fluctuate as 
much as GDP per capita. Insofar, life expectancy contains most 
likely more information about the actual distribution within 
a population or society, so that the mean life expectancy may 
be closer to the median life expectancy than the mean GDP 
per capital to the “median” GDP per capita.6 Life expectancy 
resembles perhaps some patterns of similarity to income equal-
ity (compare Figs. 3.8 and 3.3). The above OECD average of 
life expectancy in Europe and Japan correlates positively with the 
above OECD average of income equality again in Europe and 
Japan. In both regards, life expectancy and income equality, the 

5Income equality or Gini Index (issued by the World Bank) and gender equality, based on the 
Global Gender Gap Index of the World Economic Forum, we discussed already earlier (see 
Figs. 3.3 and 3.4). Therefore, we will not repeat (here) the discussion of these non-political indi-
cators of sustainable development.
6The median implies that half of the population or of a sampled score higher than the median, 
whereas the other half scores lower. So the median really places in the middle of a distribution. 
For a more formal definition of the median, see on Wikipedia: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Median; for a definition of the mean (arithmetic mean), see again on Wikipedia: http://en.wiki-
pedia.org/wiki/Mean.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Median
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Median
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mean
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mean
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USA places under (below) the OECD average. Life expectancy 
carries implicit and explicit information about the distribu-
tion of wealth (and the quality of life and living) in a society, 
and will also, at least in some cases, indicate access and access 
opportunities of the population, the average individual, and the 
voter (voters) to welfare regimes and health care systems (see 
also Wilkinson and Pickett 2010). Interestingly, life expectancy 
is in EU15 (slightly) higher than in the Nordic countries, even 
though the Nordic countries achieve a higher GDP per cap-
ita and more income equality than EU15. As a general trend, 
life expectancy has increased for the identified OECD country 
groups over the whole period 2002–2016. However, in recent 
years, this increase again has slowed down.

 4.2.  Tertiary education, tertiary gross7 school enrollment (non-polit-
ical indicator of sustainable development): Tertiary education 
clearly represents an indicator for sustainable development. 
Even though we review and discuss here tertiary education, 
we look at tertiary education also as a separate or distinct 
indicator that (in combination with other indicators) can be 
interpreted also to represent a dimension that we may want to con-
ceptualize as a “dimension of knowledge” (knowledge dimension). 
This also interplays with the concept of “knowledge democ-
racy” (Carayannis and Campbell 2012, pp. 16, 19, 52, 55; 
Veld 2010a, b; Biegelbauer 2013). Concerning tertiary educa-
tion, the USA and the Nordic countries cluster together very 
closely; however, the USA ranks first and the Nordic countries 
rank second (after 2006) (see Fig. 3.9). EU15 and EU28 rank 

7“Net” would indicate here that only the percentage enrollment of specific (predefined) age 
cohorts would be indicated. Since, however, tertiary education is not necessarily limited to 
specific age cohorts, this indicators is only being reported as “gross” in context of the World 
Development Indicators (World Bank 2011). In fact, the idea and concept of lifelong learning 
(LLL) emphasizes that there is a need or at least potential of spreading forms of tertiary education 
along the whole life spectrum, thus addressing very different age cohorts. Here, tertiary education 
and lifelong learning overlap with academic or tertiary continuing education. These appear to be 
trends for the advanced economies and societies, but could also apply to emerging economies.
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third and fourth, close at, but still continuously slightly under 
the OECD average. During the 2010s, the EU15 is only mar-
ginally, almost negligibly ahead of EU28. Japan ranks fifth and 
is clearly under OECD average. In reference to tertiary educa-
tion, we can conclude that the USA and the Nordic countries 
are leading definitely in advance of the OECD average. The 
Nordic countries and the USA occupy here a very strong (and 
potentially competitive) position. The European Union (EU15 
and EU28) performs slightly below this benchmark of OECD 
average. Furthermore, and certainly, the EU definitely does not 
perform in advance of the OECD average. Therefore, concerning 
knowledge and the knowledge dimension (when being identified 
as is here the case), there continues to exist a gap and cleavage to 
the advantage of the USA and to the disadvantage of the European 
Union. In context of the knowledge-based society and economy, or 
the knowledge society, knowledge economy and knowledge democ-
racy, which underscore the importance of knowledge for develop-
ment, performance and progress, this should be seen and identified 
as a weakness of the European Union and of European democracy 
vis-à-vis the USA (Carayannis and Campbell 2011; Dubina 
et al. 2012). These propositions may also apply to knowledge 
democracy (Carayannis and Campbell 2011, p. 367). The 
USA has more opportunities of leveraging knowledge than Europe. 
Therefore, the European Union should focus increasingly on efforts 
to promote more (and better) knowledge. In their knowledge lead, 
the USA and the Nordic countries are apparently at par. But 
this also implies that within context of the knowledge dimension 
(unlike several other dimensions) the Nordic countries are not lead-
ing or performing ahead of the USA. Here the USA (as a major 
country) approached clearly (and also surpassed) Nordic lev-
els. Concerning tertiary education, Japan falls behind the EU. 
One may want to speculate, whether the indicator of tertiary 
education may be even more important in reference to a com-
parative multidimensional index-building, because of the sev-
eral ramifications of (tertiary) education for democracy and the  
quality of democracy, by perhaps providing more of a crucial 
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relevance than other knowledge indicators, such as technol-
ogy diffusion (e.g., frequency of internet use). However, at 
least within the world of OECD countries, growth of tertiary 
education behaves also more saturated and changes in ranking 
positions are only difficult to achieve.8 Growth in technology 
diffusion (internet use) still is more dynamic, and shifts and 
improvements in positions and positioning can be achieved 
more easily by different countries. This current dynamism 
and dynamics of technology diffusion explain why growths in 
internet use may contribute so importantly to the dimension 
of knowledge. What are the current and potential future ben-
efits of technology diffusion (internet use) for the by tendency 
“saturated” OECD growth in tertiary education? While tertiary 
education still has expanded in the EU and Japan during most 
phases in the 2000s and 2010s, these growth curves in tertiary 
education have saturated, even declined in the USA and Nordic 
countries in recent years. What does this tell us about further 
growth trajectories of knowledge economy, knowledge society 
and knowledge democracy?

 4.3.  GDP per capita, PPP, in constant 2011 international $ (non- 
political indicator of sustainable development): Concerning 
this indicator, the USA performs clearly as fist-ranking  
(see Fig. 3.10). Second, perform already the Nordic countries. 
Almost at par perform the EU15 and Japan. EU15 and Japan 
place around OECD average, and EU28 performs slightly 
under the OECD average. GDP per capita marks clearly an area 
of great strength for the USA. In methodic terms, GDP per capita 
is more a mean value (a value of the arithmetic mean), and not 
a median score. Therefore, the GDP per capita does not indicate 
what are the patterns of distribution of wealth within a coun-
try (democracy or non-democracy). High GDP per capita does 
not automatically imply that the average citizen is well off and 

8Scores for the Nordic countries even peaked in the mid-2000s. Scores for the USA peaked in the 
early 2010s.
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prospering. The USA ranks top regarding GDP per capita. This, 
however, is being counterbalanced by an income equality-rank-
ing far below OECD average (compare Figs. 3.10 and 3.3).  
The Nordic countries rank second (and still above OECD 
average) concerning GDP per capita, but are top in relation to 
income equality (far higher than the OECD average). Therefore, 
when we compare GDP-per-capita-based, the Nordic countries and 
the USA are interested in the actual distribution of wealth across 
society (and the economy), where is the average citizen, again in 
terms of wealth, better off? Is the “median” GDP per capita higher 
in the USA or in the Nordic countries? The one big data problem, 
with which we are confronted, is the circumstance that the median 
GDP per capita is not being reported (systematically and compre-
hensively) in context of standard data compendiums or databases 
(such as the World Development Indicators, issued regularly by 
the World Bank; see for example World Bank 2018). Life expec-
tancy (Fig. 3.8) has some distributional information (at least 
more than in the case of the GDP-per-capita-indicator), and 
here the USA performs below OECD average. All of this really 
indicates the serious need of starting to calculate and to report a 
median GDP per capita as a crucial and new indicator (or start-
ing to design such an indicator).

 4.4.  Less CO2 emissions, in metric tons per capita (non-political indi-
cator of sustainable development): This indicator we designed 
(redesigned) in a way so that higher (indicator) scores actually 
indicate less (lower) CO2 emissions. Therefore, higher ranking 
positions are in line with less CO2 emissions. With this indi-
cator reference of CO2 emissions, we want to include environ-
mental sensitivity (Carayannis and Campbell 2010) and social 
ecology (Fischer-Kowalski and Haberl 2007) into the mod-
el-building, conceptualization and measurement of democ-
racy and the quality of democracy. In that understanding, the 
social (societal) context of the political system matters, but 
is also the environmental context of society and of the politi-
cal system of importance. In the model of Quintuple Helix 
innovation systems, the environmental challenge is being seen 



136     D. F. J. Campbell

and interpreted as a potential driver for further knowledge 
production and innovation (Carayannis and Campbell 2010, 
pp. 58–63). Could a democracy be regarded as a high-quality 
democracy that is ignorant of the environmental embedded-
ness of society, politics and the economy? Environmental pol-
lutions obviously put at risk the further prospering or even the 
survival of a society, a democracy as well as an economy. The 
United Nations’ Human Development Report of 2007/2008 
also focused on the topic of “fighting climate change,” thus 
highlighting and emphasizing the importance of ecological 
issues and features for the further development and progress 
of humanity (UNDP 2007). Concerning less CO2 emissions, 
the European Union and the Nordic countries group together 
very closely (see Fig. 3.11). Japan ranks already as fourth, also 
with CO2 emissions approximately at levels comparable with 
the OECD average. The USA behave here opposite, with 
CO2 emissions considerably higher than the OECD aver-
age. Interestingly, this pattern reveals certain similarities with 
income equality (compare Figs. 3.11 and 3.3). In OECD coun-
tries, with more income equality, there are less CO2 emissions. 
However, in OECD countries with more CO2 emissions, there 
is also less income equality, or more of an income inequality 
(formulated here as a proposition). Among the observed OECD 
countries and country clusters, conclusively Europe (European 
Union, and the Nordic countries) expresses less CO2 emis-
sions than Japan and the USA. The record of the USA is here 
the least favorable. As a general tendency, levels of CO2 emis-
sions decreased in all identified OECD country groups dur-
ing the 2000s and 2010s, which should be valued as a good 
sign. However, after 2012, this decrease again slowed down. 
This, obviously, represents again a critical trend in the more  
recent years.

5. Comparative contrast profiles of the USA, the Nordic countries, the 
EU15 and EU28: The USA, the Nordic countries and the European 
Union are frequently being treated as “role models” of and for 
democracy. This provides a rationale for again comparing focused 
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and summative these three country groups. The USA often qualifies 
as a “liberal democracy” (Sodaro 2004) or also as a Liberal Welfare 
Regime (Esping-Andersen 1990). The European Union is closer asso-
ciated with social welfare systems or also “social democracy” (Sodaro 
2004, p. 48). The Nordic countries, in particular, are typologized 
as Social-Democratic (Universal) Welfare Regimes (Esping-Andersen 
1990). The Nordic countries and European Union overlap not com-
pletely, but substantially.
5.1.  The USA and Nordic countries in comparison: Of the 11 indi-

cators or dimensions, which we conceptualized and measured 
empirically in context of our comparative multidimensional 
index-building, the USA lies only in three indicators ahead 
of the Nordic countries. These are: economic freedom, GDP 
per capital and tertiary education (see Figs. 3.3, 3.9 and 
3.10). Concerning the other eight indicators or dimensions, 
the Nordic countries lead (partially unambiguously) higher- 
ranking than the USA. This Nordic country lead also refers to 
and includes political freedom, both equality measures (gen-
der equality and particularly striking concerning the income 
equality), the composite redesigned Human Development 
Index, the non-political sustainable development as well as the 
“Comprehensive sustainable development.” With the excep-
tion of GDP per capita and tertiary education, the Nordic 
countries outrank and outperform the USA with regard to the 
other indicators of sustainable development. We can expect 
that the lead of the USA, concerning GDP per capita, is being 
substantially counterbalanced by the circumstance and empir-
ical fact that income equality is by far greater in the Nordic 
countries. It could be asserted that the higher levels of eco-
nomic freedom in the USA add and contribute to the higher 
levels of GDP there. However, when higher GDP is also being 
accompanied by larger income inequality, so what are then the 
remaining positive effects for the average American citizen? 
Summarizing our empirical findings, the proposition could be set 
up that, based on our empirical indicators, the quality of democ-
racy has developed to higher levels in the Nordic countries than in 
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the USA. In that sense, the Nordic countries behave and qualify 
more as a global benchmark, reference and country reference cluster 
for quality-of-democracy to the world than in the case of the USA. 
In that rationale and line of thinking, the USA could learn sub-
stantially from the Nordic countries (Carayannis and Kaloudis 
2010). But, to emphasize this here again as a general statement, 
every system, country and democracy can and should learn 
from the other countries and democracies, so also the Nordic 
countries from the USA. For example, the (marginal) lead of 
the USA, concerning tertiary education, should be treated seri-
ously by the Nordic countries.

5.2.  The USA and EU15 in comparison: The comparative analysis 
of indicators, dimensions and outcome of the USA and EU15 
refers to a much more balanced picture than in the case where 
we compared the USA with the Nordic countries (where, by 
and large, the Nordic countries lead). Focusing and refocus-
ing now on the comparison of the USA with the EU15: The 
USA leads by five indicators and the EU15 by four, and for two 
indicators, we should state a too-close-to-call balance The USA 
leads with regard to: economic freedom, redesigned Human 
Development Index, non-political sustainable development, ter-
tiary education, and GDP per capita. The EU15 leads concern-
ing: income equality, gender equality, life expectancy, and less 
(lower) CO2 emissions. Political freedom and “Comprehensive 
sustainable development” are more undecidable; here the USA 
and EU15 behave and perform balanced in relation to each 
other. Based on these empirical findings, several (partially com-
peting) propositions could be set up for further discussion. In 
the following, we want to elaborate on three of such possible propo-
sitions and want to develop arguments from different perspectives:
(1)  The USA leads in more indicators (dimensions) than the 

EU15, this may point to a marginal advantage of the USA.
(2)  The USA and EU15 developed different profiles of compe-

tences and patterns of quality of democracy. The USA, as a 
country, system and democracy, focuses more on core categories 
of dynamic economic growth, leveraging economic freedom, and 



3 Comparative Empirical Analysis of the OECD Countries …     139

promoting and leveraging the dimension of knowledge, since 
knowledge functions as a crucial input for economic growth and 
performance in context of the knowledge economy and knowl-
edge society. The EU15 (when compared with the USA) follows 
more the approach of a balanced development in equilibrium, 
recognizing and acknowledging equality, and emphasizing more 
the social and ecological dimensions. Challenges for EU15 
may be the mobilization of dynamic economic growth, and 
a greater emphasis to be placed on the dimension of knowl-
edge. Challenges for the USA are a sustainable growth, since 
the dynamics of USA growth is overshadowed by greater 
(economic and social) inequalities. In a quality-of-democ-
racy concept, emphasizing more the spheres of equality, the 
EU15 ranks higher than the USA. In a quality-of-democ-
racy concept, favoring opportunities of economic growth 
and dynamism, the USA may have the cutting edge. The 
dilemma, of course, is that in the long run equality and eco-
nomic growth are mutually dependent, and this challenges 
the EU15 as well as the USA. These profile differences of the 
USA and EU15 also imply (particularly, when the practical 
effects of empirical indicators are known and when linked to 
the building of conceptual models of democracy and the quality 
of democracy) that one-sided models could be designed in a way 
so that they one-sidedly either favor the USA or the EU15: con-
ceptual emphasis on dynamic growth of the knowledge economy 
plays to the favor of the USA, whereas a conceptual emphasis 
on equality and the social and ecological dimensions plays to 
the favor of the EU15. Interestingly, freedom, and here most 
notably political freedom, does not provide either the USA 
or the EU15 an advantage (competitive advantage) over  
the other.

(3)  The balanced (almost equal) lead of the USA and EU15 in 
different indicator areas (five indicators point to the favor 
of the USA, four to the favor of EU15, and 2 are undecid-
ed) creates here a situation of balance (paradoxical balance).  
The USA and the EU15 are caught up in a deadlocked situ-



140     D. F. J. Campbell

ation in a stalemate, implying that the USA and EU15 are 
at par (from a whole aggregated perspective). This means that 
it is too close to call, whether the quality of democracy is more 
advanced in the USA or in EU15. The conceptual model and 
the techniques of measurement, accompanying our compar-
ative multidimensional index-building, have the “unsharpness” 
of not providing certainty, whether the USA or EU15 occupy 
the lead position. Any assertion or claim of a (ranking) lead-
ership would be (too) vague, since it could only be achieved by 
giving different methodic weight to different indicators or by 
dropping some of indicators from the list of applied indicators. 
This would give “subjectivity” very much room, meaning that 
both propositions (a lead of the USA as well as of EU15) could 
be argued and model-based verified. This is being furthermore 
emphasized (also symbolically) by the circumstance that two 
(for quality-of-democracy) crucial key indicators themselves, 
political freedom and sustainable development, do not allow 
predicting a clear lead of the USA or EU15. This also could be 
interpreted as a deadlock situation in and of ideology. Despite 
their difference, also ideological differences, the performance 
of democracy does not differ sufficiently enough to say, wheth-
er the quality of democracy is higher developed in the USA or 
in the EU15. Based on subjective preferences, the underlying 
values and driving ideologies appear more or less preferable to 
an observer or a single actor, however, assertions of supremacy 
of a specific ideology are not linked to a clear lead in the per-
formance scoring. What does this tell us about the explanatory 
power of theories, concepts and ideologies that we have at our 
disposal and our use, for the moment? Is there still too much 
conceptual fog involved? Perhaps we would have to progress 
here to a next-stage meta-perspective, which, however, is not 
on the horizon of our current mainstream thinking. Even 
should there be such conceptual (theoretical) prospects, this 
balance of not-being-able-to-decide may also migrate to the 
next higher meta-level. Some individual member countries 
(member states) of EU15 rank higher than the USA. For 
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example, when we take “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment” as a benchmark indicator for the quality of democ-
racy, in 2016, then no less than eight member countries of 
the EU15 rank higher than the USA.9 On the other hand, 
of course, also the USA could be disaggregated into its 50 
member states, calculating scores of “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development” for each USA member state individ-
ually. This would create a matrix of complex multilevel com-
parison between the USA and EU15.

5.3.  The USA and EU28 in comparison: While the scoring between 
the USA and EU15 is more balanced (almost undecideable), the 
balance shifts clearly in favor of the USA, when the USA is being 
compared with EU28. Of the eleven indicators (dimensions), 
used for our comparative multidimensional index-building, 
the EU28 leads only with respect to four indicators: income 
equality, gender equality, life expectancy and less CO2 emis-
sions. The USA leads in both freedom dimensions (but not in 
political freedom after 2012), in two individual indicators of 
sustainable development (GDP per capita, and the knowledge 
dimension), and in the aggregated dimensions of sustainable 
development (redesigned Human Development Index, non- 
political sustainable development and “Comprehensive sustain-
able development”). The lead of the USA in “Comprehensive 
sustainable development” (a benchmark dimension for quality 
of democracy) is marginal, the gap is closing, but there is still 
a (small) lead advantage in favor of the USA. Core dimensions, 
where EU28 can defend and emphasize a leadership position, 
are equality, life expectancy and the environment (lower CO2 
emissions). The USA emphasizes leadership in freedom and in 
a majority of (but not all) indicators of sustainable development 
(most notably wealth and knowledge) as well as the dimen-
sional aggregations of sustainable development. This, of course, 
refers us back to the earlier discussion point, which Europe or 

9See again Table A.2.7 in Appendix.
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which European Union indicates a “fairer peer” for compari-
son with the USA? Since the USA represents such a large-sized 
country with a large-sized population, this already may pose 
per se some problems when comparing the USA with small-
sized European countries (such as the Nordic cluster), because 
then, from a pro-American perspective, it could be argued why 
not picking a few of the best-performing US states for the pur-
pose of a comparison with assessment character? In political 
real terms, currently, the EU28 exists, and not the EU15. The 
EU15 was politically a configuration of the past. (In the future, 
as of 2019, the EU28 may again be downscaled to an EU27, 
after the UK will have left the European Union.) This may 
imply a preference of comparing the USA primarily with the 
EU28. From a pro-European (or pro-EU) perspective it could 
then be argued, however, that the aggregation of the EU15 
should be granted the status of a good, fair and competitive 
benchmark for the USA, because (at least to a certain extent) 
the lower performance of the EU28 results from circumstances 
that several Eastern-Central European countries were integrated 
in 2004 and 2007.10 Performance problems of the Eastern-
Central European countries were (and still are) substantially 
caused by the deficiencies of the communist regimes during 
the era of Soviet control over these regions and their long-last-
ing legacies and outcomes (Campbell 1994). Functional defi-
ciencies of communism had roots different than the political, 
economic and social regimes of the EU15 in Western Europe. 
The extension of EU membership to Eastern-Central European 
countries actually intended also to support sustainable devel-
opment there. Therefore, the EU15 should qualify as the “fair 
peer” (fairer peer) for comparisons with the USA. Thinking 
in methodic terms, what would be the effects for empirical 
results and the quality of democracy, when the USA, Canada 
and Mexico would be aggregated to a country cluster of “North 

10See on that chronology: https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/history_en.

https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/history_en
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America”? This may be justified by arguments that all three 
countries belong to the OECD and that North America has an 
aggregated population closer to the population size of EU28. 
To further illustrate this point: regarding “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development,” and again referring to the year 2016, 
13 countries ranked higher than the USA, of which 10 were 
European, and of these again 8 belonged to the traditional 
core or EU15.11 To turn this observation: None of the EU28 
countries, not belonging to the historical core of EU15, ranked 
higher than the USA. Trying to balance these pros and cons argu-
ments together into a meta-perspective, we probably have to say 
that there can be in-permanence competing and conflicting argu-
ments and opinions, whether the EU15 or EU28 serves as a bet-
ter reference or fairer peer for comparisons with the USA. One way 
how to balance methodically such conflicting viewpoints is exactly 
to compare the USA always with both, the EU15 and the EU28. 
This allows at least specific and individual assessment, coun-
ter-balancing effectively one-sided interpretations.

6. Comparative contrast profiles of Liberal Welfare Regimes, the Nordic 
countries (Social-Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes) and 
Conservative Welfare Regimes: In the empirical analysis before, we 
compared the USA with the Nordic countries, the EU15 and EU28. 
In the following section, we want to rerun this analysis, by referring 
explicitly to the (already discussed) welfare regime typology of Gøsta 
Esping-Andersen (1990). For the so-called Western OECD countries, 
Esping-Andersen suggests the following three-fold typology (in his 
conceptual core approach): the Liberal Welfare Regimes, referring to 
Canada, the USA, United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand; 
the Social-Democratic (Universal) Welfare Regimes or Nordic coun-
tries, based on Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden; and the 
Conservative Welfare Regimes, being represented by Austria, Belgium, 
France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Switzerland. We want 
to test and inquire analytically, whether a comparison based on this 

11See again Appendix Table A.2.7.



144     D. F. J. Campbell

typology provides different empirical results in contrast to the com-
parison of the USA with the Nordic countries and EU15 and EU28. 
The timeline, being applied here, is shorter, running from 2002 only 
to 2008. Further, the indicator base has been expanded by one indi-
cator, being technology diffusion in the form of internet users per 
100 people (World Bank 2018). Also, the country references now are 
the USA, EU15 and EU27 (EU28 without Croatia).

6.1.  The Liberal Welfare Regimes and Nordic countries (Social-
Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes) in comparison: Of the 
twelve covered indicators (dimensions), the Liberal Welfare 
Regimes lead only in two areas, these are economic freedom 
and GDP per capita. In all other ten indicators (dimensions), 
the Nordic countries are leading ahead. The USA still could 
achieve a ranking lead in three indicators, namely economic 
freedom, GDP per capita and tertiary education. When com-
pared with the Liberal Welfare Regimes together, then the 
Nordic countries perform better with regard to tertiary educa-
tion.12 This encourages formulating the proposition that the USA 
alone performs somewhat better and more competitive than the 
whole five-country aggregation of the Liberal Welfare Regimes: here 
comes into play that the USA realizes a comparatively high achieve-
ment rate of tertiary education. For example, in 2008, based on 
the indicator of tertiary education, only five countries ranked 
higher than the USA. Among these were South Korea, Finland, 
Greece, and Slovenia.13 Formulating a more general proposi-
tion, we can assert (reassert) that by tendency the Nordic countries 
(Social-Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes) outperform the 
Liberal Welfare Regimes as well as the USA, not in all indicator 
domains, but in a majority of indicators (dimensions).

12Only in 2002, the Liberal Welfare Regimes rank higher on tertiary education than the Nordic 
countries. In all of the following years (2003–2008), the Nordic countries rank here higher.
13Number-one-ranking country (in 2008) for this indicator was Cuba. We already discussed the 
pros and cons or plausibility of that circumstance or datum attribute (World Bank 2018).
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6.2.  The Conservative Welfare Regimes and Nordic countries (Social-
Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes) in comparison:  
The Conservative Welfare Regimes lead only in two indicators 
marginally ahead of the Nordic countries, which are life expec-
tancy and lower rates of CO2 emissions. In all other indicators 
(dimensions), the Nordic countries rank higher, partially sub-
stantially higher, thus outperforming the Conservative Welfare 
Regimes. The Nordic countries lead in the dimensions of free-
dom, equality and all aggregations of sustainable development, 
including “Comprehensive sustainable development” that can be 
regarded as a broad measure for the quality of democracy. With 
the exception of Norway, the Nordic countries (as being typol-
ogized here, and in accordance with Gøsta Esping-Andersen 
1990) belong to the European Union, also the Conservative 
Welfare Regimes, with the exception of Switzerland. In that 
understanding, at least to a certain extent and for the pur-
pose of reasoning and assessment here, we may interpret (with 
exceptions) the Nordic countries as the Nordic region within 
the EU and the Conservative Welfare regimes as the (as a 
core) Continental European region within EU. The Nordic 
EU region scores mostly and considerably better across a wide 
range of indicators and dimensions of performance and quality 
of democracy than the Continental EU. Does this imply that the 
Nordic EU region represents the most (several-country) advanced 
region within the EU? For the further development of Continental 
EU as well as of the whole EU, therefore, the Nordic EU and the 
Nordic countries serve as a crucial reference and benchmark, which 
should be carefully analyzed and assessed. The Nordic countries, at 
least to a certain extent, present here a role model for progress and 
progressing quality of democracy, for and to the EU and the entire 
world. The assertion of a role-model-quality of the Nordic coun-
tries is not of an ideological nature, but is based empirically on 
indicators and performance (on the “Nordic model,” see also 
Carayannis and Kaloudis 2010, pp. 10–15). One interesting 
circumstance, however, which should be noted is that despite 
the general lead of the Nordic countries, life expectancy in the 
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Conservative Welfare regimes (Continental EU) is higher than 
in the Nordic countries, only marginally, but still.

6.3.  The Liberal Welfare Regimes and Conservative Welfare Regimes in 
comparison: Of the twelve indicators (dimensions), covered by 
our model of comparative multidimensional index-building, 
the Conservative Welfare Regimes lead only in four indica-
tors: income equality, gender equality, life expectancy, and less 
CO2 emissions. In all the eight other indicators (dimensions), 
the Liberal Welfare Regimes are leading. Alternatively, one may 
assert that four indicators are also too-close-to-call for a real 
ranking trend: gender equality (with a marginal shift in favor 
of the Continental Welfare Regimes as of 2007), on the one 
hand, and political freedom, non-political sustainable develop-
ment and “Comprehensive sustainable development” on the 
other, with only a marginal advantage for the Liberal Welfare 
Regimes, and a gap even smaller for non-political sustainable 
than for “Comprehensive sustainable development.” Here even 
the proposition could be put forward that concerning the ranking 
and performance of aggregated non-political and “Comprehensive 
sustainable development,” the Liberal and Conservative Welfare 
Regimes are deadlocked. This alternative interpretation would 
have the effect on the assessment of scoring that the Liberal 
Welfare Regimes lead with regard to five indicators (dimen-
sions), the Conservative Welfare Regimes lead in three indicator 
domains, and for four more indicators (dimensions) it cannot 
be clearly decided, to which favor they play. Put in summary, 
the Conservative Welfare Regimes express a ranking advantage in 
equality, the Liberal Welfare Regimes in freedom, while for sustain-
able development these two types of welfare regimes are caught up 
in a stalemate. What is so interesting about these empirical results 
is that they basically reproduce (at least by tendency) the same 
ranking results and ranking leads when the USA is being com-
pared with the EU15 as well as EU28. So the country-regrouping 
of the USA into the Liberal Welfare Regimes and the country-re-
grouping of the EU15 and EU28 into the Conservative Welfare 
Regimes does not produce a different ranking outcome for that 
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particular type of aggregate comparison, even though some of the 
countries shift groups (for example the UK and Switzerland). We 
see, how influential the USA impacts the aggregate scores for 
the Liberal Welfare Regimes and how influential the scores of 
the Conservative Welfare Regimes are for the aggregate scores 
of EU15 and EU27 (EU28). This may lead to the proposition 
that two “parallel types” of role models may be asserted that mark 
specifically possible contrast points for comparisons: the USA and/
or Liberal Welfare Regimes, and the EU15, EU27, EU28 and/
or Conservative Welfare Regimes. Does this allow portraying the 
USA as a prototype of a liberal welfare regime and the EU15 
(EU27, EU28) as a prototype of a conservative welfare regime? 
In the case of the USA, such an assertion probably has more 
plausibility. In context of the European Union, however, two 
types of (ideal-typical) welfare regimes coexist, at least accord-
ing to Gøsta Esping-Andersen (1990), when we want to refer to 
his typology: the (Continental European) Conservative Welfare 
Regimes and the (Nordic) Social-Democratic (Universal) 
Welfare Regimes. We already noted a slight difference in the 
ranking of indicators, when we compare the Nordic countries 
(Social-Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes) either with 
the Liberal Welfare Regimes (comprising the USA) or with the 
USA alone. The Nordic countries perform somewhat stronger 
against the aggregate Liberal Welfare Regimes (by one indica-
tor) than the USA as a single country. What, however, is more 
important is that while the (Continental European) Conservative 
Welfare Regimes cannot outperform either the Liberal Welfare 
Regimes or the USA,14 the Nordic countries (Social-Democratic 
[Universal] Welfare Regimes) outrank the USA in a majority 
of indicator domains (dimensions). Implications of this are that 
based on the conceptual welfare-regime-typology of Gøsta Esping-
Andersen (1990), there exist or coexist in Europe at least two 

14In fact, the (Continental European) Conservative Welfare Regimes are partially in a defensive 
and lower-ranking position against the Liberal Welfare Regimes and USA.
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different types of welfare regimes, the (Continental European) 
Conservative Welfare Regimes and the Nordic countries (Social-
Democratic [Universal] Welfare Regimes). This difference in 
typology also manifests itself in a different performance. After all, 
differences in European welfare-regime-performance provide 
additionally crucial conceptual legitimacy to the welfare typol-
ogy of Esping-Andersen.
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In our second round of empirical analysis, we shift the focus now on the 
non-OECD countries and the world regions of Latin America (LA17) 
and Asia (Asia15), which consist completely or almost completely of 
non-OECD countries.1 Concerning individual (non-OECD) countries, 
we develop a closer look at Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Nigeria and 
Russia (Russian Federation). This individual country sample is geared 
toward Latin America and Asia, in fact allowing a comparative juxta-
position of these two important and crucial world regions. We consider 
the complementing of the OECD countries by this non-OECD coun-
try perspective as crucial, since this is necessary for creating a compre-
hensive perspective for approaching closer to a global perspective. By 
far, the OECD countries are less representative for the whole world 
than those non-OECD countries and regions, identified and specified 
here. Finally, we also include the whole world (World122),2 based on 

4
Comparative Empirical Analysis of the 

Non-OECD Countries: Freedom, Equality 
and Sustainable Development in the  

Non-OECD Countries (2002–2016)

© The Author(s) 2019 
D. F. J. Campbell, Global Quality of Democracy as Innovation Enabler,  
Palgrave Studies in Democracy, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship for Growth, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_4

1The only exceptions here are Mexico and Chile, belonging to the region of Latin America and 
representing an OECD country at the same time.
2As World122 we define those 122 countries (regions) in our model with no missing indicators 
(see again Sect. 2.4 in Chapter 2 for the definition of country groups).

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_4&domain=pdf
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averages (means) weighted by population, into the comparison with 
the non-OECD countries. This supports propositions whether a coun-
try develops and performs above or below the world average. For the 
non-OECD countries, being presented and being portrayed here, we 
also refer to the same period of 2002–2016. See also the comprehensive 
Figs. 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12 and 
furthermore the tables in Appendix A.2 and A.3.

1. The dimension of freedom for the non-OECD countries

1.1.  Political freedom in the non-OECD countries: Brazil, India and 
Indonesia place above, Nigeria, Russia and China below the 
world average (see Fig. 4.1). While India, Indonesia and Nigeria 
managed and achieved gains, Russia suffered the biggest decline 
in political freedom, but political freedom also declined in 
China. When we look more comprehensively at the world regions of 
Latin America and Asia, then we can conclude that Latin America 
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Fig. 4.1 Political Freedom in the non-OECD countries and world regions 
(2002–2016): Latin America (LA), Asia, Russia and Nigeria. Scale range 0–100:  
0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calcu-
lation and visualization)
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Fig. 4.2 Economic Freedom in the non-OECD countries and world regions 
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lation and visualization)
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Fig. 4.3 Economic Freedom in the non-OECD countries and world regions 
(2002–2016): Latin America (LA), Asia, Russia and Nigeria. Scale range 0–100: 
0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calcu-
lation and visualization)



154     D. F. J. Campbell

45
50

55
60

65
70

75
80

85

20
02

20
04

20
06

20
08

20
10

20
12

20
14

20
16

Years

Equality: Income Equality (non-OECD countries and regions, world mean)

Brazil China India Indonesia Nigeria Russia LA Asia15 World122

Fig. 4.4 Income Equality in the non-OECD countries and world regions 
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developed a political freedom ahead of the world average, while Asia 
still performs under (or below) the world average. To be more pre-
cise, there appears to be a dividing line or gap running through 
Asia, with developments in South Asia and South-East Asia 
(India and Indonesia) more in favor of political freedom, while 
developments in China and Russia are less favorable for political 
freedom. At the same time, general conditions of political free-
dom gradually progressed somewhat in Asia, while political free-
dom, aggregated for all of Latin America, slightly decreased by 
tendency. Still, it should be emphasized that as a general state-
ment, political freedom has developed considerably to higher 
levels in Latin America than in Asia. In addition, the selected 
countries and country groups, being portrayed and analyzed 
here, cover a broad range of very different manifestations of polit-
ical freedom, ranging from high to very low. The world average 
(World122) of political freedom decreased even modestly, when 
put in reference to the whole period of 2002–2016. Particularly 
after 2009, there is a continuous downsliding of political free-
dom. Overall, there is the impression that political freedom stagnates 
world wide, when being viewed at from a global perspective. This 
has the potential of a troublesome indication. Several implica-
tions are possible. Three crucial interpretations are: (1) political 
freedom does not really progress anymore in a global format3; (2) 
political freedom only progresses in some world regions, whereas 
it stagnates or even declines in other world regions; and (3) our 
conceptual and methodic tools for measuring political freedom 
beyond the establishment of a certain threshold (or minimum) 
of political freedom are exhausted or have never been really 
invented, reinvented or innovated so far, so we lack here the 
innovation of creating new tools for conceptualizing and measur-
ing the progress of advanced and advancing political freedom.

1.2.  Economic freedom in the non-OECD countries: While we 
observed a greater expression of variation of (higher and lower) 
political freedom across the selected non-OECD countries, the 

3Based on our data and model, this could be asserted at least for the long period of 2002–2016.
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Fig. 4.6 Human Development (HDI redesigned) in the non-OECD countries 
and world regions (2002–2016): Latin America (LA), Asia, Russia and Nigeria. 
Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source 
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situation for economic freedom is quite different and oppo-
site here to political freedom. Concerning economic free-
dom, the non-OECD countries cluster together much closer, 
by this expressing a more similar degree of economic freedom 
(compare Figs. 4.1 and 4.2). When we zoom in closer on the 
non-OECD countries, we also can state that by tendency eco-
nomic freedom increases for the world average and for most 
of our sampled non-OECD countries (Fig. 4.3). For example, 
Indonesia and Nigeria leaped with regard to economic freedom. 
In Brazil, on the contrary, economic freedom decreased and 
stagnated in the aggregated region of Latin America. Within the 
context of the non-OECD countries, there is not necessarily a cor-
relation or linkage (interplay) between economic and political free-
dom, to a certain extent they even can be and perform de-coupled 
and independently. For example, China scores low on political 
freedom. However, at the same time, China realizes a higher 
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Fig. 4.12 (Lower) CO2 emissions (Sustainable Development) in the non-OECD 
countries and world regions (2002–2016): Latin America (LA), Asia, Russia and 
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degree in economic freedom than Brazil. While economic free-
dom decreases in Brazil, it has increased, as a trend, in China. 
These may be categorized as puzzling effects. How can a coun-
try achieve economic freedom without political freedom? In 
context of the OECD countries, economic and political free-
doms appear to behave far more accordingly and structurally 
more similar and interrelated to each other, in the sense that 
the degree of variability of both freedoms falls into a compara-
ble range (see Figs. 3.1 and 3.2).4 Furthermore, the variability 
range of political and economic freedom in the OECD coun-
tries is closer to the economic freedom variability range of the 
non-OECD countries, but less similar to the variability range of 
political freedom in the non-OECD countries. Between OECD 
and non-OECD countries there is more of a correspondence con-
cerning economic freedom, but less of a correspondence concerning 
political freedom. A possible convergence of the world in terms of 
economic freedom is being counterbalanced by a non-convergence 
concerning political freedom. Does this mean: While the world is 
enjoying economic freedom, the world still is suffering from a lack 
of political freedom? So is there a gap between economic and polit-
ical freedom, on a global scale, when being assessed from a global 
perspective? Greater political variability of political freedom in 
the non-OECD countries could also imply that there is less 
of a consensus, how to conceptualize and measure political 
freedom there (for example, for the emerging economies, the 
Newly Industrialized Countries or the Newly Industrialized 
Economies). We could be confronted by a situation, where the 
validity of measuring political freedom in non-OECD countries 
still is weaker than when we refer to OECD countries. Mapping 
political freedom in advanced countries or advanced economies  

4Concerning freedom in the OECD countries, two countries (country groups) are deviant. The 
USA expresses a very high degree of economic freedom, while the Nordic countries (and not the 
USA) demonstrate highest degrees of political freedom (Figs. 3.1 and 3.2). This is the structural 
“pattern and patterning” of freedom that arises, when the USA and the Nordic countries are 
being compared.
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(or in advanced democracies) may be simpler than in emerging and 
developing economies (on this typology of economies see again 
IMF 2011, p. 150).

2. The dimension of equality for the non-OECD countries
 2.1.  Income equality in the non-OECD countries: Of the individ-

ual non-OECD countries, covered here, income equality is 
above the world average only in India, representing South Asia  
(see Fig. 4.4). In Russia, income equality oscillates around 
world average, and Indonesia places (performs) slightly under 
the world average. In China and Nigeria, income equality is 
below world average. Particularly striking is here the case of 
Brazil and the whole region of Latin America: There, income 
equality is scoring far below world average, despite some pro-
gress (increase in income equality) during the whole period 
of 2002–2016, but the progress slowed down again after 
2012. When we compare all of Asia (Asia15) with all of Latin 
America, the contrast then is striking: Asia positions itself 
slightly above world average, while Latin America falls way 
below world average. Income equality, therefore, marks a cru-
cial difference between countries in Asia and in Latin America. 
By tendency, Asian countries demonstrate higher levels (partly 
higher than the world average) of income equality, whereas Latin 
America developed income equality levels that rank considerably 
under the world average. In that respect, Latin America under-
performs. Here, so far, countries have developed and perform 
quite differently in Asia and Latin America. Income equality 
manifests itself differently in the democracies of South Asia 
and South-East Asia, on the one hand, and the democracies of 
Latin America, on the other. In context of the OECD coun-
tries, income equality in the USA is below OECD average; 
however, income equality in the European Union (EU15 and 
EU28) and in the Nordic countries places above OECD aver-
age (see Fig. 3.3). So there appears to be a certain structural anal-
ogy between the below-world-average income equality in Latin 
America and the below-OECD-average income equality in the 
United States. Did here the American role model for economy 
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and progress of society influence the economic developments in 
Latin America?

2.2.  Gender equality in the non-OECD countries: Gender equality (in 
non-OECD countries) is (when we benchmark with the year 
2016) above world average in Russia, Indonesia and Brazil, but 
below world average in China, India and Nigeria (see Fig. 4.5). 
In that sense, gender equality, by tendency, behaves reverse to 
income equality. In the whole region of Latin America, gender 
equality is higher than the world average, while in the whole 
region of Asia (Asia15), gender equality is lower than the world 
average. Within the framework of our comparison (and country 
selection), we can set up the proposition for discussion that at least 
in some cases, countries, ranking higher on income equality, rank 
lower on gender equality and vice versa: a higher ranking on gen-
der equality sometimes is being accompanied by a lower ranking 
on income equality. Particularly, when we compare Latin America 
and Asia, this reverse relationship between gender equality and 
income equality manifests itself (for the whole regions of Latin 
America and Asia, and being frequently reproduced at the level 
of the individual countries). In addition, more political freedom 
does not automatically (not necessarily) imply more gender equal-
ity. There is more political freedom and more gender equality in 
the whole region of Latin, when compared with Asia. However, 
gender equality is in Russia (with less political freedom) higher 
than in Brazil and India (with more political freedom) (com-
pare Figs. 4.5 with 4.1).5 This certainly creates a puzzling effect, 
to some degree counterintuitively. We would like to expect that 
more of a political freedom would translate itself quasi auto-
matically into more gender equality, by this then implying that 
the establishment and progressing of democracy enacts positive 
effects on supporting gender equality. As our analysis and dis-
cussion have demonstrated so far, this is not necessarily the case 

5While India has more of income equality, it has less of gender equality.
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in context of the non-OECD countries. When we again have 
a look at the OECD countries, we see that gender equality is 
above OECD average in the USA and the EU, while gender 
equality is far above OECD average in the Nordic countries 
(see Fig. 3.4). Thus, the Nordic countries combine far-above-
OECD-average levels in income equality and political freedom 
(Fig. 3.1).6 In terms of income equality, Japan performs above 
OECD average, and in terms of gender equality below OECD 
average (Figs. 3.3 and 3.4). In that sense, Japan is falling into 
the general tendencies of the “Asian cluster” and performs 
accordingly. Focusing again on the general trend and overall pic-
ture for the non-OECD countries, it appears that income equality 
stagnates, i.e., does not improve. Gender equality, on the contrary, 
does make progress after 2006, but the progress again has slowed 
down in the recent years. These general developments of the non-
OECD world seem to be reproduced by the OECD countries: 
stagnation (decline) in income equality, but improvements in 
gender equality (compare Figs. 3.3, 3.4, 4.4, and 4.5).

3. The dimension of sustainable development for the non-OECD countries:
 3.1.  Human Development Index re-designed: The redesigned Human 

Development Index (HDI) averages (means): life expectancy at 
birth (in total years), school enrollment tertiary (% gross) and 
GDP per capita in PPP7 (constant 2011 international $). In ref-
erence to this indicator, three non-OECD countries (out of our 
focused country sample here) perform above OECD average; 
these are Russia, Brazil and China (see Fig. 4.6). Particularly, 
Russia manages here a lead, throughout the whole covered period 
2002–2016. Brazil increased its above-world-average performance 
and also China progressed considerably, repositioning itself from 
below world average to above world average (after 2012). Nigeria 

6The Nordic countries represent this ideal-typical case and example, where (comparatively) high 
levels of political freedom perform in parallel with high levels of gender equality as well as income 
equality. The Nordic countries, therefore, refer to an empirical manifestation of a win-win situation of 
democracy.
7PPP is the acronym for: Purchasing Power Parity.
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also improved, however, still is ranking lowest for those countries 
looked here at more specifically. Indonesia and India also man-
aged an improvement, but their increases still are placing below 
world average. Looking at the whole regions of Latin American 
and Asia comparatively, developments are interesting. In 2002, 
Latin America already placed slightly above the world average, 
but increased its lead over the world average considerably since. 
Asia was below world average in 2002. Asia improved, but slower 
than the world average, so the gap in disfavor of Asia, when com-
pared with the world average, became even larger, but then again 
smaller after 2014. Therefore, put in comparison, Latin America 
increased faster and improved more than the whole region of 
Asia. China, belonging to the country group of Asia, grew faster 
than all of Asia, but still slower than all of Latin America, how-
ever, almost has approached the levels of Latin America as of  
2016. Concerning this indicator (Human Development Index 
redesigned ), therefore, Latin America outperformed all of Asia, but 
China outperformed also “all of Asia” and has now reached lev-
els almost comparable with Latin America (in the time period of 
2002–2016). India, also Indonesia, express more political free-
dom than Russia and China (see Fig. 4.1). However, Russia 
and China progressed faster and to higher levels in reference to 
the redesigned Human Development Index than India and 
Indonesia. This allows the formulation of two propositions:  
(1) More political freedom does not necessarily translate into more or 
faster development and (2) some countries manage more (economic) 
development with less political freedom than some of the politically 
more free countries. This obviously sets challenges for democ-
racy and the theory of democracy. In context of the OECD 
countries, the Nordic countries and the USA place highest, and 
clearly above the OECD average (see Fig. 3.5). The Human 
Development Index (HDI) of 2007, issued in the “Human 
Development Report 2009” (UNDP 2009, pp. 171–174), pro-
vides for the non-OECD countries, being addressed here, the 
following ranking positions: Russia (rank 71, score 0.817), 
Brazil (rank 75, score 0.813), China (rank 92, score 0.772), 
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Indonesia (rank 111, score 0.734), India (rank 134, score 0.612) 
and Nigeria (rank 158, score 0.511). This ranking sequence also 
is being reproduced, by and large, by our redesigned Human 
Development Index for the year 2008 and the whole period 
2002–2016 (see again Fig. 4.6). So we can assume here a cer-
tain congruence of measurement (by HID and redesigned HDI) 
for those identified six non-OECD countries. The Human 
Development Index (HDI) 2011, released by the Human 
Development Report 2011 (UNDP 2011, pp. 127–130), asserts 
the following ranking for our specified non-OECD countries: 
Russia (rank 66, score 0.755), Brazil (rank 84, score 0.718), 
China (rank 101, score 0.687), Indonesia (rank 124, score 
0.617), India (rank 134, score 0.547) and Nigeria (rank 156, 
score 0.459). Implications of this are that according to the Human 
Development Index (HDI), which the United Nations publishes reg-
ularly and annually (UNDP 2009, 2011), the relative ranking posi-
tions and positioning of the non-OECD countries of Russia, Brazil, 
China, Indonesia, India and Nigeria, relative to each other, have 
not changed over the period 2007–2011. As a general global trend 
(World122), we should also note that the redesigned Human 
Development Index has improved during the whole period 
2002–2016 with a steady growth momentum.

3.2.  Sustainable Development non-political: Non-political sustainable 
development (within the framework and model of our analysis) 
is being broader defined than the previously presented redesigned 
Human Development Index, by calculating averages (means) 
of the following indicators: life expectancy at birth (total years), 
school enrollment tertiary (% gross), Gini Index (issued by the 
World Bank), Global Gender Gap Index (issued by the World 
Economic Forum), lower CO2 emission (metric tons per cap-
ita) and GDP per capita in PPP (constant 2011 international 
$). The general picture and sequence of ranking are quite sim-
ilar when compared with the redesigned Human Development 
Index; however, there are also some differences. Therefore, for 
non-political sustainable development, we can therefore estab-
lish the following observations (see Fig. 4.7): Russia ranks clearly 
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highest and above world average. Brazil and China rank second 
and third, still below world average, but have achieved almost 
world average levels (Brazil already in some of the former years). 
Indonesia and India realized also improvements and score gains. 
Nigeria ranks here lowest and, however, achieved also some mod-
est improvements. The world average (World122) also increased 
with a steady momentum. Since the later 2000s, Latin America 
places constantly above world average. Asia (Asia15) performed 
through the whole period 2002–2016 below world average. 
Asia managed improvements, particularly after 2010. Russia, to 
a lesser extent also China, perform considerably better than the 
average of Asia. For non-political sustainable development, one 
characteristic is being reproduced that we already noted for the 
redesigned Human Development Index: more political freedom is 
not automatically being connected with (or leads automatically to) 
more sustainable development (compare with Fig. 4.1). Depending 
on the specific comparison, different observations can be drawn, 
complicating easy answers and solutions. Latin America is polit-
ically more free and achieved higher levels of (non-political) sus-
tainable development than all of Asia (which is politically less 
free). However, Russia and China are politically less free, but real-
ized higher levels of (non-political) sustainable development than 
Brazil or all of Latin America (in the case of Russia) or Indonesia 
and India (in the case of China). Latin America, Brazil, India and 
Indonesia are more free than Russia and China. In addition, China 
almost has approached the levels of Brazil and Latin America (in 
2016), and has the potential to overtake Brazil and Latin America 
(in the coming few years). This obviously creates challenges for 
the formulation of further propositions. Because based on the 
concrete design of a (the) comparative framework, meaning 
and implying which countries or regions are being put specif-
ically into a comparison, the empirical results can be reversed 
and may guide and induce a contradictory and conflicting for-
mulation of propositions. When we compare the world average 
(World122) of non-political sustainable development with that 
of the redesigned Human Development Index for the period 
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2002–2016 (see Figs. 4.6 and 4.7), we see the following devel-
opments: (1) the levels of non-political sustainable development 
and of the redesigned Human Development Index improved both;  
(2) the redesigned Human Development Index improved some-
what faster than the non-political sustainable development; and (3) 
the levels of the redesigned Human Development Index are finally 
also higher (as of 2011) than the levels of non-political sustaina-
ble development. We can speculate whether the indicators of the 
redesigned Human Development Index associate closer to the 
economy and economic activity and economic performance 
than the whole spectrum of indicators of non-political sustain-
able development, as it is being measured here. This may also 
imply that the methodic design of the Human Development Index 
(HDI), which is officially being used and applied by the United 
Nations (e.g., UNDP 2011), is more friendly toward advanced 
economies and the industrialized countries than the non-political 
sustainable development as we design it here. The OECD aver-
age for non-political sustainable development is lower than the 
OECD average for the redesigned Human Development Index 
(see Figs. 3.5 and 3.6). However, as is being shown in Chapter 5  
later (see Fig. 5.7), the gap between the OECD and the whole world 
has slightly decreased for the re-designed Human Development Index, 
but slightly increased for non-political sustainable development, when 
the years 2002 and 2016 are being compared. This has perhaps the 
implication that it is easier for countries to perform higher or bet-
ter in reference to the re-designed Human Development Index than 
to non-political sustainable development. What does this exactly 
mean? Is it more easy to achieve good economic performance than 
to achieve a general good non-economic performance? For the medi-
um-range newly developing and emerging countries (and econo-
mies) this may have the implication (and challenge) that economic 
growth perhaps can be faster realized (also in contexts that are 
politically less free) than a more evenly distributed general (sustain-
able) development of economy and society? For the newly emerging  
(and developing) economies, are there possibly even trade-offs between 
economic growth and economic and social development (in certain 
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situations and certain scenarios)? However, in the longer run, does it 
then represent a particular challenge how to distribute or redistrib-
ute gains of economic growth into broader categories of social and 
educational development, also as a basis for further growth? Broader 
sustainable development has the potential of fully translating “global 
quality of democracy as innovation enabler” into further progress.

3.3.  Sustainable Development comprehensive (a “broad” conceptualization 
of Quality of Democracy): Sustainable development, in a compre-
hensive approach and understanding, averages (means) (1) non- 
political sustainable development8 and (2) political freedom.  
As already stated before, “Comprehensive sustainable development”, as 
is being defined and presented here, represents conceptually a “broad” 
type of definition of and for democracy and quality of democracy. 
“Comprehensive sustainable development” integrates non-political sus-
tainability and political sustainability (political freedom) on an equal 
basis. It is most interesting to compare the selected non-OECD 
countries in reference to the dimensions of “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development” (Fig. 4.8) and non-political sustainable 
development (Fig. 4.7). Brazil ranks first on “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development,” whereas Russia ranks first on non-political 
sustainable development. With regard to the other, selected coun-
tries, however, the differences are also striking. Concerning 
“Comprehensive sustainable development,” India and (after 2004) 
Indonesia place above the world average (World122): however, in 
reference to non-political sustainable development, Indonesia and 
India place below the world average. Contrary is the situation for 
Russia and China. Concerning “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment,” Russia and China position themselves clearly below world 
average: In reference to non-political sustainable development, 
Russia places above world average and China almost at world 

8Repeating ourselves, non-political sustainable development averages (means) the following indi-
cators (see above): life expectancy at birth (total years), school enrollment tertiary (% gross), Gini 
Index (issued by the World Bank), Global Gender Gap Index (issued by the World Economic 
Forum), lower CO2 emission (metric tons per capita) and GDP per capita in PPP (constant 2011 
international $).



4 Comparative Empirical Analysis of the Non-OECD Countries …     169

average. Nigeria ranks last with regard to non-political perfor-
mance: However, based on our modeling of “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development,” Nigeria still  performs clearly under the 
world average, but performs better than Russia and China (because 
of the factor of political freedom). India and Indonesia, and Russia 
and China, they appear to represent very different and contradictory 
cases for development. These four countries (Russia, China, India, and 
Indonesia), therefore, demonstrate that there can be a considerable diver-
gence in performance and ranking, when performance in “Comprehensive 
sustainable development” is being compared with performance in 
non-political sustainable development: (1) There are non-OECD coun-
tries (Russia, to a lesser extent also China), performing above-world-av-
erage in non-political sustainability, but below-world-average in 
comprehensive sustainability and (2) and there are non-OECD coun-
tries (India and Indonesia), performing above world average in compre-
hensive sustainability, but below world average in non-political 
comprehensive sustainability. For measuring and scoring “Compre-
hensive sustainable development,” the dimension of political freedom 
is decisive and crucial. These four non-OECD countries (Russia, 
China, India and Indonesia) behave contrary on the dimensions of 
political freedom and non-political sustainable development 
(compare Figs. 4.1, 4.7, and 4.8). There are non-OECD countries 
(Russia and China), performing below-world -average on political free-
dom, but above -world-average on non-political sustainable develop-
ment. But there are also non-OECD countries (India and Indonesia), 
performing above-world- average on political freedom, but below world 
average on non-political sustainable development. Implications of this 
are: (1) political freedom and non-political sustainable development 
must be treated as distinct dimensions, not necessarily correlating posi-
tively with each other; (2) good9 performance in political freedom does 
not automatically imply good performance in non-political sustainable 
development; and (3) there can be a good performance in non-political 
sustainable development, without a good performance in political 

9With “good” we mean here above the world average (World122).
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freedom. The almost impossible question to raise or to answer is: 
Are India and Indonesia, or Russia and China, more representative 
for the development of the world? For democracy and the prospects of 
democracy it would amount to a nightmare or disaster, should, in con-
text of the Newly Industrialized Countries (NICs) or the emerging 
economies and developing economies, the politically-less-free countries 
perform (on average) better in non-political sustainable development 
than the politically-more-free countries; or should the best practice 
country examples for a good development and performance in 
non-political sustainable development be also countries that are by 
tendency politically less free than the other NICs, because this then 
would allow formulating the hypothesis of a negative payoff of 
political freedom for the prospects of development for a country. 
Reality (in context of the non-OECD world) is here so complex, perhaps 
“too” complex (for our conceptual modeling), since different countries 
(India and Indonesia versus Russia and China) indicate in opposite 
directions of development and opposite relationships between political 
freedom and non-political sustainable development (positive versus neg-
ative “correlations”). For the moment, it appears that we still do not 
have a meta-concept or grand theory of democracy and develop-
ment (see on this Przeworski et al. 2003) that would resolve and 
integrate these contradictory country-based examples of develop-
ment in a convincing manner and framework. When we compare 
the whole country group of Latin America and of Asia (Asia15) 
with each other, then the picture again differs: Latin America 
appears to be in a win-win situation, because Latin America performs 
above world average (World122) with regard to non-political sustaina-
ble development (after 2006) as well as “Comprehensive sustainable 
development”. Asia, on the contrary, performs below world average 
concerning non-political and “Comprehensive sustainable develop-
ment”. However, at the same time, China, as a single Asian coun-
try, almost has approached the levels of all of Latin America in 
non-political sustainable development (as of 2016). While the 
above-world-average lead of Latin America in “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development” has become somewhat weaker in the recent 
years, Asia (Asia15) is catching up in this category. When basing a 
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comparison primarily on contrasting Latin America and Asia as a 
whole, an analysis may be prompted to formulate the following proposi-
tions: (1) freedom adds (by tendency) positively to the capabilities and 
dynamics of countries in favor of sustainable development and (2) freer 
countries (by tendency) unfold and excel a more dynamic path of pro-
gress for their sustainable development. In theoretical and conceptual 
terms, this creates another puzzle for us, not easy to dissolve or to 
interpret. Depending on whether the comparison is based primarily 
on Latin America versus Asia or primarily on Russia and China 
versus India and Indonesia, an analysis may be tempted to draw 
opposite conclusions: (1) the comparison of Latin America versus 
Asia suggests to acknowledge for political freedom the potential of 
acting as a driver (codriver) for sustainable development; (2) how-
ever, the comparison of Russia and China versus India and 
Indonesia is leaning more in favor of the assertion that sustainable 
development (at least for the Newly Industrialized Countries 
[NICs] or the emerging economies and developing economies) is 
possible without political freedom; and (3) therefore, it remains quite 
a tricky proposition, how to resolve this appearing contradiction at a 
higher conceptual meta-level, because comparative analysis may run the 
risk of being strongly determined by the specific country composition on 
which the comparison is being based. Latin America consists of more 
countries than Russia, China, India and Indonesia. However, the 
demographic population weight of Russia, China, India and 
Indonesia supersedes clearly all of Latin America. When we com-
pare the non-OECD countries (Figs. 4.6 and 4.7) with the OECD 
countries (Figs. 3.6 and 3.7), it appears that the picture (and the 
trends) are more consistent in case of the OECD. For non-political 
sustainable development as well as “Comprehensive sustainable 
development” the Nordic countries always rank first (with a major 
lead), the USA rank second and the EU15 as third. EU28 and 
Japan perform on both dimensions more or less at equal levels. For 
the OECD and OECD countries, therefore, we are more in a com-
fortable position of formulating the following propositions: (1) in 
case of the OECD or the advanced economies, there appears to be 
(by tendency) a positive co-evolution of freedom and sustainable 
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development; (2) in case of the OECD or the advanced economies, 
freer countries are also likelier to develop higher levels of sustainable 
development; (3) implications of this may be that the achievement of 
advanced levels of sustainable development (beyond a certain threshold) 
is not possible without achieving progress (perhaps also beyond a certain 
threshold) in the dimension of freedom: in that sense the quality of 
democracy clearly acts as an “innovation enabler” (at the higher levels of 
development); and (4) paths of development of the OECD or the 
advanced economies are possibly more similar to each other than in con-
text of the non-OECD countries and their trajectories of development. 
Refocusing on the non-OECD countries and global trends by 
monitoring changes for the world averages (World122), we are 
inclined to stress the following propositions: (1) throughout the 
period of 2002–2016, the world average for “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development” is higher than the world average for non-po-
litical sustainable development; (2) over the 2000s and 2010s, 
non-political sustainability as well as comprehensive sustainability 
had progressed, however, non-political sustainability progressed and 
expanded considerably faster than comprehensive sustainability; (3) 
one overall dilemma appears to be that while political freedom stagnates 
in global context (by tendency), the dimension of non-political sustaina-
ble development achieves growth rates and an upward mobility in scor-
ing (by tendency); (4) looked at again from a global perspective and 
with a particular focus on the non-OECD countries, it again appears 
that there is global progress for non-political sustainability without fur-
ther substantial progress in political freedom, implying that there can be 
development without more political freedom; and (5) for a modeling of 
measurement of democracy and quality of democracy in a world-wide 
perspective this also implies potentially that (in empirical terms) mainly 
the non-political indicators may be responsible for expressing perfor-
mance improvements of countries, whereas political indicators, based on 
political freedom, create more the impression of a global hold-still stag-
nation. For attempts of a comprehensive theory-building and world 
wide model building on democracy and the status of democracy in 
the world (Campbell et al. 2013), these global macrofashioned top-
down reflections on trends again raise uneasy and uncomfortable 
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questions. Can there be more progress without more freedom? Trends 
of development are not necessarily similar when OECD and non-
OECD countries are being compared to each other. Partially differ-
ent rationales for further development apply perhaps to the worlds of the 
OECD and non-OECD.

4. The specific non-political indicators of sustainable development for the non-
OECD countries: In the following, we will review shortly the non-po-
litical indicators and their behavior that input into the dimensions 
of sustainability (the non-political sustainable development and the 
“Comprehensive sustainable development”). This creates more a disag-
gregate picture of trends below the aggregation of a whole dimension.10

 4.1.  Life expectancy at birth in total years (non-political indicator of 
sustainable development): Life expectancy is an important indi-
cator, because it can be convincingly argued that life expec-
tancy represents also a measure for the whole quality of life. Life 
expectancy is being influenced by a broad spectrum of social 
and economic conditions. We may also assert that the mean 
life expectancy is closer to a median life expectancy than the 
mean GDP per capita when put in contrast to a (constructed) 
median GDP per capita. In that respect, life expectancy prob-
ably tells us more about the distribution within a population 
or society than a GDP per capita value as such. Of the non-
OECD countries being addressed here more specifically, China 
and Brazil rank above world average (China also ranks before 
Brazil) (see Fig. 4.9). Russia,11 Indonesia and India perform 
below world average, Nigeria even considerably below world 
average. Latin America as a region scores higher than the world 
average, Asia (Asia15), however, lies slightly below world aver-
age. With regard to the countries of China, Brazil, Russia (after 
2008), Indonesia, India and Nigeria, there is no clear picture, 
whether people live longer in countries with higher or lower 

10Income equality and gender equality we already discussed for the non-OECD countries (see the 
discussion for Figs. 4.4 and 4.5). Therefore, we will not repeat this discussion in the section here.
11It is interesting to note that life expectancy in Russia is scoring considerably lower than in 
China, even so GDP per capita is in Russia higher.
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levels of freedom. By tendency there is more political free-
dom in Latin America, and there, people live by tendency also 
longer than in Asia (Fig. 4.1). When we throw a short look at 
the OECD countries again, then we see that life expectancy is 
above OECD average in Japan, the European Union12 and the 
Nordic countries, whereas the USA performs here lower than 
the OECD average (Fig. 3.8). Interestingly, within our groups 
of specifically addressed individual countries, Japan ranks first 
among the OECD, and China among the non-OECD coun-
tries. For all of the identified non-OECD countries and the 
country regions of Latin America and Asia, levels of life expec-
tancy are in 2016 higher than in 2002.

4.2.  Tertiary education, tertiary gross13 school enrollment (non-political  
indicator of sustainable development) : Tertiary educa-
tion clearly represents also an indicator for sustaina-
ble development. But tertiary education has certainly 
qualities of and for sustainable development. Tertiary education 
also supports the characteristics of a “knowledge democracy” and 
refers to an underlying “dimension of knowledge” (Carayannis 
and Campbell 2012, pp. 16, 19, 52, 55; Veld 2010a, b).  
Indicators in reference to technology diffusion could also be 
regarded as indicators that fall within the portfolio of a knowledge 

12Life expectancy is in the EU15 higher than in the Nordic countries.
13In contrast to “gross”, a term such as “tertiary net school enrollment” would mean that only 
the enrollment (as a percentage) of specific (predefined) age cohorts would be considered and 
addressed. As tertiary education (in contrast to secondary education) is not focusing on prede-
fined age cohorts, the World Bank, in context of the World Development Indicators (World 
Bank 2018), reports only on “tertiary gross school enrollment”. Approaches and concepts, such as 
the lifelong learning (LLL), even suggests that tertiary education should be understood as a form 
of education stretching over a whole life period (at least in principle, but also practically in fre-
quent cases). Requirements of advanced economies (advanced knowledge economies), emphasiz-
ing continuous improvements of the knowledge competences of a person (of knowledge workers), 
play in favor of applying tertiary education to a whole life period. These, however, are also trends 
that we should expect to become more manifest in the emerging and developing economies of the 
Newly Industrialized Countries. Knowledge economy or the principles of the knowledge econ-
omy are not only reserved to advanced economies or the world of the OECD countries.
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dimension. In the following, the indicator of tertiary education 
should be discussed in more detail for the non-OECD countries. 
Of the non-OECD indicators covered and discussed, Russia devi-
ates to the positive side the most, because Russia ranks clearly 
first, and far above the world average (see Fig. 4.10). Brazil ranks 
second and performs ahead of the world average since 2007. The 
other (covered) non-OECD countries already perform below the 
world average, in the following ranking sequence: China, India, 
Indonesia and Nigeria. However, in the recent years, China also 
has moved on to perform above the world average (as of 2014). 
The whole country region of Latin America performs ahead of 
the world average, while Asia performs behind world average. The 
world-average-level of tertiary gross school enrollment also increased. 
The OECD-average-level of tertiary gross school enrollment increased 
slower during the same period of years 2002–2016, but of course on a 
higher level than for the world average (see Fig. 3.9). The USA and 
the Nordic countries place first and second in the OECD con-
text, and ahead of the OECD average, while the EU15 and EU28 
place almost at, but slightly under the OECD average. Scoring 
for EU15 and EU28 behaves here quite similar (with a marginal 
lead for EU15). Russia scores always ahead of the OECD aver-
age, but also ahead of the EU15 (and EU28). Concerning ter-
tiary gross school enrollment, Russia behaves more in accordance 
with the OECD countries and has therefore more similarities 
with OECD than the non-OECD countries. Of course, ter-
tiary gross school enrollment is more a quantitative indicator 
about enrollment and enrollment participation rates and does 
not tell us too much or in a sufficient manner about the actual 
quality of tertiary education that is being delivered to students  
(the beneficiaries of education). Tertiary enrollment and tech-
nology diffusion (for example, internet users per 100 people)  
refer both to an underlying dimension of knowledge, with ramifi-
cations for the prospects and opportunities of knowledge democ-
racy (for example, see again Fig. 4.10; World Bank 2018). The 
dynamics of increase, however, is considerably different for both indi-
cators. While the world-average-level of tertiary school enrollment 
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increased gradually, the increase of the world-average-level for internet 
users (per 100 people) was dramatic. Non-OECD countries demon-
strate more of a rapid growth in internet usage than with regard to 
tertiary school expansion. This raises several interesting questions for 
the further prospects of world development, particularly on pos-
sible relationships between tertiary education and the use of the 
internet (the diffusion and intensity of the internet):
1.  What actually is the relationship between tertiary education 

(also pretertiary education in general) and the internet, for 
example internet usage and the frequency of internet usage 
across a whole population or society? Tertiary education can 
use and leverage the opportunities and possibilities of the in-
ternet, and it should do so. In fact, one could go so far as to 
assert that there cannot be a good tertiary education (at the 
beginning of the twenty-first century) that does not refer to or 
ignore the prospects, which the internet already is offering.

2.  The empirical thesis is that in context of the non-OECD coun-
tries the internet or the internet-based usage expands faster and 
more dynamic than some of the more “traditional” indicators 
of tertiary education participation. The crucial question here 
to be raised is obvious: Does this place a particular emphasis 
on tertiary education in non-OECD countries actually to use 
and to leverage opportunities and means of the internet for ter-
tiary education, to reach out and to address a larger audience 
of population in society? There are ramifications for teaching 
and the tools and means being applied by and in teaching. But 
there may also be ramifications for the structure how a whole 
curriculum of a study program or a cluster of study programs 
at higher education institutions is being organized.

3.  The even more radical approach then would be to ask: What is 
still the hegemony or control of higher education institutions 
over academic (science-based) knowledge of a high quality? In 
a more traditional understanding, the university systems and 
higher education institutions are the institutional core carriers 
of high-quality academic knowledge. Should, however, the in-
ternet expands and grows at a rapidly faster and more dynam-
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ic pace than tertiary education in the non-OECD countries, 
then this could have the implication that at least some mani-
festations of high-quality academic knowledge diffuse and are 
being communicated outside of the conventional boundaries 
of higher education institutions. The internet could turn into 
a competitive carrier for academic knowledge vis-à-vis the do-
mestic higher education systems. More interesting, also more 
challenging because of the involved potential opportunities, 
would be the organization of networks and hybrid networks, 
where higher education institutions and other forms of Web-
based arrangements collaborate and work together, by this 
defining and representing new types of organizational struc-
tures, for the purpose of promoting, excelling, spreading and 
diffusing academic knowledge of a de facto tertiary high qual-
ity. (But of course: What would be the value of web-based 
academic knowledge and knowledge production without their 
anchorage in domestic higher education institutions?) Such 
hybrid networks of organizations and institutions are not nec-
essarily restricted to one country or one national home base, 
they could be designed and developed to cross-cut and to 
cross-link several of the non-OECD countries, but could also 
involve OECD countries and their institutions and organiza-
tions. This refers to potentialities of a structural architecture 
of an underlying knowledge dimension for democracy in ad-
vanced as well as emerging and developing markets alike. Ben-
efits of a  global openness refer to higher education institutions 
in non-OECD, but also OECD countries.
When we compare tertiary gross school enrollment and inter-
net users (per 100 people) for the OECD countries (see World 
Bank 2018), we also can conclude that internet usage expresses 
more of a dynamic growth in context of the advanced economies 
and societies. Therefore, not only in the non-OECD context, 
but also in OECD context the internet use (technology diffu-
sion) expresses a more dynamic growth than tertiary gross school 
enrollment in recent years. This has the implication that several 
of the (above) raised questions about the relationship of higher 
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education (higher education institutions and systems) and inter-
net use for the creation, production and diffusion of academic 
(sciences-based) knowledge can also be referred to the OECD 
countries: also for the advanced societies and economies it 
can be expected that between traditional forms of academic 
knowledge production within the boundaries of tertiary 
education institutions, on the one hand, and the internet, 
on the other, more network-style and network-based co- 
operations and new types of knowledge production will 
emerge and evolve. In context of the OECD as well as the 
non-OECD countries (the later reflected in the world aver-
age), internet use expanded faster and more dynamically 
than tertiary gross school enrollment. Even though the growth 
of the internet use was more active, dynamically and energetic 
than tertiary education participation in the non-OECD coun-
tries, the OECD demonstrate an even more dynamic growth of 
internet use. So while there is an expansion of internet use in 
both groups of countries (OECD and non-OECD), the growth 
momentum of the OECD countries is even ahead of the non-
OECD countries. So, we can speculate whether the digital 
divide is in the world now larger or smaller. There can be 
optimistic and pessimistic narratives on the opportunities of 
the internet and internet use for the whole world, and the 
non-OECD countries in more particular.

4.3.  GDP per capita, PPP, in constant 2011 international $ (non- 
political indicator of sustainable development): In our specific sam-
ple of non-OECD countries and non-OECD country regions, 
only Russia (as an individual county) performs above world 
average, also demonstrating a growth path that is faster and  
more dynamic than for the world average (see Fig. 4.11). Brazil 
performs almost at par with the world average and, however, has 
dropped below world average as of 2015. All the other non-
OECD countries rank already below, in some cased considerably 
below the world average, in the following sequence: China, 
Indonesia, India and (lastly) Nigeria (for the year 2016). For 
most of the period of 2002–2016, Latin America (as a whole 
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region) performed slightly above the world average, but slipped 
in 2015 below world average. Asia (Asia15) performs more 
markedly under the world average. However, Asia grew and 
increased faster than Latin America, but still places lower than 
Latin America. But China as a single country outperformed 
Brazil as a country in 2016. Furthermore, the GDP-per-capital 
level in China almost equals the GDP-per-capita levels in aggre-
gated Latin America, again in 2016, All of the here addressed 
non-OECD countries achieved gains, also the world average 
(World122) grew. The indicator that counterbalances crucially and 
critically with wealth (GDP per capita) is income equality. Should 
income equality equally improve (or at least stay constant) in paral-
lel to and with wealth increases, then we can assert a win-win situa-
tion. However, should income equality decrease, while wealth (GDP 
per capita) increases, then we are facing a problematic situation 
with at least ambiguous effects. Should income equality erode faster 
than the economic effects of wealth increase, then potentially benefit-
ing effects of a GDP-per-capita-surplus for society are being neutral-
ized, or are even turned into a contrary and reverse direction. 
Should income equality erode considerably faster than the general 
GDP per capita, then the mean or median income may even 
decline, with all the involved problematic consequences of such a 
development. In trying to engage in and present a first assessment 
of the empirical relationship between GDP per capita and income 
equality for some of the non-OECD countries, we can formu-
late the following observations (by comparing Fig. 4.11 with 
Fig. 4.4): (1) Russia demonstrates the clearest increase in GDP 
per capita in the years 2002–2016, but there income equality 
also dropped (by tendency) during the same period of time; (2) 
India and Indonesia position themselves at (comparative) bot-
tom levels of GDP per capita, but there income equality scores 
higher in context of the non-OECD countries; (3) concerning 
GDP per capita, China ranks considerably higher than 
Indonesia and India, but, at the same time, income equality is in 
China lower than in India and Indonesia; (4) Nigeria may qual-
ify as a “loose-loose” case, because there GDP per capita is lower 
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than in all (of the sampled) Asian countries and in Russia, but 
Nigeria expresses also less income equality than the (observed) 
Asian countries and Russia (for all years after 2010); (5) looking 
at the aggregated regions, we see that GDP per capita places in 
Latin America considerably higher than in Asia (Asia15), but 
regarding income equality, here Latin America positions itself 
way under Asia; and (6) while the GDP per capita world average 
(World122) increased during the 2002–2016 time window, 
income equality only increased marginally or basically stayed the 
same (or even stagnated) on the basis of world averages in those 
respective years. Recalling the trends in the OECD countries (by 
again comparing Figs. 3.3 and 3.10), we see the following 
trends: (1) the USA ranks first and above OECD average con-
cerning GDP per capita, but below OECD average concerning 
income equality; (2) the Nordic countries, EU15 and Japan rank 
above or around OECD average in GDP per capita, their 
income equality is also above OECD average14; (3) GDP per 
capita increased for the OECD average, income equality, on the 
other hand, dropped slightly (in context of the OECD the develop-
ments of income increase and income equality are therefore by ten-
dency reverse and contrary); and (4) income equality in the OECD 
countries is slightly (but only slightly) ahead of income equality for 
the world average, but while income equality improved modestly in 
context of the world average, there is a slight decline in income 
equality of the OECD countries during the period 2002–2016 
(compare Figs. 3.3 and 4.4). Keeping these recent developments 
in the OECD countries in mind, but focusing now on the non-
OECD countries, there are strong indications for a troublesome 
relationship between GDP per capita (the general wealth) and 
income equality (the specific distribution of wealth). For a fur-
ther discussion we formulate the following propositions: (1) 
non-OECD countries, with relatively higher GDP-per-capita 
levels (e.g., Russia, also China), have by tendency sometimes 

14For the EU28, income equality is ahead of the OECD average. Regarding GDP per capita, the 
EU28 performs lower than the OECD average.
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lower income-equality-levels; (2) non-OECD countries, with 
relatively higher income-equality-levels (for example, India and 
Indonesia), have by tendency often lower GDP-per-capita levels; 
(3) in some non-OECD countries (see, for example, again 
Russia), the increases in GDP per capita were accompanied by 
decreases in income equality during certain years; (4) the trouble-
some hypothesis, therefore, is that at least in some of the non-OECD 
countries higher levels of GDP per capita are paralleled (and 
over-shadowed) by lower levels of income equality, and that these 
interrelate reversely (negatively) with each other, so that higher 
wealth levels associate with lower levels of income equality; (5) in 
that sense, in context of the non-OECD countries, it appears that 
GDP per capita possibly has more an impact of predictability on 
income equality than the extent of political freedom (so we see less of 
a relationship asserting that countries or regions with more political 
freedom express also more income equality) (compare Figs. 4.1, 4.4, 
and 4.11); (6) for theories of democracy and quality of democracy it 
would have been an easier world, should we have been in a position 
to demonstrate (and based on empirical information and data) that 
political freedom (and not GDP per capita) could have served and 
could have been applied as an explaining factor for the extent and 
variation of income equality in the non-OECD countries; and  
(7) there are also non-OECD countries (for example, Nigeria) 
with low (lower) levels of GDP per capita and low levels of 
income equality. This reverse relationship between income-increases 
(GDP per capita) and income-equality decreases creates several puz-
zles, challenges and tensions that cannot be resolved easily. It would 
have been easier, also in the favor of democracy and further 
democratization, could we have reported a tendency that wealth 
increases (GDP per capita) would have been coupled to more 
increases in equal wealth distribution (income equality): or that 
political freedom provides for a positive influence in support of a 
greater income equality. Such trends or relationships,  
however, cannot be derived from the empirical data being pre-
sented here.
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4.4.  Less CO2 emissions, in metric tons per capita (non-political 
indicator of sustainable development): This indicator has been 
designed (redesigned) by us in such a way so that higher (indi-
cator) scores actually indicate less (lower) CO2 emissions (see 
Fig. 4.12). This theoretical, conceptual and methodic approach 
is being carried by the understanding and conviction that meas-
uring the treatment of the (natural) environments by society 
and the economy (and the political system) is necessary for cap-
turing quality of democracy comprehensively (or that it is at 
least legitimate for a model of and about democracy to do so). 
Furthermore, the Quadruple Helix Innovation model conceptu-
alizes ecological challenges also as possible drivers for innovation 
and knowledge production (Carayannis and Campbell 2010; 
Carayannis et al. 2012).15 The sensitive treatment of the (nat-
ural) environments, expressed for example in the avoidance of 
environmental pollution, should in fact be regarded as a crucial 
reference, deciding or co-deciding on the capabilities of human-
ity for survival or further prospect. Progress on the basis of a 
destroyed environment does not seem possible. Such ecolog-
ical concerns are being carried and emphasized from different 
sides (for example, by UNDP 2007). The higher a country or 
country group scores or ranks in Fig. 4.12, actually the lower 
are the CO2 emissions (metric tons per capita). Above the world 
average (in a positive sense) ranks first Nigeria, followed by 
India, Indonesia and Brazil. China already slipped considerably 
below world average (2005 and afterward), Russia already posi-
tions itself clearly under the world average for the whole cov-
ered time period 2002–2016. Since 2007, Asia (Asia15) scores 
lower than Latin America as a whole region. The generally prob-
lematic effect however is that CO2 emissions perform contrarily to 
GDP per capita (see Figs. 4.11 and 4.12): there is a tendency that 

15In the Quintuple Helix model of innovation systems it is also being proposed to interpret the 
natural environments of society as a challenge, but also as an opportunity and driver for knowl-
edge production and innovation (Carayannis and Campbell 2010, p. 62; Carayannis et al. 2012, 
p. 4).
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a higher GDP per capita evolves in combination with a higher (a 
growing) rate of CO2 emissions. For the here covered non-OECD 
countries, we can state: Russia ranks first and Nigeria ranks last 
concerning GDP per capita, but Nigeria ranks first, and Russia 
last, concerning the CO2 emissions. The country ranking order 
(top-down) for GDP per capita is (for the year 2016): Russia, 
China, Brazil, Indonesia, India and Nigeria. The ranking scor-
ing sequence for CO2 emissions (top-down) is (almost) just the 
opposite (again for the year 2016): Nigeria, India, Indonesia, 
Brazil, China and Russia. Latin America has considerably 
higher GDP-per-capita levels than Asia, but lower levels of CO2 
emissions when being compared with Asia (Asia15), so by this 
would represent a positive exception. Summarizing these (ten-
tative) observations, the following propositions can be put forward 
for discussion: (1) there is a certain tendency that higher GDP-
per-capita-levels are coupled with higher-levels-of- CO2-emissions 
(which is the bad news) and (2) however, there is also a certain 
amount of flexibility being involved, meaning that increases (or 
decreases) of GDP per capita are not necessarily coupled in a lin-
ear or symmetric way to levels-of-CO2-emissions: greater increases 
of GDP per capita may only be followed by modest increases of lev-
els-of-CO2-emissions (this would qualify perhaps as not such bad 
news). This demonstrates why, in the long run, it would be nec-
essary to seek (ecologically-friendly) opportunities for decoupling 
growth rates of GDP-per-capita-levels from increases of levels-of-
CO2-emissions. This need addresses the non-OECD as well as 
the OECD countries, is valid for the advanced economies, but 
is also valid for emerging and developing economies (Obama 
2017). In context of the OECD countries (of the covered coun-
tries and country groups of our sample), the USA ranks first 
and above OECD average concerning GDP per capita, but 
scores clearly under the OECD average concerning CO2 emis-
sions. In the case of the USA, there appears to be a trade-off 
situation between GDP and CO2 emissions (see Figs. 3.10 and 
3.11). The Nordic countries, on the contrary, are here more 
in a win-win situation. A high ranking (second to the first 
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ranking USA) regarding wealth (GDP per capita), but also an 
above-OECD-average-scoring on CO2 emissions. To a lesser 
extent, this is also true for the EU15 and EU28. The Nordic 
countries and the EU15 (also the EU28, to a lesser extent 
even Japan) could be interpreted and proposed for discussion 
as examples and attempts of starting to decouple growth rates 
of GDP per capita from the development of CO2 emissions. 
Still, CO2 emissions score in the OECD countries (within con-
text of our model) lower than for the world average (compare 
Figs. 3.11 and 4.12): this means that the actual levels of pol-
lution by CO2 emissions are considerably higher for advanced 
economies than for the emerging and developing economies. In 
this respect is the ecological scoreboard of the OECD much more 
troublesome, create the advanced economies a much more negative 
balance for the natural environments than the non-OECD coun-
tries. In ecological terms, the OECD countries (and OECD econo-
mies) live at the expenses of the non-OECD countries. The scoring 
of the CO2 emissions modestly improved for the OECD coun-
tries during the years 2002–2016, indicating a minor reduction 
of the actual CO2 emissions (at least per capita). The scoring 
for the world average (World122) slightly decreased during the 
same time period, having the implication that pollution by CO2 
emissions actually increased in the world wide context. Based 
on CO2 emissions, there was no betterment of the global eco-
logical scoreboard, in fact the situation even continued (and 
continues) to worsen. Earlier, we had discussed, whether there 
exists an empirically observable relationship between wealth and 
income equality in the sense that there is a tendency that higher 
GDP-per-capita levels correlate with lower levels of income 
equality: we analyzed this separately for the OECD coun-
tries (Figs. 3.3 and 3.10) as well as the non-OECD countries 
(Figs. 4.4 and 4.11). Continuing this line of argument, we may 
raise the question or at least speculate, whether income equality 
also correlates negatively with increased levels of CO2 emissions. 
Placed in a broader setting, the challenge therefore is (for the 
OECD and non-OECD countries, the advanced economies as 
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well as the emerging and developing economies): How is it possi-
ble to expand wealth by increases of GDP-per-capita-levels without 
simultaneously producing more income inequality and more of an 
environmental pollution (e.g., increases of levels-of-CO2-emissions)? 
Empirical analysis suggests trends and tendencies of trade-off rela-
tionships. The challenge (and opportunity) focuses on creating win-
win co-developments.

5. Comparative contrast profiles of Latin America and Asia, India and 
China, and Russia and China: Our comparative analysis (over the 
years 2002–2016) in context of the non-OECD countries focused on 
and referred to the following countries and country groups: Brazil, 
China, India, Indonesia, Nigeria, Russia (the Russian Federation), 
Latin America and Asia (Asia15). We compared these countries 
across the dimensions of freedom, equality and sustainable devel-
opment, and twelve indicators (partially also qualifying as an aggre-
gation to a whole dimension) in more particular. In the following, 
we again will shortly summarize our findings and (even better for-
mulated) propositions for a further discussion. We will focus here on 
three pairs of comparison: (1) Latin America and Asia (Asia15) repre-
sent the two (mainly) non-OECD regions, covering and integrating 
several countries, at which we looked closer, for developing state-
ments about development paths and opportunities (but also risks) 
in the non-OECD context; (2) India and China are the two main 
Asian countries, at least in terms of population.16 In addition, India 
and China are examples for the possibility and reality of different 
paths of development for non-OECD countries. One ramification of 
academic analysis may even be, to ask, to which extent they could 
qualify as distinct types of countries for development in the contem-
porary world; and (3) Russia and China are the two countries, the 
two powers that in global context balance the western systems and 
western countries the most, in economic as well as political-eco-
nomic (strategic, also military) terms. As global powers, Russia and 

16Both of these countries, India as well as China, belong to the country group of Asia15, as is 
being defined here for the purpose of our analysis.
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China challenge the aspirations (explicit, implicit) of dominance 
and hegemony of the USA, also that of the European Union, to the 
furthest degree and potentiality in the current world system. In one 
image depiction of global power and global power relationships, the 
combined “western” pole of the USA and EU is being counterbal-
anced by the pole of Russia and China. Similarly to the earlier com-
parison of the USA and the European Union (in Chapter 3), we will 
compare here again Russia with China.
 5.1.  Latin America and Asia (Asia15) in comparison: When we look 

on Latin America and Asia (Asia15) as an aggregated region 
(on the basis of the individual countries that belong to these 
regions), then we can formulate the following propositions. 
Across all dimensions (freedom, equality and sustainable devel-
opment) and indicators (specific indicators for sustainable devel-
opment), Latin America is leading ahead of Asia, with only two 
exceptions. Income equality is in Latin America (considerably) 
lower than in Asia, and Asia scores (slightly) higher on eco-
nomic freedom as of 2016. Everywhere else, Latin America 
ranks higher and performs better than Asia. Within this con-
crete framework of analysis and the here presented model of 
dimensional and indicator-based formation, Latin America, as 
a wider region, presents itself as a “success story” (at least as a 
relative success story) for development, when compared with 
Asia, and at least at this highly aggregated level, and not deny-
ing or excluding the possibility of failures and negative sce-
narios for individual countries in (or within) Latin America. 
When referring (in a more spontaneous mode) to the content 
of news messages in the global media system, then this lead of 
Latin America may be surprising: it appears that the media sys-
tem is more geared to and more inclined to report about Asia, 
also in a positive way.17 Only referring to media messages, the 

17This is now an assertion, being presented here for discussion, but without a further validation or 
without cited evidence. Some of the following arguments, however, will leverage this assertion as 
a point-of-departure for the further analysis. This assertion is based on the subjective perception 
of the author.
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impression is being generated and fostered that it actually should 
be Asia that would earn to be labeled as the success story of devel-
opment, particularly in reference to the economy and society, and 
probably lesser in reference to democracy: this, however, is in con-
tradiction to the results of a strict indicator-based approach of anal-
ysis. The indicator-based analysis, being presented here, speaks a 
different language, and supports the reverse interpretation, namely 
that not Asia, but that actually Latin America is leading, not only 
concerning freedom, but also with regard to sustainable develop-
ment. This may serve and qualify as an example, how selective 
or even distorting reality construction by the media may be, 
when a less prosperous world region is being given more “posi-
tive” media attention (in our case Asia) than a more prosperous 
region (Latin America). With the exception of income equality 
(and economic freedom more recently), Latin America out-
performs (outperformed in the years 2002–2016) Asia in all 
other aspects. There is considerably more political freedom in 
Latin America than in Asia. This supports the formulation of 
the proposition that there is (that there can be observed empiri-
cally) a positive pay-off of freedom (of political freedom) for the 
general sustainable development of society and economy, where free 
(freer) democracy achieves more momentum for economic growth 
and social (societal) forward-development than un-free or author-
itarian political regimes. Latin America apparently plays in 
favor of a “democratic narrative” that aligns itself with a type 
of understanding of democracy that is more similar to models 
of so-called “Western” democracy, as they are being practiced in 
North America and Western Europe, with the following mes-
sages: the more free a democracy in a county is and performs, the 
more progress of society there is and the more economic growth and 
economic development, culminating in tendencies of a forward-car-
rying sustainable development, can be achieved and realized. This 
positive scenario of a “free democracy” development and pros-
pering of and in Latin America of course still could be ques-
tioned, from the angle of different analytical perspectives. We 
present here some critical arguments about Latin America: 
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(1) First of all, our assessment is tied to and by this bound by 
a particular framework of analysis and assessment, implying 
the potentiality that different (other) indicators would shed a 
more critical light on Latin America. For example, crime rates 
or developments of public debts may be more troublesome for 
some of the Latin American countries, by this also for the whole 
region of Latin America; (2) The dynamics of trends, develop-
ments and scenarios may be for the years after 2016 different 
to the several-year period of 2002–2016. Only, because Latin 
America was leading in the time window of 2002–2016, does 
not create an automatic implication that this also must be nec-
essarily the case for after 2020 or the 2020s. For many indica-
tors in reference to sustainable development, Asia pre-2016 also 
already demonstrated an upward mobility. Most striking may be 
here the recent economic growth curve and development in China. 
For example, concerning GDP per capita, China has overtaken 
Brazil and reached levels almost compareable with Latin America 
in 2016; and (3) In reference to one of the covered indica-
tors, in our analysis, Latin America shows a troublesome lag-
ging behind Asia. There is much less of an income equality in 
Latin America than in Asia, even though income equality has 
improved in Latin America in the recent years (see Fig. 4.4). 
Greater income inequality can have several negative side-effects 
for the economy, society and politics in a country, with poten-
tial ramifications for corruption and crime. This greater income 
inequality of Latin America in context of the non-OECD 
countries resembles structural similarities to the greater income 
inequality in the USA in context of the OECD countries  
(compare with Fig. 3.3).

5.2.  India and China in comparison: Benchmarked with the year 
2016, India is leading ahead of China in reference to the fol-
lowing dimensions or indicators: political freedom (sub-
stantially); income equality; “Comprehensive sustainable 
development”; and less CO2 emissions (in metric tons per 
capita). In summary, this produces a lead of India on the 
basis of four indicators (dimensions). The greatest lead India 
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generates in political freedom. In reference to all the other 
dimensions or indicators, China is leading, which are: eco-
nomic freedom (marginally); gender equality (marginally); 
Human Development Index redesigned; sustainable develop-
ment non-political; life expectancy; tertiary education (tertiary 
gross school enrollment); GDP per capita (PPP, in constant 
2011 international $). In summary, this implies that China is 
leading ahead of India in reference to seven indicators (dimen-
sions). While in the case of our discussion (see above) on the 
basis of a comparison of Latin America with the whole region 
of Asia (Asia15) the analysis could assert that democracies or 
freer democracies (on average) perform better than non-democ-
racies or less free political regimes, the narrative of comparing 
India and China produces a much more ambiguous outcome 
and picture, resulting in some puzzling effect. For further dis-
cussion, we can propose the following propositions focusing on 
the comparison of India and China:
1.  India is leading with regard to political freedom, while China 

is leading in all of the non-political indicators of sustainable 
development, with the only exception of income equality and 
less CO2 emissions. Less CO2 emissions, however, may repre-
sent primarily less economic (industrial) activities in the case 
of India (and not necessarily an ecologically-more-sensitive 
approach of the economy and society in India).

2.  When we compare India and China, there appears not to be a 
pay-off of political freedom for non-political sustainable devel-
opment in the spheres of the economy and society. China, on the 
contrary, manages in economic and social (societal) terms more 
of a sustainable development, without political freedom or the 
degree of political freedom that is being practiced in India. As 
a radical ad hoc proposition, therefore, could be raised: first 
of all, more political freedom is not necessarily linked to a more 
of economic and social (non-political) sustainable development; 
second, there can be economic and social (non-political) sustain-
able development without or without a mature degree of politi-
cal freedom. In context of the comparison of India and Chi-
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na, it is certainly China that is challenging the assumption 
and belief that the democracies are always out-performing 
the non-democracies. China is demonstrating that a non- 
democracy18 can achieve a more dynamic growth and growth 
trajectory of non-political sustainable development in eco-
nomic and social (societal) indicators than the democracy of 
India. This creates challenges and critical references for the “dem-
ocratic narrative”, when empirical analysis provides evidence that 
at least in some cases the non-democracies outperform the (some 
of the) democracies: there can be economic and social sustaina-
ble development without democracy, and there can be democracy 
without sustainable development of the economy and society.

3.  In the case of India, of course, it should be valued as an achieve-
ment and as a success that this society and political system, with-
out a reinforcing economic and social development comparable 
to the momentum of development that is currently being ex-
perienced in China, could establish this high degree of politi-
cal freedom. But, for example, it surprises that there is less of a 
gender equality in India than in China. Therefore, is political 
freedom in India only insufficiently connected and linked 
to “freedom of gender” (gender freedom, freedom by gen-
der)? Furthermore, when economic and social development is not 
gaining more momentum in India, could this again challenge 
the contemporarily achieved degree of political freedom in India? 
Critics could question, whether there is any payoff of freedom 
for development (sustainable development) and whether not 
India should critically rethink some of its current political 
premises. So, how stable and how viable is the fundament for 
political freedom and for democracy in India? What are the 
prospects and future scenarios for politics, society and the 

18The term non-democracy is based on the way, better on the source of “political freedom” that 
we apply in our analysis here. According to Freedom House, China represents a “not free” coun-
try. Since the beginning of freedom measurement of countries in the year 1972, China has always 
been categorized as “not free” by Freedom House (http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/
files/FIW%20All%20Scores%2C%20Countries%2C%201973-2012%20%28FINAL%29.xls).

http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%252C%20Countries%252C%201973-2012%20%2528FINAL%2529.xls
http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%252C%20Countries%252C%201973-2012%20%2528FINAL%2529.xls
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economy in India?
4.  When a win-win situation is not possible, and developments 

point toward a trade-off scenario: What is of a greater impor-
tance, political freedom or non-political sustainable development 
of the society and economy? Counts the political freedom of 
India or the economic and social (societal) sustainable de-
velopment of China more? What is of a greater value, po-
litical freedom or non-political sustainable development, 
and what are implications for the short run or in a longer 
perspective? Does India or China qualify as a success story 
(or both or neither)? When there is a discussion about the 
appropriateness of paths and scenarios of development or 
to-be-implemented-models for non-advanced economies in 
context of the Newly Industrialized Countries (NICs) and 
emerging and developing economies, what should serve as 
the more valid reference: The achievement of degree of political 
freedom in India or the momentum of non-political sustainable 
development of the economy and society in China? Particularly, 
when there is an expectation of a trade-off scenario in at least 
some contexts (implying that you cannot have both, at least 
in the short run), how does this influence policies, strategies 
and the involved rationales for decision-making? Based on 
the comparison of India and China, some puzzling effects and 
serious ambiguities arise for theory of democracy and wanted-be-
liefs-for-democracy, making the overall picture more complex and 
complicated, meaning that there may not always be a win-win 
situation and scenario for democracy (democracies) and their 
success, meaning further that not always simple answers and 
simple solutions can be provided.

5.  When we are trying to pool together the results of compar-
ison of Latin America and Asia (Asia15), on the one hand, 
and of India and China, on the other, what can possibly be 
said, at least for the moment? Is it possible to resolve the 
“contradictions” in findings between these two “narratives on 
democracy”? A first reasoning may ask, which comparison 
is more representative for developments in a global context? 
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Here, again, it may be difficult to provide a straightforward 
answer: the comparison of Latin America and Asia is based 
on a larger sample of countries, however, China and India are 
the two largest countries (based on population) in the world. 
Another potential question to be asked may be: Depending on 
the level of development of society and the economy, could this 
have the implication that there is a different pattern of inter-
action between political freedom and non-political sustainable 
development? In general, wealth (GDP per capita) is higher 
in Latin America than in Asia, and higher in Asia and China 
than in India (see Fig. 4.11).19 This corresponds by tendency 
also with life expectancy, which is in Latin America higher 
than in Asia (but in China marginally higher than in Latin 
America), and in China and Asia higher than in India (see 
Fig. 4.9). One possible proposition here could assert and inter-
pret that the higher the economic and social level of a country de-
veloped and progressed, the higher is the probability of a stronger 
link and mutual reinforcement of political freedom and non-po-
litical sustainable development, which would mean of speaking 
of a co-evolution of democracy and of economic and social (soci-
etal) development. This would imply that “democracy as an inno-
vation enabler” may be more the case, when society and economy 
have advanced beyond a certain threshold of development. Have 
economy and society in India not matured enough, for generat-
ing a benefit and pay-off of political freedom for economic and 
social development? But, in the long run, can China continue 
its pace of economic and social (societal) development, without 
allowing and introducing more political freedom, without finally 
turning, developing and transforming more into a democracy?20 
For example, greater technology diffusion (use of internet by 
people), the effective application of principles of a knowledge 

20In the following section, we revisit this proposition, by introducing a wider perspective by also 
referring to and discussing trends and developments in Russia and in Latin America.

19In contrast to GDP per capita, income inequality is also in Latin America higher than in Asia, 
China and India (see Fig. 4.4).
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economy, greater participation rates in education and tertiary 
education, how can China be here continuously successful, 
when political freedom is still being constrained as it is cur-
rently the case? Not allowing more political freedom in the 
future implies for China a risk of bottle-necking and curtail-
ing its momentum of economic and social development.

6.   Concerning China, also the special status of Hong Kong 
must be mentioned and reviewed more consequently. Even 
in global terms, Hong Kong represents a developed region, 
and Hong Kong also enjoys considerable degrees of political 
freedom much higher than in (whole) China (see the tables 
in Appendix A.2). In the case of Hong Kong, there is a (positive) 
correlation and association between a high developmental status 
and advanced political freedom. Hong Kong is also a region, 
politically embedded within China. So in that sense one could 
speculate, to which extent China allows this political freedom to 
(and in) Hong Kong, so that China can participate in and profit 
from the advances of Hong Kong in knowledge (knowledge pro-
duction) and innovation (knowledge application)? But of course, 
in the long run, can Hong Kong continue its degree of political 
freedom, or will there be a decline in political freedom, caused by 
from-the-outside political pressures from mainland China?

5.3.  Russia and China in comparison: Russia positions itself ahead 
of China with regard to (referring to the year 2016): political 
freedom; economic freedom (only marginally); income equal-
ity; gender equality (only marginally); Human Development 
Index redesigned; sustainable development non-political; 
sustainable development comprehensive; tertiary education 
(tertiary gross school enrollment); GDP per capita (PPP, in 
constant 2011 international $); and tertiary education (ter-
tiary gross school enrollment). China is ahead of Russia (again 
in 2016): life expectancy and less CO2 emissions (in metric 
tons per capita). Put in summary, this implies that Russia is 
leading in ten indicators (dimensions), while China is leading 
in two indicators (dimensions). When compared with China, 
Russia expresses a higher degree of political freedom and also a 



194     D. F. J. Campbell

higher level of achievement of non-political sustainable develop-
ment. But, the growth of non-political sustainable development 
was in China more dynamic than in Russia over the whole-year 
period of 2002–2016. A particular problem of Russia appears 
to be that in some of the non-political indicators, for exam-
ple, life expectancy, Russia is lagging behind China and other 
non-OECD countries. This indicates for Russia the challenge of 
better balancing benefits of and achievements in sustainable devel-
opment across a broader spectrum. Concerning life expectancy, 
Russia underperforms in comparison with China (see Fig. 4.9).21 
In context of the comparative discussion of India and China, 
the question and possible proposition was introduced, whether 
political freedom becomes more important when non-political sus-
tainable development progresses to higher levels (beyond a certain 
threshold)? Then there may be more effects of “democracy as an 
innovation enabler”. Implications of such scenarios further are 
that non-political sustainable development is possible to cer-
tain levels without political freedom, but beyond such thresh-
old levels, further non-political sustainable development may 
be exposed to phenomena of a bottle-necking or ceiling, should 
this not be paralleled and supported by a sufficient maturing of 
political freedom. Russia has more political freedom and a higher 
level of non-political sustainable development than in China, while 
the whole and aggregated region of Latin America expresses higher 
levels of political freedom and also higher levels of non-political sus-
tainable development in comparison with China, but non-political 
development in Russia is higher than in Latin America and China 
(compare Figs. 4.1 and 4.7). This comparative ranking and rat-
ing by countries and country regions (Latin America, Russia 
and China) could be leveraged as empirical evidence in favor of 
the argument that underscores the importance of political free-
dom for sufficient or for advanced sustainable development of 
society and the economy. A closer look at the details, however, 

21Life expectancy in Russia is even lower than the average for Latin America (Fig. 4.9).
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complicates too generalist interpretations and demonstrates the 
complexity of wanting to draw conclusions:
1.  There are some indicators, where Russia clearly outperforms 

Latin America. In GDP per capita and tertiary education, 
Russia has a lead over Latin America. Therefore, when 
non-political sustainable development is being disaggregated 
into the specific components and indicators, the performance 
of Latin America is coming under pressure (also by advances 
of China in non-political sustainable development).

2.  The level of non-political sustainable development of Russia 
increased during the years 2002–2016, however, the degree 
of political freedom actually declined during the same period 
of time (compare Figs. 4.1 and 4.7). Therefore, in the case of 
Russia (and in context of the analytical framework of analysis 
being applied here), there was actually a negative trade-off 
cycle between non-political sustainable development and po-
litical freedom in the 2000s and 2010s, with the following 
interaction: more non-political sustainable development on 
the one hand, but less political freedom on the other. For our 
narratives on democracy (and theorizing and model build-
ing), this produces further ambiguities.

3.  There is more political freedom in Russia than in China, 
in relative terms (during the time window of 2002–2016). 
However, in absolute terms, Russia does not represent a free 
country. While Freedom House categorized Russia as “partly 
free” for the period 1991–2003, Freedom House changed 
the rating of Russia to a “not free” country since 2004.22 
This has (in reference to the above said) the consequence that 
“not free” Russia outperforms the “freer” Latin America in 
important areas and on the basis of specific indicators of and 
for non-political sustainable development. At the same time, 
however, this also exemplifies why, in a longer perspective 

22See: http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%2C%20Countries% 
2C%201973-2012%20%28FINAL%29.xls.

http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%252C%20Countries%252C%201973-2012%20%2528FINAL%2529.xls
http://www.freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FIW%20All%20Scores%252C%20Countries%252C%201973-2012%20%2528FINAL%2529.xls
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(but also short-term), there is a need and a conceptual need 
of further validating the freedom ratings of Freedom House 
in reference to other independent sources. In our model, be-
ing applied here, the scores for political freedom rely com-
pletely on the freedom assessment conducted by Freedom 
House. The crucial question obviously is: Is Freedom House 
too critical about the extent and degree of political freedom 
in Russia, are the freedom rankings of Freedom House pos-
sibly biased one-sidedly in favor of an American perspec-
tive of US foreign policy in the world? The current empirical 
dilemma is that in contemporary context there exists no other 
independent source that carries out empirical ratings of political 
freedom in the world in a global and in a periodic (regular) for-
mat in such a way so that is comparable with Freedom House. 
In that sense, Freedom House still is enjoying the status of 
a de facto monopoly. This complicates every empirical and 
comparative analysis that is interested in factoring-in politi-
cal freedom.
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In the previous Chapters 3 (OECD countries) and 4 (non-OECD 
countries), the main focus concentrated on analyzing in comparative 
context individual countries and to compare and to position these in 
relation to specific (predefined) country groups. Concerning the OECD 
countries, the reference was made to: USA, Nordic countries, EU15 
and EU28 and Japan. Concerning the non-OECD countries, empha-
sis was placed on: Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Russia and Nigeria. 
Country-group references were either the OECD countries or Latin 
America, Asia (Asia15) and the whole world (averages for World122). 
In the following, global trends of country groups should be revisited, by 
defining the comparative framework of analysis in a way by contrasting 
the OECD countries (here OECD35) with means for the whole world. 
World averages (means) are always weighted in accordance with popu-
lation.1 World122 covers and includes as a category all those countries, 
for which for each indicator (and each dimension) there were no com-
plete data missings for the whole time period in the years 2002–2016. 

5
Comparative Empirical Analysis of Global 

Trends of the OECD and Non-OECD 
Countries and of the Whole World: 
Freedom, Equality and Sustainable 

Development in the World (2002–2016)

© The Author(s) 2019 
D. F. J. Campbell, Global Quality of Democracy as Innovation Enabler,  
Palgrave Studies in Democracy, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship for Growth, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_5

1See the definition of the specific and concrete country groups in Sect. 2.4.

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_5&domain=pdf
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For a further discussion, we want to set up the following propositions 
on global and world wide trends for the whole OECD and non-OECD 
countries as input for coming debates on democracy and the quality of 
democracy in global perspective:

1. Improvements in scores and score levels of the whole world across all 
(almost all, with the exception of two) indicators (and dimensions): 
Across all indicators (but two), scores and by this score levels for the 
world average (means of World122) are in 2016 higher than in 2002. 
This can and ought to be interpreted as a relative progress for the devel-
opment of countries in a global and world wide perspective during 
the addressed year period of 2002–2016 (see Fig. 5.4).2 This gen-
eral improvement is not only manifest by looking at the indicators 
of World122, but is also being reproduced by aggregating together 
all countries with available indicator information3 to a world aver-
age over the period 2002–2016 (see Figs. 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3)4: all types 
of different country aggregations to world averages (means) demon-
strate an improvement in scoring and performance. Improvements in 
scores, scoring and scoring levels (in context of the framework of analy-
sis and model of measurement being applied and presented here) should 
be interpreted positively as successes in a higher performance and for a 
better performance with beneficial opportunities for countries (democ-
racies, also semi-democracies, but even non-democracies). At least 
potentially, this speaks in favor of the capabilities of the world for 
a further progressing of democracy and democratization currently 
and in the next and coming years: Because the reverse trend, a 
decrease in scoring across a broad (broader) spectrum of indicators, 

2For a year-by-year flow of scores for the OECD and the whole world (World122), see Figs. 5.1 
and 5.2.
3The phrase of available indicator information implies here that for a specific country at least for 
one year there is an empirical information for the respective indicator.
4In Figs. 5.2 and 5.3 also graphs for technology diffusion (Tech Diff) are being plotted for the 
years 2002–2008. The exact definition for this indicator is: internet users per 100 people (World 
Bank 2018). For this particular indicator, the score reading of “0 = (theoretical) minimum” and 
“100 = empirical maximum” refers only to the years of 2002–2008.
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would have created a scenario of producing obstacles and problems 
for the progress opportunities of democracy and democratization in 
the world. However, only two indicators it is not possible to report 
an improvement. (1) With regard to CO2 emissions (in metric tons 
per capita) the scoring decreased, implying that in 2016 the global 
level of CO2 emissions was higher than in 2002. So in 2016, there 
is more environmental pollution caused by CO2 emissions than at 
the beginning of the 2000s. This greater amount of environmental 
pollution overshadows, at least to a certain extent, the improvements 
of the world in development and sustainable development in other 
aspects and fields. What are the benefits of improvements in devel-
opment worth, when they are achieved at the cost and to the dis-
advantage of the natural environments of society and economy? The 
ecological balance, also the socioecological transition (for example, 
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minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calculation and 
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see European Commission 2009) of society, economy and politics 
in a world wide perspective and framing, marks therefore an area 
of crucial importance for the survival, but also (preferably) for the 
betterment and further progressing of humanity and human civili-
zation. The balancing of development with a more sensitive ecologi-
cal interaction with the natural environments defines a key necessity, 
which must be tackled and addressed more clearly and focused. This 
also is being exactly addressed by the concepts and models of the 
Quadruple and Quintuple Helix innovation systems (Carayannis 
and Campbell 2009, 2010, 2014). (2) The other indicator (dimen-
sion, subdimension), for which there is not a score increase, but actu-
ally a modest score decrease (or at least stagnation) during the whole 
period 2002–2016, is political freedom. This of course represents 
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troublesome information and represents a critical trend for democ-
racy and democratization in global context, since freedom (political 
freedom) is a core domain for democracy and quality of democracy.

2. Growth rates of scores and score levels of the whole world across specific 
indicators (dimensions): For two indicators we must diagnose a neg-
ative growth rate, and these are political freedom and CO2 emis-
sions in metric tons per capita (see Fig. 5.5). For all other indicators 
(dimensions) “positive” growth rates can be observed and stated, 
linked to the empirical phenomenon that all indicators (and dimen-
sions), with only two exceptions (political freedom and CO2 emis-
sions), express an improvement in score levels, when the late 2010s 
(2016) are being compared with the early 2000s (2002). In the fol-
lowing, we shortly want to comment on the degree and variation of 
degree of the observed growth rates:
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(1)  Tertiary education (tertiary gross school enrollment) achieved 
the highest growth rates over the period of years of 2002–
2016. This is being followed by the growth rates for the 
Human Development Index redesigned. In that context it 
should be noted that in global context the most dynamically grow-
ing indicator can be referred to and be associated clearly with 
knowledge. Tertiary education allows the (conceptual) construction 
of a knowledge dimension. In consistency with the empirical obser-
vation stated here, the proposition can be formulated that knowl-
edge as well as a knowledge dimension for society and the economy 
have the potential and capability of expressing a growth that is 
more dynamic and more vibrant than for other indicators and 
dimensions. This also emphasizes the need and importance of a 
knowledge-based and knowledge-driven innovation. Furthermore, 
here are opportunities for “democracy as innovation enabler.” This 
adds evidently more plausibility to the concepts of knowl-
edge society, knowledge economy, but also knowledge democ-
racy (Carayannis and Campbell 2012, p. 55; Veld 2010a, b). 
When knowledge is that fast-growing world wide (when set 
in a relative contrast perspective to other indicators), then this 
reinforces the understanding and strategy of defining and inter-
preting knowledge as a crucial approach for supporting and 
realizing sustainable development in a mid-term and long-term 
perspective.

(2)  For less CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita) a “negative” 
growth must be stated, implying an increase of CO2 emissions, 
and by this of environmental pollution based on CO2 emis-
sions. This of course must be recognized as a highly troublesome 
trend and tendency, because it means that the world wide human 
society (and civilization) is still not in an ecological balance with 
the environment and natural environments. Concentrations 
of CO2 emissions in the atmosphere are reaching histori-
cal all-time highs, causing severe ecological problems, such as 
global warming (World Meteorological Organization 2017). 
Ecological pollution also has been identified as the primary 
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reason for disease and premature death in the world of today 
(Lancet Commission 2017; see also Vadrot 2014).5

(3)  Also, the global growth rate for political freedom stagnated, but 
more so declined (modestly) by tendency. This also possibly implies 
a stagnation of the short-term prospects and opportunities for more 
political freedom in the world. And the indicator with the lowest 
growth rates is income equality. In the case of income equality, it is 
not-much-more than a “cero” growth, indicating a trend dramati-
cally close to a complete stagnation for the period of 2002–2016. 
It even could be that income equality may be on the brink of 
sliding into a “negative” value range, then meaning and address-
ing a declining trend for income equality (i.e., pointing toward 
an increase in and of income inequality). Declines in political 
freedom and in income equality would (do) certainly and dramati-
cally challenge the global prospects of and for more democracy in the 
coming years.

(4)  There is a tendency that in world context and averaged as world 
means the non-political indicators grow faster and express a more 
dynamic profile of progress, progressing and advancement than 
the political indicators. For example, the redesigned Human 
Development Index and non-political sustainable development 
outperform the “Comprehensive sustainable development” 
(which includes political freedom); also economic freedom 
progresses faster than political freedom. Furthermore, the more 
narrowly defined (in terms of used and integrated indicators) rede-
signed Human Development Index expanded faster than the more 
broadly defined non-political sustainable development. This cre-
ates puzzles and challenges. One proposition could assert that 
more modest improvements in the political sphere are being out-
paced by more dynamic improvements in the non-political spheres. 

5The assertion here is: “Pollution is the largest environmental cause of disease and premature 
death in the world today. Diseases caused by pollution were responsible for an estimated 9 mil-
lion premature deaths in 2015—16% of all deaths worldwide—three times more deaths than 
from AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria combined and 15 times more than from all wars and other 
forms of violence” (Lancet Commission 2017, p. 1).
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Therefore, are society and economy of a greater importance 
than politics? What does this tell us about democracy? Should 
democracy place a greater concern on non-political issues and 
characteristics? Different interpretations and implications are 
feasible or at least possible. In the following, we want to refer 
to a few possible conclusions: (a) In the case of some political 
indicators, such as political freedom, we may still face a conceptual 
problem of how to measure these adequately. What could result 
are minimum or minimalist definitions, for example for politi-
cal freedom, with the consequence that only a passing of certain 
thresholds becomes evident and can be documented (with a cer-
tain power of convincement), whereas the measuring of higher 
levels of maturity still represents a real challenge. (b) Minimalist 
definitions of democracy, focusing and concentrating on fewer 
and limited political aspects and political characteristic, per-
haps communicate and deliver the impression of a world wide 
tendency of a stagnation or only modest improvement for the 
endeavor of democracy. Broader conceptualizations of democ-
racy that emphasize the importance of sustainable develop-
ment for the quality of a democracy and that refer therefore 
to developments and improvements in society and economy 
and in society and in economy, reveal (by tendency) perhaps 
a different picture: when such broader conceptualizations are 
being translated into attempts of empirical measurement (by this 
including also non-political indicators), then we may see in global 
context a more progressive development of society and economy 
(also of knowledge society and knowledge economy), and to a cer-
tain extent also of democracy or at least of the opportunities and 
prospects for democracy (including the concept of the knowledge 
democracy). In practical terms, what this can mean is (for exam-
ple): should medium-high or very high scores of political freedom 
stagnate, then democracies still can focus on improving their “non- 
political” sustainable development in society (and economy). To 
raise for discussion a radical proposition or at least a challenging 
question: Is there a certain plausibility to assert that also in theo-
retical terms the broader conceptualization of democracy and the 
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quality of democracy is more dynamic (by referring also to devel-
opment, also to non-political development) than minimalist con-
ceptual approaches toward democracy and the quality of democracy 
(that only look on political freedom in a narrow sense)?

(5)  In conceptual as well as in empirical terms there is still a dif-
ference between growth rates of scores, on the one hand, and 
score levels of indicators (and dimensions) and the actual height 
or highness of score levels as such, on the other. For example, 
tertiary education expresses a leading growth momentum, how-
ever, scores as score level are still lower when being compared 
with the score levels of other indicators and dimensions (see 
again Figs. 5.4 and 5.5). However, the analysis of growth momen-
tums (of indicators) is particularly important, because growth 
momenta could be interpreted as predictors (of course only to a 
certain extent and probability) of the future importance of differ-
ent areas and the involved opportunities of future development of  
society, economy and democracy.

3. Comparison of scores and score levels of the OECD and of the whole world: 
In all dimensions and for all indicators (but one) the country group of the 
OECD (here OECD35) outperforms the world average (here means for 
World122).6 The only exception for that comparison are CO2 emissions 
(in metric tons per capita), meaning that the OECD produces and gen-
erates (per capita) more environmental pollution on the basis of CO2 
emissions than the non-OECD countries (see Fig. 5.6). In that respect 
the OECD countries and advanced economies balance ecologically more 
negatively than the non-OECD countries and the emerging and develop-
ing economies. When we compare the score levels of the OECD and of 
the whole world in 2002 with 2016, then we can identify the following 
trend (see Figs. 5.7, 5.8 and 5.9): for eight indicators (dimensions), the 
gap became smaller, however, with regard to three indicators (dimen-
sions), the gap even widened to the advantage of the OECD and to the 

6To add here a methodic note: scores for world averages include also the OECD countries. 
Therefore, comparing the OECD with the world is actually a comparison of the OECD coun-
tries, on the one hand, with the OECD and non-OECD countries, on the other (within the 
applied framework of our analysis).
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Fig. 5.6 Comparison of score values (levels) for the OECD (OECD35) and the 
world (world 122) for late 2010s (2016). Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoretical)  
minimum, 100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calculation)
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Fig. 5.7 Comparison of distance (gap) of score values (levels) for the OECD 
(OECD35) ahead of the world (world 122) for the early 2000s and late 2010s 
(2002 and 2016) (Source Author’s own calculation)
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disadvantage of the whole world (the non-OECD countries). Referring 
to other (already stated) empirical observations, we can conclude: 
During the fifteen-year period of 2002–2016, the whole world improved 
its score levels across a broad range, but the whole world (non-OECD 
countries) improved faster than the OECD countries. In that respect, it 
has become easier for the non-OECD countries (or for some of the 

Fig. 5.9 Growth rates of score values (levels) for the OECD (OECD35) and the 
world (world 122) for the 2000s and 2010s by comparing 2002 and 2016 (sorted 
by world) (Source Author’s own calculation)
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non-OECD countries) to catch up with the OECD countries and to 
make the gap smaller. On a global scale, the world as a whole (by ten-
dency) moves more into the direction of an increasingly equal status (from a 
cross-country comparative perspective, and now not looking at distributions 
within countries). The path of development accelerates for the non-OECD 
countries faster than for the OECD countries. Toward the end of the 2010s, 
the OECD expresses less of a lead and of a performance lead against the 
whole world (the rest of the world outside of the OECD) than was the situ-
ation at the beginning of the 2000s. The momentum of development of the 
whole world progresses more balanced and more evenly distributed across the 
different countries in world context. Does this also slowly balance and “neu-
tralize” the global divide between OECD countries and the non-OECD 
world? Are there any chances for the developing economies to reach levels of 
development that are or will be comparable (in the foreseeable future) to the 
levels of development of in advanced economies? Of course, it should be crit-
ically mentioned that the gap of GDP per capita has not become smaller 
between the OECD countries and the whole world (non-OECD countries), 
but even has widened to some degrees. So, what is the essence of a gradual 
global socioeconomic balancing, if this does not also materialize in concrete 
terms such as GDP per capita? Of course, another critical question would 
have to be asked and raised here: Taking into account that political free-
dom has stagnated (modestly declined) during the period 2002–2016, so 
what was actually the role of democracy (and of democratization) for this 
general global improvement of socioeconomic development and in world 
wide socioeconomic development? The gap between the OECD and the 
means (averages) for the whole world are the largest in the domain of 
the following indicators: political freedom, tertiary education (ter-
tiary gross school enrollment), “Comprehensive sustainable develop-
ment,” GDP per capita (PPP, in constant 2011 international $), and 
redesigned Human Development Index. The gap between the OECD 
and the world average is the smallest for: gender equality and income 
equality. Concerning lower CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita), 
the average for the whole world scores better than the average for the 
OECD. Based on that specific profile of the slowly becoming smaller 
gap between the OECD the world (the non-OECD countries), the fol-
lowing propositions can be put forward for discussion:
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(1)  This trend that for a majority of indicators (dimensions) the gap 
between the OECD and the world (the non-OECD countries) 
became smaller, when the years 2002 and 2016 are being com-
pared, is also therefore so interesting, because this was not the 
case for an earlier time period. When the same methodic model, 
which we use here (with the score meaning of “0 = (theoretical) 
minimum” and “100 = empirical maximum”), is being applied 
for the shorter time period of 2002–2008, then we arrive at the 
reverse trend, meaning that the gap between OECD and the rest 
of the world (the non-OECD countries) actually has increased:
“… during the seven-year period of 2002–2008, the whole 
world improved its score levels across a broad range, but the 
world of the OECD countries improved faster than the world 
of the non-OECD countries. In that respect, it appears to be or 
to become for the non-OECD countries increasingly difficult, to 
catch up and to be at par with the OECD countries. On a global 
scale, the world as a whole moves more into the direction of an 
increasingly unequal status. The path of development accelerates 
for the OECD countries faster than for the non-OECD coun-
tries. Toward the end of the 2000s, the OECD expresses more 
of a lead and of a performance lead against the whole world (the 
rest of the world outside of the OECD) than at the beginning 
of the 2000s. The momentum of development of the whole 
world progresses increasingly unbalanced and unevenly distrib-
uted across the different countries in world context. Does this 
deepen and worsen the global divide between OECD countries 
and the non-OECD world? Are there any chances for the devel-
oping economies to reach levels of development that are or will 
be comparable (in the foreseeable future) to the levels of develop-
ment of the advanced economies” (Campbell 2013, p. 250).
While the whole world has become more unequal during 2002–
2008, the whole world has realized here an important trend rever-
sal, by managing to make the gap between the OECD countries 
and the whole world (the non-OECD countries) smaller (by ten-
dency). Several of the emerging economies are progressing faster 
than the advanced economies (in several areas and domains).
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(2)  Should those indicators (dimensions) be characterized further, where 
the lead of the OECD (and the gap to the disadvantage of the whole 
world and the non-OECD countries) is the greatest, then the asser-
tion can be drawn that the OECD leads with regard to knowledge 
or a “knowledge dimension” (tertiary education), the political free-
dom and the one economic core indicator of wealth (GDP per cap-
ita). This double lead in knowledge and political freedom could also 
be portrayed as a particular lead of the OECD countries in “knowl-
edge democracy.” It would be challenging, trying to distinguish here 
what the phenomena of a coevolution may be or if even casual 
relationships would apply (but what would determine what then 
of course?). In case of the advanced economies and advanced socie-
ties in context of the OECD, it appears to be empirically evident that 
there we experience at least a strong tendency that in advanced soci-
eties and economies also higher degrees of political freedom are being 
realized. There is by tendency a likeliness that advanced economies also 
will be democracies. Top performances in the economy and in sus-
tainable development require also the establishment, continuation 
and progressing of democracy: without democracy, a breakthrough 
to top achievements and top performances in the economy and in 
sustainable development would be much more difficult to achieve 
(if not even be impossible). Advanced economies appreciate higher 
levels of political freedom. Therefore, this supports beliefs or assump-
tions of a coevolution of the economy and of democracy in the high 
end of performance (of sustainable development). The freedom lead 
to the advantage of the OECD is also stronger (superior) for political 
freedom than for economic freedom, meaning that OECD countries 
are more leading with regard to political freedom, and are less lead-
ing with regard to economic freedom, when compared with the non-
OECD countries. This coevolution of freedom (political freedom), 
economy and sustainable development for the advanced economies 
also clearly supports (at least for this country group) the proposition of 
“democracy as an innovation enabler,” because advanced economies 
depend on knowledge and innovation as drivers. Knowledge and 
innovation appear to be key drivers for advanced economies, but 
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also for (advanced) democracies. Without sufficient and mature 
knowledge and innovation (of a high quality), advanced economic 
development in advanced economies cannot be realized (or only 
with a greater  improbability). Here, knowledge economy, knowledge 
society and knowledge democracy align and associate together in coev-
olution (Carayannis and Campbell 2012, p. 55). The one crucial 
indicator, in which economic lead manifests itself, is wealth, here 
foremost GDP per capita (from an economically aggregated per-
spective). Developed and advanced economies express higher GDP-
per-capita levels than the non-advanced (emerging and developing) 
economies. GDP per capita (as an indicator, but of course also by con-
tent) still discriminates against the non-OECD countries.

(3)  Those two indicators (dimensions), where the lead of the OECD, in 
comparison with the whole world (and by this also with the non-
OECD countries), is the smallest, refer to :equality gender equal-
ity and income equality.7 Here, of course, we speak of aggregated 
scores. But still, the empirical evidence (within the methodic 
concept of our applied model) is puzzling, and striking. While 
the advanced economies (and advanced societies) of the OECD have 
created a substantial lead with regard to freedom (political free-
dom, also economic freedom) as well as sustainable development vis-
à-vis the world of the non-OECD countries, the lead with regard 
to equality (gender equality, income equality) appears only to be 
marginal or secondary. Provoking (thought-provoking) proposi-
tions, therefore, are: (a) advanced sustainable development and 
the degree of freedom associate or coevolve together, implying a 
tendency that in context of advanced economies the economic 
progress and progress of society align with progress in freedom; 
(b) however, again in context of the advanced economies, progress 
in economy and society did not (necessarily) create a progress or sub-
stantial advancement of equality (particularly income equality), 
when compared with freedom; (c) substantial surpluses in freedom 

7We already indicated and discussed that on CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita) the 
OECD even scores worse and less good than the whole world (the non-OECD countries) (World 
Bank 2018). In that indicator domain, therefore, the OECD has no lead (see Fig. 5.8).
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are being overshadowed by modest increases and improvements (or 
even decreases) in equality, so, in context of the advanced OECD 
countries, progress in freedom is being decoupled from only-mod-
est-progress in equality; (d) advanced economies appear to be suc-
cessful to coevolve or even reinforce freedom, but they appear to 
be less successful in reinforcing and supporting a coevolution with 
equality; (d) in empirical terms, again in context of the advanced 
economies of the OECD, we cannot assert convincingly that 
progress in freedom will coevolve (with a high probability) with 
progress in equality. The radically asked question and the to-be-
asked-questions therefore may be: Were freedom and sustainable 
development in the advanced economies developed, emphasized 
and driven at the cost of equality? Has there even been a trade-off 
between freedom and equality in the process of progress for advanced 
economies and societies, to the disadvantage of equality? Does free-
dom represent the “strong dimension” and equality the “weak 
dimension” of and in advanced democracy? Does equality resemble 
the “Achilles’ tendon” of progress and further progress of economy, 
society and democracy? Was “equality” sacrificed for “freedom”? All 
those raised and suggested (for-discussion-suggested) propo-
sitions must be treated with great caution, because analytically 
we operate here at highly aggregated levels, so for individual 
countries the empirical assessment may indicate opposite and 
contrary findings. The explanatory power of the here applied 
framework of analysis of course is limited. Still, these aggre-
gated scores seemingly highlight some tendencies and trends, 
by this creating an analytical demand for next-stage inquiry into 
the relationship of freedom, equality and sustainable develop-
ment during the course of development and country evolution. 
Furthermore, equality and inequality are areas, on which more 
research should and must focus (Piketty 2015; Wilkinson and 
Pickett 2010; World Inequality Database 2018a, b).

(4)  While there is a large lead of the OECD ahead of the whole world 
with regard to economic wealth, indicated by GDP per capita, the 
lead of the OECD with regard to life expectancy already is substan-
tially smaller. To a certain extent, this may represent a puzzling 
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effect, because one could expect that surpluses in (economic) 
wealth would translate more directly into greater surpluses 
of life expectancy. In that respect the whole world (the non-
OECD countries) were successful in compensating their fur-
ther-lagging-behind (when being compared with the OECD) 
of GDP per capita with a less-lagging-behind concerning life 
expectancy.

(5)  Concerning less CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita) the 
whole world (and by this mainly the non-OECD countries) 
score better than the OECD. Here, the non-OECD countries per-
form ecologically more sensitive, or to turn this argument around: 
at least partially, achievements of the OECD in sustainable devel-
opment and economic progress are at the cost of also producing more 
environmental pollution for the whole world. Should the rest of 
the world follow a path of economic development, which is in 
ecological terms similar to the OECD, then it is foreseeable that 
more of an ecological challenge will be arising for the world in 
the coming years.

4. Comparison of growth rates of scores and score levels of the OECD and 
of the whole world across specific indicators (dimensions): Interestingly, 
the profiles of growth rates of indicators (and dimensions) over the 
period 2002–2016 reveal structurally some similarities by tendency for 
the OECD and non-OECD (the whole world), but of course there are 
also differences (see Figs. 5.8 and 5.9 and compare with Fig. 5.5). 
The similarities between the OECD and non-OECD (whole world) 
are: there is greater growth of indicators in association with knowl-
edge, such as tertiary education (tertiary gross school enrollment); 
the redesigned Human Development Index grows faster than 
non-political development (and “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment”); non-political sustainable development grows faster than 
“Comprehensive sustainable development” (also including polit-
ical freedom); economic freedom expands faster than political free-
dom; and gender equality progresses faster than income equality. For 
further in-depth analysis, we want to focus closer on the following 
aspects:
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 (1)  Within context (and of course also the limitations) of the model 
being used here, there is a certain plausibility being generated, that 
knowledge and innovation act as driver for development and pro-
gress not only for the OECD, but also the non-OECD countries. In 
that sense, the concepts of knowledge economy and knowledge soci-
ety (furthermore knowledge democracy) apply to advanced econo-
mies and societies as well as to emerging and developing economies 
and their associated societies. This transforms knowledge into a 
global category and a global principle for development and sus-
tainable development. The degree, maturity and advancedness 
of knowledge obviously differs across countries and economies. 
However, there are strong indications that the concepts of the 
knowledge society and of knowledge economy are also valid in 
the context of emerging and developing economies. One impli-
cation of this is that there is a need and necessity to develop a 
tertiary education system and types of universities and higher 
education institutions also in developing economies and the 
Newly Industrialized Countries. Higher education systems are 
not a privilege of the OECD countries, but represent a global 
standard that is valid everywhere. This associates potentially 
positively with the proposition of a “democracy as innovation 
enabler.”

 (2)  Non-political sustainable development grew faster in the OECD 
countries as well as for the whole world than “Comprehensive sus-
tainable development” (which also includes political freedom). 
Non-political development expands in the advanced economies, 
but also in the emerging and developing economies more rapidly 
than political development. In that sense and respect, there is a 
structural similarity between OECD and non-OECD coun-
tries (the Newly Industrialized Countries): in both contexts, 
(1) non-political development grew more dynamically than 
“Comprehensive sustainable development” or (2) the prac-
tically and successfully applied sustainable development (as 
it is being conceptualized here) associates perhaps closer to 
non-political development. At the same time, further progress 
in political development (political freedom) appears to stagnate 
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somewhat. Concerning political freedom, there is stagnation or 
modest decline in the non-OECD world and even more so of 
a stagnation and modest decline in the OECD world (but at a 
comparatively high level in the OECD countries).8 This again 
refers to the issue, whether our current metrics or scales of measure-
ment of political freedom are still focusing too much on checking 
or verifying, whether a minimum threshold of political freedom has 
been achieved. Should this be the case, then the measurement of 
development (of democracies and non-democracies) may slide 
over in favor toward using more non-political dimensions and 
indicators. On the contrary to political freedom, economic freedom 
grew faster than political freedom in the OECD countries and for 
the whole world.

 (3)  Growth rates for income equality rank (together with growth rates 
for less CO2 emissions and political freedom) in the lower third of 
the here measured dimensions and indicators.9 Income equality, 
in fact, stagnates, and did not really progress over the period of 
2002–2016. More troublesome, however, is the trend in context of 
the OECD: in the OECD, income equality even decreased during 
the years of the 2000s and 2010s (while income equality stabilized 
and perhaps even slightly improved for the whole world). This feeds 
fears and worries that income could decline while economies and 
societies are evolving and are becoming richer. The critical ques-
tion here would be: Is there a negative correlation between income 
equality and GDP per capita? The critical proposition would be: 
Should income equality decrease, while the general wealth (GDP 
per capita) in a society, economy and democracy is increasing, then 
how do advanced societies, advanced economies and advanced 
democracies cope with these challenges? When would a drop (a fur-
ther drop) in income equality produce a negative balance for the 
average GDP per capita mean (median) for the average person 

8See Fig. 5.5.
9For life expectancy we must note comparatively high levels of score values in empirical terms: 
for the OECD, life expectancy ranks first, i.e., highest. For the whole world (non-OECD), life 
expectancy still ranks second (see Fig. 5.7).
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(individual) in a society? Should such a negative scenario take 
place, then further increases of a general (aggregated) GDP per 
capita would not translate comprehensively (sufficiently) into 
income surpluses at the individual level. This would have all 
the potentials to trouble-spot, in the long run, the further pros-
pects of democracy and of sustainable development of democ-
racy, and may increase the chances that populism and radical 
populism could challenge and further challenge democracy 
(Heinisch et al. 2017; Wineroither and Kitschelt 2017).

 (4)  Contrary to the stagnation or decline of income equality, the 
gender equality is increasing. Gender equality is increasing for the 
OECD countries as well as the whole world (the non-OECD coun-
tries). In that sense it is interesting to see that gender equality and 
income equality are performing differently, and failures in income 
equality are being contrasted by successes in gender equality. More 
of a gender equality may be also be one of the factors contribut-
ing decisively to advancements in tertiary education and in the 
broadening of tertiary education, since the enrollment to and 
participation in tertiary education are becoming socially more 
equally distributed in a society.

 (5)  Our index of CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita) 
expresses for the OECD countries and the world average a 
negative growth. This implies that CO2 emissions actually accu-
mulated (for the OECD and for the world) empirically over the 
observed period of 2002–2016. We must state that environmen-
tal pollution, based on CO2 emissions, has been on the increase. 
The increase took place in context of the OECD countries, 
but also in the global context of the comprehensive world. 
Concerning CO2 emissions, the ecological balance of the whole 
world turned negative and developed clearly unfavorably. This 
indicates that ecological (socioecological) treatment of nature 
or of the natural environments of society and economy still 
represents a serious and crucial challenge for further sustaina-
ble development (see again Lancet Commission 2017; World 
Meteorological Organization 2017). Should there be no better-
ment of the ecological balance of humanity, then future advances 
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and progress of society, economy and democracy are clearly at risk. 
Ecology represents a serious and dramatic bottleneck for the coming 
next steps in the route striving to make more progress and advance-
ments. This again emphasizes the need to transform or to trans-
late ecological challenges into drivers for knowledge, knowledge 
production and innovation. This is being exactly attempted by 
the concept and model of the “Quintuple Helix Innovation 
System” (Carayannis and Campbell 2009, 2010, 2014). Social 
ecology represents a crucial field for further global develop-
ment and the future of humanity (Fischer-Kowalski 1998; 
Fischer-Kowalski and Hüttler 1999; Fischer-Kowalski and  
Haberl 2007).

(6)  The growth rates of scores and score levels across dimensions and 
indicators are (to a certain extent) structurally similar between 
OECD countries and the whole world. In that respect, and to 
formulate here a proposition, we experience structural similar-
ities or parallel trends (patterns of development) of the OECD 
as well as the non-OECD world (see and compare Figs. 5.8 
and 5.9). This could add a certain plausibility to the assertion 
and proposition that the inner logic of development or of sustain-
able development may be to some degree similar in context of the 
OECD countries (advanced economies), but also in context of 
the non-OECD countries (emerging and developing economies). 
Should this represent an accepted point-of-departure, then 
principles of knowledge and innovation of the knowledge econ-
omy and knowledge society would also apply to the emerging 
and developing economies and to the Newly Industrialized 
Countries. In that sense the principle of “democracy as innova-
tion enabler” could be loaded with a broader meaning. Despite 
these structural similarities in the growth patterns (across dimen-
sions and indicators), however, there is one interesting aspect: by 
and large, the non-OECD countries are growing faster than the 
OECD countries. With the exception of four indicators,10 the gap 

10These four indicators are gender equality, non-political sustainable development and GDP 
per capita. Also, while CO2 emissions in metric tons per capita are somewhat decreasing for the 
OECD countries, they increased for the whole of the world.
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between the OECD and non-OECD world, therefore, is becom-
ing smaller to the advantage of the non-OECD countries (for seven 
indicators). So the lead of the OECD countries has decreased 
somewhat. In that respect, the world has become more equal 
during the 2000s and 2010s, when non-OECD countries are 
being compared with the OECD countries (and now not refer-
ring to distributions within countries). The current (mid-term) 
trend is that the OECD and non-OECD countries developed 
and progressed during the years 2002–2016, but the non-OECD 
countries developed and progressed faster, while the OECD coun-
tries moved slower ahead. Should this be regarded now as a posi-
tive message on the prospects of development (further development) 
of the non-OECD countries? Certainly positively factors in that 
there was an aggregate development and upward mobility of 
the non-OECD countries as a whole (at least it would be rea-
sonable to argue in such a way). At least for a few of the non-
OECD countries, it is now possible to continuously make the 
gap toward the OECD countries smaller, perhaps even to catch 
up with some of the OECD countries and to overtake them. 
At the same time, however, concerning the “absolute” score levels, 
the OECD countries still are leading substantially in a diversity of 
areas (for example, GDP per capita). So while in “relative terms” 
the whole world is becoming more equal, in “absolute terms” the 
world still is substantially unequal in several of the important areas 
and domains. Furthermore, and this is equally important for the 
non-OECD countries, but also the OECD countries themselves, 
also the “internal equality” of countries and societies matters, and 
may even increasingly matter in the future (for example, concern-
ing income equality or income inequality). So there is continuously 
a mixed balance on equality in the world and on the equality of 
the global world developments.
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This chapter focuses on two central research questions: (1) How does 
political freedom relate to government/opposition cycles; and, furthermore, 
(2) how can the freedom ratings of Freedom House for political freedom be 
validated (if at all)? By approaching these questions, we want to add 
further perspectives to the overall analysis of democracy and quality of 
democracy in the world and our attempt of conceptualizing and meas-
uring democracy in global context. In fact, these two research ques-
tions, raised here, add a crucial line of thinking to our understanding of 
democracy.

For the underlying model for the basic dimensions (basic concep-
tual dimensions) of democracy and the quality of democracy, we pro-
posed a quintuple-dimensional structure (see again Figure A.5 in the 
introduction). The quintuple structure identifies the following five 
dimensions: freedom, equality, control, sustainable development and self-
 organization (political self-organization). Self-organization can take very 
different manifestations. One approach for looking at self-organization 
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closer is to focus on government/opposition cycles, which can also result in  
“political swings”, for example political left/right swings (see Figs. 6.1 
and 6.2). Government/opposition cycles (and political swings) 
may also be treated as an indicator for the dimension of “control”  

Political
(left/right)
swings

Direction
oof time

left right
Political left/right axis

liberal conser-
Political liberal/conservative axis vative
(North America)

Fig. 6.1 Political swings, political left/right swings (Source Author’s own  
conceptualization and visualization)
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Government/opposition cycles

Government

Political
(left/right)
swings

Opposition

left right

liberal conser-
vative

Fig. 6.2 The conceptual overlapping of government/opposition cycles and polit-
ical (left/right) swings (Source Author’s own conceptualization and visualization)
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(see in the introduction also Fig. 1.10): in context of the analyt-
ical framework in our work, the decision was taken to assign govern-
ment/opposition cycles to the dimension of self-organization. The 
left and right axis represents one of the main axes for structuring the  
political space, and by this also the political competition (Laponce 
1981). In US politics, the main axis for political self-identification is 
the liberal/conservative axis (Niemi et al. 1989, pp. 19–21). This North 
American liberal/conservative axis, however, could be reinterpreted into 
a left/right axis (Harding et al. 1986, p. 87; see again Fig. 6.1). Left and 
right also could be understood as a “left/right dimension” (Harding 
et al. 1986, p. 81).

Government/opposition cycle means that (1) opposition parties have 
a chance to be elected by the voters into office and (2) that government 
parties also are elected by the voters out of office. So there is a perma-
nent and constant fluctuation of parties into government office and out 
of government office. At the level of government, this creates change, 
for example a person change and a party change of the head of state 
or the head of government. For the political system, this creates phenom-
ena such as the political swings. Is there a cyclical or fluctuating iteration of 
power, where either by tendency political parties of the left (center-left) or of 
the right (center-right) control in an alternating sequence a majority of par-
liament and government (government coalitions), then political swings also 
take the form of political left/right swings.1

Government/opposition cycles (political swings) should be regarded as 
being crucial for democracies and their quality. The existence of govern-
ment/opposition cycles does not automatically prove that a state or 
government is democratic. However, there is a high probability for the 
inverse conclusion: without government/opposition cycles, and without per-
son change and party change of the head of government, it becomes rather 
unlikely that a government is democratic, so the political system does not 
represent a democracy. This would be particularly the case in the absence 

1For an analysis of political left/right swings at the national level of the political system in Austria, 
see Campbell (1992). For a long-term comparison of political left/right swings at the national 
and provincial level of Austrian democracy, see Campbell (2007). For a comparative international 
assessment of political left/right swings in North America and Western Europe, see Campbell 
(1996).
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of government/opposition cycles over a longer period of time. Therefore, 
government/opposition cycles add also to the quality of a democracy. 
In practical empirical terms, this means: out of an interest to apply a 
formal criterion for identifying democracies (and contrasting democra-
cies and semi-democracies vis-à-vis non-democracies), the rule would be 
to test and to verify, whether government/opposition cycles occurred, 
whether there was a change in person or in party of the head of gov-
ernment, perhaps not in a short-term perspective, but at least during a 
midterm perspective of time, and surely for a long-term period of time. 
In case of empirical absence of government/opposition cycles, it would be dif-
ficult to argue, why or how a country should be regarded of still representing 
a democracy.

There can be debates, what a good frequency for government/oppo-
sition cycles would or should be, whether there can be not enough, or 
perhaps even too much political change in governments, then perhaps 
leading to political instability. Therefore, it is not automatically prede-
cided that a numerical increase in frequency of person or party change 
within a government necessarily adds to the quality in a democracy. 
On the other hand, it can be asserted convincingly that the frequency 
of government/opposition cycles is then good when it supports the  
political competitiveness within a political system. Longer periods of 
dominance or even hegemony of one political party (or party leader) 
should therefore be evaluated critically with respect to which impact this 
may have on the quality of a democracy. The impact can be negative. 
In case of younger established democracies, for example in context of 
Newly Industrialized Countries (NICs) or emerging countries, we may 
observe the phenomenon of existence of a political party that domi-
nates in a hegemonic fashion for a longer period of time the political 
system. It would represent a trend and process of advancing maturity 
for that democracy should during the progress of time also opposition 
parties earn later a realistic chance of winning elections, and by this 
pushing an incumbent government party out of office. We may discuss 
the formation processes of democracy in India and Mexico by referring 
to such a conceptual framework of analysis and understanding. Other 
problematic scenarios are where a dominant political party within 
the political system is only challenged by a fragmented opposition.  
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It can be said that the Liberal Democratic Party, placing center-right or 
to the right, plays such a domineering role for the political system in 
Japan. The ability of a political system, to engage via government/opposi-
tion cycles in political swings (political left/right swing), by this enabling and 
supporting a viable and sufficient degree of political competitiveness within 
the system, represents certainly an important indication for the extent, 
magnitude and unfolding of quality within a democracy. For Western 
Europe, for the period 1945–1999, Wolfgang C. Müller and Kaare 
Strøm (2000a, p. 589) verify and demonstrate statistically and empir-
ically that government parties face a higher chance and likeliness to 
loose (votes) in subsequent and succeeding elections (see also the other 
contributions to Müller and Strøm 2000b). To look at that observa-
tion from a different perspective: would this not be the case (that gov-
ernment parties loose with a higher probability in upcoming elections), 
then the general trend would be that government parties attract higher 
shares of votes with every election cycle, finally approximating a hun-
dred percent share of votes and seats in parliament. Such a scenario, in 
its ultimate consequences, implies the end of democracy, with diminish-
ing and eroding opportunities for quality of democracy. Therefore, the 
general behavioral patterns of voters to vote government parties out of 
office in regular intervals should be regarded to be really rational, rep-
resenting a type of “homo politicus.” For Western Europe, we clearly 
experience a gradual increase in political competitiveness after 1945. 
For example, in the Scandinavian countries now non-socialist parties 
can win elections more easily, by this effectively challenging the domi-
nance of social democracy there. Contrary to that, the chance for social-
ist (social democratic) parties to win in elections also has increased in 
several of the Continental European countries, for instance in Germany 
(for a more general summary of political trends in Europe, see Luther 
and Müller-Rommel 2005). In the tradition of the political system of 
the USA, the concepts of “realignment” and “dealignment” describe and 
capture the momentum of increased political competition. Realignment 
refers to a (consistent) political swing to the left or to the right across 
different levels or institutions of American politics (Schlesinger Jr. 
1986). According to Clubb et al. (1990), there were three main rea-
lignment elections in the USA, in 1860, 1896 and 1932, leading to 
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the formation of three “stable” phases of a realigned American political 
system: 1862–1874, 1898–1910 and 1934–1946 (Clubb et al. 1990,  
p. 28). Dealignment, on the contrary, implies that there is not one 
major political swing trend, but that there are opposed and reversed 
political trends at the same time, where political swings are being neu-
tralized by counter-swings across the different levels and institutions of 
the political system (see also Dalton and Wattenberg 2002). The general 
assertion for American politics is that until 1945 the realignment phe-
nomena appear to be the rule, whereas political trends after 1945 behave 
more in terms of dealignment. In the context of the formation of the 
European party systems in a historical perspective, the phenomena of 
electoral waves and electoral swings across Europe also have been ana-
lyzed (Caramani 2015, pp. 118–148; compare also with Schmidt 1983).

This importance of government/opposition cycles for identifying 
democracy and quality of democracy is also acknowledge in principle by 
Przeworski et al. (2003). They assert: “Democracy is a regime in which 
government offices are filled by contested elections. The first part of 
this definition is easy to operationalize: it is relatively simple to observe 
which office, if any, is filled as a result of elections. But whether or not 
these elections are contested, in the sense defined earlier, is not always 
apparent. The existence of more than one independent party is a sine 
qua non of contestation, but it may not be sufficient” (Przeworski et al., 
p. 19). Therefore, Przeworski et al. (2003, pp. 19–20) apply three rules: 
“Rule 1: The chief executive must be elected”; “Rule 2: The legislature 
must be elected”; and “Rule 3: There must be more than one party.” 
Przeworski et al. (2003, p. 20) expand their argument by stressing: “We 
also extend this rule to disqualify as democratic those regimes in which 
incumbents used an electoral victory to establish (1) non-party rule 
or (2) one-party rule or (3) a permanent electoral domination. This is 
called the ‘consolidation’ rule.”

What drives government/opposition cycles, and by this political 
swings (political left/right swings), in political systems and in democ-
racy? In fact, it can and should be argued that the capability of a democ-
racy to allow, encourage and unfold peacefully (without violent means) 
government/opposition cycles, thus enabling the political system to engage 
in political swings, should be viewed and assessed as a key characteristic of 
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democracy that crucially contributes to the advancement and sustainable 
development of society and economy in a democracy. Several factors come 
into play for pushing government/opposition cycles. We will review 
three in more particular (see furthermore Campbell 2002, pp. 20–23)2:

1. Balance of power: Politicians and political parties should be driven by 
idealistic motives and the interest to better the people and society. 
However, this does not have to be the case, automatically. There is 
no assurance or warranty that politicians (political parties) will act 
altruistically. In fact, there are explicit models about politics that 
assume politicians to be selfish and egoistically acting. Anthony 
Downs (1957/1985, p. 28), for example, describes the motivation 
for party action as follows: “From the self-interest axiom springs 
our view of what motivates the political actions of party members. 
We assume that they act solely in order to attain the income, pres-
tige and power which come from being in office.” Furthermore, 
Downs (1957/1985, p. 30) asserts: “Politicians in our model are 
motivated by the desire for power, prestige and income, and by 
the love of conflict, i.e., the ‘thrill of the game’ common to many 
actions involving risk.” There is the phrase of “Power corrupts; 
absolute power corrupts absolutely,” which allegedly was used in 
a letter by John Emerich Edward Dalberg Acton, first Baron Acton  
(1834–1902), to Bishop Mandell Creighton in 1887: “Power tends 
to corrupt, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. Great men are 
almost always bad men.”3 The political institutions (of government) 
and the political system thus need mechanisms that constrain, contain 
and balance (neutralize) these egoistic and selfish desires and motivations 
of politicians. Without such balances, the misuse of power and political 
power would be the rule and norm, and there could be massive misuse. 
Larry Diamond and Leonardo Morlino (2004, pp. 22–23; 2005, 
pp. xii, xiv–xxxi) identify “eight dimensions of democratic quality”.  

2The factors discussed here that are interpreted to contribute to the phenomena of govern-
ment/opposition cycles (political swings) in political systems (democracies) actually also address 
the “Why Question”: Why are there political swings and government/opposition cycles?
3See: http://www.phrases.org.uk/meanings/absolute-power-corrupts-absolutely.html.

http://www.phrases.org.uk/meanings/absolute-power-corrupts-absolutely.html
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Two specific dimensions are “vertical accountability” and “horizontal 
accountability.” Government/opposition cycles (political swings) repre-
sent one manifestation for performing horizontal accountability. Because 
government/opposition cycles push politicians and political parties out of 
government office, this effectively imposes a balance against the misuse of 
political power. The self-interest-based behavior of politicians and of 
political parties (Downs 1957/1985) requires a regular repetition and 
renewal of the cyclical replacement of politicians, by ousting them 
out of office, since there is no perfect politician or perfect political 
party, which may not be tempted by the privileges and opportunities 
of power in association with government office.

2. “Vote-seeking,” “office-seeking” and “policy-seeking” (“cycle of seeking”): 
Behavior of political parties can be explained in reference to the 
concept of vote-seeking, office-seeking and policy-seeking (Strøm 
and Müller 1999). Vote-seeking means: parties want to win elections 
and votes, in order to take over public offices (government func-
tions) and/or to implement certain policies. Office-seeking means: this 
term implies that parties are primarily interested in the privileges of 
public offices, and therefore want to control government functions 
(compared with Downs 1957/1985). Policy-seeking finally means: it 
is emphasized here that parties try to attain government power in 
order to implement certain policies or an identified policy program. 
Idealized descriptions of democracies would want to assume that 
political parties and politicians (therefore governments) are primarily 
policy-seeking, interested in gaining election-based control over gov-
ernment (and the legislation, parliament), so that they can apply and 
implement a policy that does better the people and society. Viewed 
ideally, the parties strive to win elections and attain public offices in 
order to implement exactly that policy which they consider to be the 
best (optimal) policy for whole society. This policy should be derived 
from the ideology and/or programs of parties (values, party pro-
grams and electoral programs). The Downsian (Downs 1957/1985) 
modeling of politics, however, would propose the opposite, with the 
following implication: politicians and political parties are primar-
ily office-seeking (with the interest of exploiting the privileges and 
advantages of office), for that purpose must also be vote-seeking, and 
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act “policy-promising” to win the necessary elections. In addition, 
politicians and political parties may be exposed to the following “cycle 
of seeking”: as long as politicians and political parties are in opposition, 
the more they believe in their principles of policy-seeking. However, the 
longer politicians and political parties are in government and in power, 
then the self-logic of preserving this power may become domineering, thus 
pushing besides the original goals of policy-seeking. Earlier policy beliefs 
are sacrificed for the principle of staying in power. There is at least some 
political science evidence that the longer a political party stays in gov-
ernment power, the more there is a tendency of shifting emphasis 
from policy-seeking to office-seeking (for example, see Share 1999). 
Government/opposition cycles should and do help keeping the politi-
cal system (politicians and political parties) sufficiently focused on poli-
cy-seeking, preventing politics of becoming too one-sidedly biased in favor 
of vote-seeking and office-seeking.

3. Policy-based governance of governments (“balance of policy”): The con-
cept of policy-seeking implies that governments apply policy for the 
purpose of issue-addressing and problem-solving. Society, policy and 
economy (and the environmental context of society and economy) 
are constantly challenged by issues and by problems that seek solu-
tions. Some issues and problems may be solved, but there are always 
new issues and problems, entering the agenda. So the stream of old 
and new problems appears “endless,” in metaphorical terms, but not only 
metaphorically speaking. Also, we should be aware of that every policy 
program has its implicit strengths and weaknesses in the sense that it 
addresses only specific issues and problems, by this ignoring other issues 
and other problems. Furthermore, the design and approach of a policy 
program will be better in solving certain issues and problems, but will 
not have the capacity to address all issues and all problems with the 
same quality. For example: Should economic policy focus on eco-
nomic growth, control of inflation or reduction in unemployment? 
What is more important: economic growth, balanced public budg-
ets, increases in income and gender equality or environmental protec-
tion? Should there be more of a “market rationale” or a “governance 
by the state” and a “welfare system”? What results is that every gov-
ernment and government policy must be interpreted as a trade-off, and 
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trade-off here means in reference to the focus on problems and the applied 
means of problem-solving. We could assert that political parties (and 
politicians) specialize on certain policies and policy programs for 
the purpose of a betterment of society and economy (for a compar-
ative empirical mapping of such policy preferences, see Budge et al. 
2001; Klingemann et al. 2006). Governments are caught constantly in 
the dilemma of defining a hierarchy (ranking) of priorities for their pol-
icy program: What should be addressed, with which priorities, and how 
with which means? Therefore, government policies are always suboptimal 
by design and structure. How does the political system cope with this 
major challenge of being suboptimal in the application of govern-
ment policy? Political swings via government/opposition offer here 
one systemic answer and solution. Political swings, political left/right 
swings imply that constantly new parties and politicians enter govern-
ment office, by this replacing incumbent parties and politicians. For gov-
ernment policy, this produces the effect that also policy programs change, 
reshifting the focus on new issues and problems to be resolved and on new 
policy means and policy approaches. In conclusion of this, there are “pol-
icy swings” and “policy transformations” at the government level. Since 
also the new governments only apply a suboptimal governance, this 
feeds into a general cycle of government/opposition cycles for polit-
ical swings. Political swings, political left/right swings create the heter-
ogeneity and pluralism so essential for policy programs, which appears to 
be necessary for a balanced government and governance and sustainable 
development in the long run. Without political left/right swings and 
the connected policy swings, a political system and its governance 
would run the risk of becoming one-sidedly deadlocked in serious 
policy deficiencies, finally trapping the opportunities of development 
for a whole country. Political swings (political left/right swings) endow 
a political system with a crucial flexibility in policy and policy-making. 
Because a political system is politically “swinging,” it is better enabled for 
policy learning and policy evolution. This exemplifies how a democracy 
can leverage its pluralism and diversity for key advances in governance 
and policy. We can also construct how this may create a “meta-truth” 
for governance in a democracy: every government policy is suboptimal, 
but by the cyclical coupling of differently swinging government policies 
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these suboptimalities are balanced over a longer period of time, by this 
supporting in principle a betterment of society and economy. Of course, 
there is not only a swinging of policies, but some policies indeed 
may become replaced by other policies. Therefore, policy swings and 
policy transformation coexist. Policy learning and policy evolution 
refer to both aspects. Based on the assertion that (at least in some 
cases) opposition parties are more policy-seeking and government 
parties more office-seeking (see again above Share 1999; Strøm and 
Müller 1999), this adds additional plausibility to the argument, why 
political swings and government/opposition cycles are necessary and 
crucial for maintaining and improving the flexibility, the degree of 
innovation and problem-solving capability of government policy. 
Overlong periods of governance by the same parties and politicians 
may reduce the innovativeness in government policy. Therefore, politi-
cal swings are also connected to innovations of and in government policy. 
The interconnectedness of political swings and policy swings is addi-
tionally being explained (at least partially) by the so-called Saliency 
Theory (see Budge and Farlie 1983, pp. 21–56) in political science. 
This theory asserts that voters attribute specific competences for 
“issues” (and issue-solving and problem-solving) to the various par-
ties (and politicians). Voters are of the opinion that the individual 
parties are differently competent for specific issues and government 
policies. Parties (and politicians) cannot easily or randomly change 
their competences in the perception of voters, so every reshuffling 
in issue competence by parties and politicians may require time and 
efforts in convincing the electorate. “Saliency Theory” argues why 
when there is a shift in issue priorities in the perception of voters, 
the voters then often vote new parties and new politicians into office  
(see Campbell 2002, p. 21).

In the context of our framework of analysis, the operationalization 
and empirical measurement of the political subdimension of polit-
ical freedom is based on the aggregation of three indicators that are 
being provided by Freedom House: “political rights” (Freedom House 
2013a), “civil liberties” (Freedom House 2013a) and “freedom of press” 
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(Freedom House 2013c).4 How objective or how neutral are those free-
dom measures by Freedom House? One could argue that Freedom House 
already achieved a high degree of methodic transparency (Freedom 
House 2012a, b), also by displaying and making public the survey team 
(Freedom House 2012b). Furthermore, the methodic transparency 
of Freedom House appears to be further developed than that of com-
peting initiatives in the field of democracy measurement, for example 
the Democracy Index (Campbell et al. 2013, p. 6). When compared 
with earlier years (Gastil 1993), it is also obvious that Freedom House 
improved the transparency and quality of its methodology. For exam-
ple, since 2003, Freedom House publishes the more detailed aggregate 
scores of “political rights” and “civil liberties” (Freedom House 2013a), 
and since 2006 even the more specific subcategory scores.5 Pickel and 
Pickel (2006, p. 210) assert the following strengths of Freedom House: 
regular release of data; good access ability of the data; and an acknowl-
edgement of the need on reflecting on the conditions of practicability 
of democracy in day-to-day life of the surveyed countries. At the same 
time, however, Freedom House faces also criticism and is being chal-
lenged. One source of criticism refers to methodic and conceptual issues 
in reference to attempts of measuring democracy or liberal democ-
racy (Bollen 1993a, b; Bollen and Paxton 2000; Munck and Verkuilen 
2002). Also, Pickel and Pickel (2006, p. 221) provide an overview of 
the criticism against Freedom House and mention the one problem that 
freedom ratings are compared against US democracy, by this bench-
marking the world with American democracy. In addition, authors 
generally underscore the potentiality that Freedom House may be too 
biased in favor of objectives of US foreign policy, with the implication 
that depending on whether or not other countries align with US inter-
ests, this may impose an effect on the freedom ratings of the different 
countries. For example, Manfred G. Schmidt (2006, pp. 407, 413)  

4For a discussion of Freedom House, see also Rosenberger and Seeber (2008).
5See on the web: http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-aggregate-and-subcategory- 
scores.

http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-aggregate-and-subcategory-scores
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world-aggregate-and-subcategory-scores
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underscores that the freedom ratings of Freedom House associate too 
closely with the priorities in US foreign policy.6 In a more critical state-
ment based on academic reasoning, Bollen (1986, p. 586) argues in 
principle: “Regardless of the direction of distortions, it is highly likely 
that every set of indicators formed by a single author or organization 
contains systematic measurement error. The origin of this error lies in 
the common methodology of forming measures. Selectivity of informa-
tion and various traits of the judges fuse into a distinct form of bias that 
is likely to characterize all indicators from a common publication. This 
does not mean that the bias is large or that the measures cannot be used. 
It does mean that the variance in measures can be explained by at least 
two components, the actual level of rights or liberties and a bias effect. 
The relative contribution of these components is not known.”

In our famework of analysis, freedom is introduced as one of the 
basic dimension (basic conceptual dimension) for democracy and the 
quality of democracy (see Fig. 1.7). In that line of conceptual design, 
it then follows that political freedom represents a subdimension to free-
dom that is of crucial importance for democracy, quality of democracy and 
democracy measurement (Fig. 1.10). However, the three indicators that 
we use to aggregate and estimate political freedom in the world are 
all based on Freedom House. These are: “political rights” (Freedom 
House 2013a), “civil liberties” (Freedom House 2013a) and “freedom 
of press” (Freedom House 2013c). The measurement of political free-
dom in our analysis relies therefore in methodic terms completely on 
data being provided by Freedom House. This allows in principle the 
formulation of the criticism that our conceptual and methodic design 
expresses a potential weakness and may be biased or may be too biased. 
Of course we should state that our analysis is still “explorative” in char-
acter, meaning that follow-up data improvement across a diversity of 
sources is always possible. However, in systematic terms we decided to 

6Manfred G. Schmidt makes on Freedom House the methodic comment that “nicht alle 
Informationen über die Gewichtung der Beobachtungsergebnisse eindeutig und in allen Details 
nachvollziehbar” are (Schmidt 2006, p. 413). Also, the scores produced by this US institution 
may express “eine Schieflage zugunsten des US-amerikanischen Regierungssystems” (Schmidt 
2006, p. 407).
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go a step further. For having the opportunity of at least partially assessing 
and balancing the criticism that our construction of political freedom relies 
to one-sidedly on data by Freedom House, the decision was taken of intro-
ducing the concept of government/opposition cycles and of political swings 
(political left/right swings), but actually focusing on the government/opposi-
tion cycles. Government/opposition cycles are leveraged and analytically used 
for two purposes: (1) to validate the freedom scores by Freedom House; (2) 
to review empirically, whether democracies really can be characterized by a 
greater momentum of government/opposition cycles when put in contrast to 
non-democracies.7 We did not identify in advance political freedom as 
“the most” important subdimension, dimension of democracy. Would 
this have been the case and would have been asserted here, it then even 
would be more evident, why political freedom needs to be “validated.” 
But of course, it is evident that political freedom represents a crucial key 
dimension for democracy and quality of democracy. Therefore, it is not 
possible to conceptualize and measure democracy by neglecting or not 
incorporating political freedom into such a model of measurement.

To be in a position of referring to government/opposition cycles so 
that they can qualify (at least in principle) as a measure of validation 
for political freedom and Freedom House, it appears necessary to build 
upon a source that is completely independent from Freedom House. 
Political change and government/opposition cycles can occur at different lev-
els and government institutions of the political system. The political system 
allows here for different perspectives and approaches. To simplify com-
plexity, we decided to look only at government/opposition cycles (therefore 
blending out political left/right swings or other political swing phenomena), 
and again to concentrate on government change, focusing on two indicators: 
(1) peaceful person change of head of government, and (2) peaceful party 
change of head of government. This has two implications: there can be an 
in-person change of the head of government, which may also or may 
not be a change of political party to which the head of government is 
affiliated.

7At the beginning of this section, we already discussed, why government/opposition cycles (polit-
ical swings) can be regarded as an indication for democracy and advanced quality of democracy.
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One pragmatic reason, why we focused on the “head of government” 
and not the “head of state” or “chief of state,” is that in several countries 
(also democratic countries) the head of state represents power more in 
symbolic terms, for example if there is a constitutional monarchy (such 
as in Scandinavia, the Benelux countries and the UK). In constitutional 
monarchies, there may not be a change of the monarch for several dec-
ades. However, for the concept of government/opposition cycles this 
does not pose a problem, because the focus of government power con-
centrates there on the government and head of government.

In our interpretation of the head of government, we also took the decision 
to refer to what we call the “de facto head of government”. This implies 
to assess where the real power of government concentrates, and this may 
deviate from the formal construction of the institutions of government. For 
example, in Russia the head of government is represented by the pre-
mier, who is Dmitriy Anatolyevich Medvedev (since May 8, 2012). The 
chief of state (head of state) in Russia (since May 7, 2012) is Vladimir 
Vladimirovich Putin. Concerning the power interaction and interfer-
ences in Russian government, Medvedev is in formal terms the head of 
government. However, in real terms, Putin (and by this the president) 
represents the de facto head of government. Also in France, to refer to 
another example, we decided to interpret the institution of the presi-
dent as the de facto head of government (in-person this is Emmanuel 
Macron since May 14, 2017). By this the “de facto head of government” 
already represents an “interpreted variable” of government that in some 
cases can deviate from the “formal” head of government (as constructed by 
a constitution and in context of a constitution). However, this adjustment 
appeared to us necessary to better analyze and assess real dynamics of govern-
ment in the contemporary world. In addition to country-specific assess-
ment, possible general criteria for identification of the de facto head of 
government were, when we rated the president higher than the prime 
minister: no term limits or long (“overlong”) periods of governance of 
a president. In conceptual terms, it also makes more sense to focus on gov-
ernment/oppositions cycles based on interpretation of the de facto head of 
government than the formal head of government, because what really mat-
ters is political change of the “real” government head. In Table 6.1, we 
present the de facto head of government as we interpreted this political 
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government institution for 151 countries of our world model. The doc-
umentation in Table 6.1 displays only the status benchmarked toward 
mid-2018 (more precisely, as of April 30, 2018). This does not rule 
out the possibility that in our data base that we constructed and that 
underlies Table 6.1 there may not be a shift (in a few specific cases) 
from one government institution to another, during the whole time 
period of 1990–2017, when we seek to identify the de facto head of 
government.8 However, Table 6.1 represents a very good approxima-
tion for the whole-year duration from 1990 until 2017. Data input for 
Table 6.1 refers largely to the CIA World Factbook (Central Intelligence 
Agency 2013, 2018) and to subsequent volumes of “Political Handbook 
of the World” (for example, see Banks et al. 2006; Muller et al. 2012). 
We should assume that the formal representation of information on the 
head of government and head of state (chief of state) should be similar 
or approximate to each other in the different comparative sources and 
resources that are designed for a global audience for the purpose of fur-
ther analysis.

In Tables 6.2 and 6.3, person changes and party changes of the head 
of government (de facto head of government) are presented. More spe-
cifically, those years are documented, in which such changes occurred. In 
addition, the focus is on peaceful changes only. Non-peaceful government 
changes, using coercion or military means, such as the overthrow of 
government in a coup d’etat, are excluded. The reason for this is evi-
dent: violent changes of government are not an example for democratic 
government/opposition cycles (or democratic political left/right swings). 
The focus of Tables 6.2 and 6.3 is on the years 2002–2016. However, 
also additional time frames are represented: 1990–2017 and the first 
half or second half of 1990–2017 (1990–2003 and 2004–2017). 
Table 6.2 focuses on peaceful person change of the de facto head of gov-
ernment. Table 6.3 concentrates on the peaceful party change of the de 
factor head of government. From the viewpoint of democratic theory or 
a democratic understanding, party change of head of government appears 

8One concrete example here is Iraq, where we reinterpreted the de facto head of government by 
moving the attention from the president to the prime minister during the 2000s.
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to be more important, because only a party change qualifies as a “real”  
government/opposition cycle. Person changes of head of government 
are also possible within authoritarian or totalitarian political regimes, 
where the same political party stays in power. In Table 6.2, every year 
(per country) with at least one peaceful person change of the de facto 
head of government is counted as “1.” In Table 6.3, again every year 
(per country), with at least one peaceful party change of the de facto 
head of governments, also is counted as “1.” Specifically for the party 
change, the additional rule was applied that those years, where there was 
only a shift from a “non-party” to a party or from a party to a “non-
party” head of government, were counted as “0.5.” Per year, “1” repre-
sents always the possible maximum score for person change and party 
change. More than one person or party change in a given year does not 
push the score higher or beyond “1” (in context of our tabulations).

When we compare the empirical patterns for person and party 
change of the head of government (de facto head of government), we 
can provide the following short assessment (propositions) based on 
Tables 6.2 and 6.3:

1. Person changes are more frequent than party changes: For the whole 
covered country sample, there were 745 person changes and 433 
party changes during the period 1990–2017. This means that on 
average only about every second person change is also associated 
with a party change. For democracy and the quality of democracy, this 
may also imply that party change is even more important than person 
change, where party change represents the crucial reference (or “bottle 
neck”) for government/opposition cycles. In the respectively shorter time 
period of 2002–2016 (to which our comparative multidimensional 
index-building applies), there were 409 person changes and 242 
party changes.

2. There is no tendency of an increase in person and party change: When 
the periods 1990–2003 and 2004–2017 are being compared, we 
cannot identify an increase in person and party change. This result 
requires further assessment. However, it does not play in favor of 
a further gradual development of quality of democracy in a global 
format.
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3. There are countries with no changes of the head of government: In our 
sample, we can identify countries with no (peaceful) person change 
and party change of head of government for the whole period 
of 1990–2017. Examples for this are: Cameroon, Chad, Eritrea, 
Kazakhstan, Oman, Sudan and Uganda. Such a situation is, of 
course, not compatible with standard ramifications of a democracy. 
Per definition, in every country without a person change there is also 
no party change of head of government. Without having any addi-
tional information about a country and its political system, it is dif-
ficult to perceive how there can be a democracy or a “full democracy,” 
when there has been no person change or party change over a period of 
twenty-two years (1990–2017). Perhaps a “semi-democracy” is possible. 
But more likely, we should expect a concentration of “non-democracies” 
(authoritarian or totalitarian political regimes) among those countries 
with no person and party change. The absence of person change and party 
change of the head of government (de facto head of government) over a 
longer period of time (for example, more than two decades) provides for a 
political context, where balance of power appears unlikely to occur and to 
evolve, and where government and the political system will deviate to a 
concentration of power and a misuse of power. The number of countries 
with no party change is higher than the number of countries with 
no person change. Again, “no party change” represents here the crit-
ical benchmark. In a non-democracy, there can be a person change, 
even though there has been no accompanying party change. However, 
person changes, without an associated party change, represent only an 
“imperfect” government/opposition cycle: in a majority of cases (perhaps 
even all cases), this does not involve or manifest itself as a government/
opposition cycle. While the absence of party change of head of govern-
ment (absence of government/opposition cycle) rules out the presence of a 
democracy (full democracy or normal democracy), the opposite or inverse 
conclusion does not necessarily imply: the occurrence of a party change 
of head of government or of a government/opposition does not automat-
ically imply the existence of a democracy. Because of this, we should 
assume that the number of semi-democracies and non-democracies 
is even larger (particularly, when we are lacking additional informa-
tion). Therefore, the pool of countries with no party change plus some of 
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the countries with party change of head of government represents the “set” 
(potential set) of semi-democracies and non-democracies.

Our analysis in this chapter is guided by two central research questions: 
(1) How does political freedom relate to government/opposition cycles; and 
(2) how can the freedom ratings of Freedom House be validated? Within our 
framework of analysis, “political freedom” represents the average score over 
three indicators that are being provided by Freedom House (2013a, c):  
political rights, civil liberties and freedom of press. To approach the indi-
cated research questions more directly, we compare in Table 6.4 the 151 
countries of our world model on the following basis: first, we rank all 
countries in accordance with their average scoring for political freedom in 
the years 2002–2016, and, second, we then document per country the fre-
quency of person and party changes of head of government. In Table 6.5, 
we aggregate average scores for political freedom as well as person change 
and party change of the de facto head of government for three groups of 
countries that are based on a ranking of all countries in reference to their 
amount of political freedom: the top-third (ranks 1–50), medium-third 
(ranks 51–100) and bottom-third (101–151) of all countries. Figure 6.3 
visualizes the results, only for the fifteen-year period 2002–2016.

Based on the empirical results that are arranged in Tables 6.4 and 6.5, 
we finally present for further discussion the following interpretations 
and propositions, also specifically in reply and in reference to the two 
research questions that underlie our analysis in this chapter:

1. How does political freedom relate to government/opposition cycles? When 
political freedom is approached as is being suggested here within the 
context of our framework of analysis, by aggregating together three 
indicators of Freedom House (political rights, civil liberties and free-
dom of press), then there appears to be a clear empirical evidence: 
there is and there operates a certain congruence between political freedom 
and government/opposition cycles. Political freedom and government/op-
position cycles encourage each other. Furthermore, it may be postulated 
that there operates even a coevolution between political freedom and gov-
ernment/opposition cycles. Government/opposition cycles require politi-
cal freedom, and political freedom requires government/opposition cycles: 
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there cannot be the one without the other. Of course, there always is 
the question and challenge, what would be a good balance between 
the amount of political freedom and the amount (frequency) of 
government/opposition cycles. So a simple increase in govern-
ment/opposition cycles does not automatically imply an increase 

0.468

1.677

2.790

1.532

2.958

3.900

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0

Bottom-third 
ranking countries 
(ranks 101-151)

Medium-third 
ranking countries 

(ranks 51-100)

Top-third ranking 
countries (ranks 

1-50)

Person change

Party change

Fig. 6.3 Average frequency of person change and party change of head of gov-
ernment based on a ranking of countries (151 countries) in reference to political 
freedom (for the fifteen-year period 2002–2016) (Source Author’s own calcual-
tions and visualization based on Table 6.5)
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in quality of democracy. However, with practically no government/ 
opposition cycles, a government or a political system cannot be dem-
ocratic. Therefore, the existence of government/opposition cycles draws a 
line of distinction between democracies and non-democracies, with pos-
sible “gray areas” for semi-democracies in a short-term (and midterm) 
perspective. Without government/opposition cycles (over a longer period 
of time), a political system cannot and does not qualify as a democracy. 
By this, government/opposition cycles should be regarded as an impor-
tant structural characteristic as well as a process-related characteris-
tic for attempting to identify democracies, and beyond democracies also 
semi-democracies and non-democracies. Of course, government/op-
position cycles alone do not make for a democracy. There may be 
(peaceful) government/opposition cycles a non-democratic setting. 
But without government/opposition cycles, a “democracy cannot be a 
democracy,” meaning that a government regime and political system do 
not represent a democracy (even if this is the “official” political self-as-
sertion of a regime). Party changes of head of government are here more 
important than person changes of head of government, because a peace-
ful person change of head of government is also possible (and thinkable) 
in authoritarian or totalitarian political regimes. Put down in empiri-
cal figures and data, and based on a ranking of 151 countries in ref-
erence to their status of achieved political freedom and observed for 
the period 2002–2016, the top-third ranking countries (with regard 
to political freedom) realize on average a degree of peaceful per-
son change of head of government about 2.55 times higher and a 
degree of peaceful party change of head of government about 5.96 
times higher than when compared with the bottom-third of countries 
(see Table 6.5 and Fig. 6.3). In statistical terms, when political free-
dom, on the one hand, is correlated with peaceful person and party 
change (of the head of government) on the other, then a highly sig-
nificant positive correlation results: this significant outcome can be 
reproduced for the Pearson correlation as well as for non-parametric 
correlation procedures (see Table 6.6). This provides clear empirical evi-
dence for the existence and performance of a coevolution between polit-
ical freedom and government/opposition cycles, where political freedom 
and government/opposition cycles associate with each other and motivate 
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and promote in mutual combination and interaction a democratic devel-
opment and quality of democracy. Government/opposition cycles are 
equally important for democracies and semi-democracies in emerging 
markets, the NICs and developing countries: here, the “experiment” 
of engaging in a real (and peaceful) government/opposition cycle may 
mark the crucial unfolding of a process of democratization.

2. How can the freedom ratings of Freedom House be validated? In empir-
ical terms, we demonstrated a positive correlation (and highly sig-
nificant) between the degrees of achieved political freedom and 
the existence and frequencies of government/opposition cycles (see 
above). The sources that we used for political freedom and govern-
ment/opposition cycles were different, which was necessary for our 
attempt of validation. Political freedom we referred completely to 
Freedom House (Freedom House 2013a, c). For government/op-
position cycles, we referred to other standard sources (for example, 
Central Intelligence Agency 2013; Muller et al. 2012, as well as Banks 
et al. 2006). For government/opposition cycles, the use of alterna-
tive sources also would have produced basically the same results.9  

Table 6.6 Correlation of “political freedom” with “person change of head of 
government” and “party change of head of government”

(**): Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)
Comment: For the computation SPSS (version 24) was used
Source Author’s own calculations based on Table 6.4

Person change Party change
Correlation

Pearson Correlation
Political freedom 0.450 (**) 0.548 (**)
Nonparametric Correlation (I)

Kendall’s tau_b
Political freedom 0.375 (**) 0.466 (**)
Nonparametric Correlation (II)

Spearman’s rho
Political freedom 0.516 (**) 0.634 (**)

9In the current literature, there is maximum consent, who the head of government of a specific 
country is (or was) and which party affiliation this head of government has (or had in the past).
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The positive correlation between these different sets of indicators (politi-
cal freedom with government/opposition cycles) represents, in methodic 
terms, a crucial argument in favor of “validation” of the freedom ratings 
of Freedom House. By this it can be demonstrated that the aggregation 
of three indicators of Freedom House (political rights, civil liberties and 
freedom of press) associates in an amplifying mode and positively with 
the degree and frequency of government/opposition cycles, more specif-
ically the peaceful person and party change of head of government. To 
turn this line of thinking around: in a situation of no observed cor-
relation (positive correlation) between political freedom and govern-
ment/opposition cycles, the validity of the freedom data of Freedom 
House could have been seriously questioned.10 In that sense, the 
quality of freedom data and freedom ratings of Freedom House 
may be on the whole and by tendency even better than in some of 
the assessments provided by scholars, where critical comments pre-
vail. This does not exclude the possibility or also the need that for 
specific cases the freedom rating of a specific country by Freedom 
House should indeed be questioned or revised. Based on the-
ory and concepts of democracy, we are in a good position of offer-
ing a good reasoning, why government/opposition cycles (to some 
extent also political left/right swings) are important for democ-
racy and quality of democracy (see again the raised and discussed 
arguments at the beginning of this section). Government/opposition 
cycles act as drivers for promoting and progressing democracy and qual-
ity of democracy world-wide and in a global format. Other forms of 
political swings (for example, political left/right swings) also have 
the potential to contribute positively to democracy and quality of  
democracy.

10Would (in a hypothetical scenario) the freedom ratings of Freedom House and the govern-
ment/opposition cycles behaved to each other in a mutually negative statistical correlation, then 
this would have created a “puzzle,” not easy to interpret, perhaps fundamentally questioning our 
conventional wisdom.
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The analysis in this work was guided by the following two key research 
questions, which also structured the research and organization of 
research: How to conceptualize and measure democracy and the quality of 
democracy in global comparison? As third (and complementary) research 
question we referred to the proposition (hypothesis) of “democracy 
as innovation enabler.” This research interest resulted in conceptualiz-
ing and measuring the quality of democracy in a world wide approach. 
The empirical macromodel consisted of 160 countries that represented 
more than ninety-nine percent of the world population. This country 
reference included democracies and non-democracies (democracies, 
semi-democracies and non-democracies). The empirically covered years 
were the fifteen-year period of 2002–2016. For that purpose also a spe-
cific conceptualization was developed. The basic quintuple-dimensional 
structure of democracy identifies five basic dimensions (basic conceptual 
dimensions) for democracy and quality of democracy: freedom, equal-
ity, control, sustainable development and self-organization (political 
self-organization) (Sect. 1.2). Strictly indicator based on the country 
sample was referred to these dimensions. Particular emphasis was placed 
on the dimensions of freedom, equality, sustainable development and 
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self-organization (government/opposition cycles as a manifestation of 
political self-organization). The empirical outcome of this endeavor is 
documented in an indicator-and-data format for all countries, all years 
and all dimensions (subdimensions) in the tables followed in Appendix 
(Appendices A.1–A.3).

The work here demonstrates that already it is possible to measure qual-
ity of democracy systematically and in a global comparison with the existing 
and publically available data and indicators, at least when the covered 
year period is set to start after 2000. The analysis is not limited and 
bound to democracies only, but can address democracies and non- 
democracies (democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies). In 
the case of non-democracies, the absence of quality of democracy can 
be demonstrated. With the comprehensive inclusion of non-democra-
cies (in addition to democracies and semi-democracies), this attempt of 
measuring quality of democracy converts the applied model into a world 
model, which is only constrained in case of missing data.1 But even these 
data imperfections cannot question in principle the raised assertion of 
a world model for measurement of democracy and quality of democ-
racy. Conceptualizations of quality of democracy, well grounded in the-
ory and in discourses on democracy, can be designed and can be applied 
for practical inquiry. As conceptualization, which was the reference for 
our research, we proposed to introduce the basic quintuple-dimensional 
structure of democracy. Democracy measurement, based on theories and 
concepts of quality of democracy, can be achieved in contemporary context. 
For the coming years, this provides the further opportunity of a further 
co-development (“co-evolution”) of theory of democracy and measure-
ment of democracy, which appears to be necessary exactly in such an 
interlinked and cross-linked mode and approach. One practical aspect 
of the way how quality of democracy was conceptualized and measured in 
the framework of the work here is that it can be interpreted to result in a 
comparative multidimensional index-building for democracy (also degrees of 

1For example, the full model (macro-model) of 160 countries (territories) relates to more than 
99% of the world population. Depending on data availability, always at least 122 countries 
(“World 122”) were covered, still representing between 92 and 94% of the world population (see 
Sects. 2.1, 2.4, and Fig. 2.2).
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democratization for all countries) in the world. Despite this ability of a 
global democracy measurement in contemporary context, supported by 
a reasoning based on a conceptual design development rooted in the-
ory of democracy, still a paradox prevails. The consequences of democracy 
measurement also appear to present (to “produce”) ambiguities, puzzling 
empirical effects and trade-offs in the empirical results. For the analytical 
interpretation of outcomes in democracy measurement, often different 
and conflicting propositions can be suggested, where no easy balance 
or “solution” at a “meta-level” is in near sight. Shifts in a “conceptual 
position” lead to shifts in assessment. This may mean that we still do 
not fully understand how the dynamics of democracy development is 
unfolding and evolving on a global scale. This also underscores, why it 
is so difficult to address “Why Questions” of democracy and quality of 
democracy in a meaningful (and non-trivial) way.

In the following, the conclusion is structured in three sections. In the 
first section, global trends for the dimensions of freedom and equality 
are summarized. Section two, in the format of an outlook, formulates 
hypotheses for further research on democracy and quality of democracy 
in a world wide format. Section three, finally, engages in a short resume.

7.1  Conclusion: Summary of Comparison 
of Countries and Country Groups Over 
the Dimensions of Freedom and Equality 
(2002–2016)

In this section, we again summarize in a focused approach the results when 
comparing the different countries and country groups across the dimension 
(basic dimensions) of freedom and equality. The dimension of freedom is 
being specified into the following two dimensions (subdimensions): polit-
ical freedom and economic freedom. The dimension of equality (here) 
distinguishes between two dimensions (subdimensions): income equality 
and gender equality. There always can be (and probably always will be) a 
serious discussion and by this a (potentially) conflicting discourse, what 
the essential and underlying dimensions of democracy and quality of 
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democracy are. Depending on the specific theory or conceptual approach, 
there may be disagreement (for an overview of theories and models of 
democracy see: Cunningham 2002; Held 2006; Meyer 2009; Schmidt 
2010; Sodaro 2004). For clarification in discussion, it may be appropriate 
to distinguish between basic and non-basic (so-called secondary) dimen-
sions of democracy. Basic dimensions should be regarded as being essen-
tial for democracy, while in the case of non-basic (secondary) dimensions 
there can be a greater amount of discussion, but also higher degrees of dis-
sent, whether these qualify or should qualify to be crucial for democracy, 
crucial for our understanding of democracy and crucial for the quality of 
democracy.2 There appears to be a widespread consensus (at least in discourses 
in Europe, the USA and North America) that freedom and equality represent 
two decisive basic dimensions of and for democracy and the quality of democ-
racy. Without sufficient forms or degrees of freedom and equality, a political sys-
tem does not qualify to represent a democracy. This assertion and proposition 
becomes complicated by several additional considerations: (1) freedom as 
well as equality already are broad categories or dimensions. The challenges 
arises, how to define freedom and equality further, to support a more pre-
cise approach of analysis. Within the model and framework of analysis, 
being applied here, the decision was made to distinguish between politi-
cal and economic freedom, and between income and gender equality (see 
Sect. 1.3 and Chapter 2). (2) Furthermore, there can be trade-offs and con-
trary trends, developments and movements between freedom and equal-
ity as a whole, or also between subdomains or subdimensions of freedom 
and equality. For example, economic freedom and gender equality may 
improve, political freedom may stagnate and income equality even decline. 
How should such possible trade-off developments be evaluated and assessed 
comprehensively, are there options to initiate and again create a more bal-
anced picture at a meta-level, or does this create paradoxes and puzzles that 
cannot be solved (at least not with rational means)?

2In Sect. 1.2, we presented the concept of the quintuple-dimensional structure of democracy that 
identifies five dimensions as basic dimensions (basic conceptual dimensions) for democracy (see 
Fig. 1.7). Among these are freedom and equality. We decided not to discuss further what possible 
secondary (non-basic) dimensions of democracy there may be.
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In Sect. 1.2, based on a review of the traditional (classical) as well as 
recent literature on democracy and democracy research, we proposed to 
speak of five basic dimensions that define, underlie and create democ-
racy and quality of democracy. These dimensions are:

1. freedom;
2. equality;
3. control;
4. sustainable development;
5. and (political) self-organization.

The two most basic dimensions of democracy are freedom and equality. 
Freedom, equality and control represent an arrangement of dimensions, 
favored by several authors (see Lauth 2004, pp. 32–101; Democracy 
Barometer 2013).3 O’Donnell (2004, pp. 11–13, 42) draws the con-
nection between human rights and human development. It can be 
convincingly argued that human development can be reinterpreted 
as a manifestation of sustainable development. The performance of 
the non-political dimensions, in context of the Democracy Ranking 
(Campbell 2008, pp. 32–34), serves as another example, which can be 
interpreted and reinterpreted in terms with sustainable development.4 
An explicit reference to sustainable development as the fourth dimen-
sion of and for democracy and the quality of democracy was made 
by Campbell (2012, pp. 296, 301–302, 306). These four dimensions 
together (and put into interplay, combination and overlap) can be dis-
cussed as the “Basic Quadruple Dimensional Structure” of democracy 
and the quality of democracy, by this also producing a “Quadruple 
Helix Structure of the Basic Dimensions” of democracy (Campbell and 
Carayannis 2013).

3The Democracy Barometer follows conceptually a three-dimensional approach to democ-
racy, by emphasizing: “In the understanding of the Democracy Barometer project, democracy 
rests on three principles: freedom, control and equality” (http://www.democracybarometer.org/
concept_en.html).
4The Democracy Ranking initiative identifies five non-political dimensions: gender (socioeco-
nomic, educational), economy, knowledge, health and the environment.

http://www.democracybarometer.org/concept_en.html
http://www.democracybarometer.org/concept_en.html
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Should self-organization (political self-organization) be added as 
a fifth basic dimension to democracy, also for the purpose of explain-
ing democracy and the quality of democracy, then the conceptual 
consequence for theory would be that the conceptual complexity of 
and for democracy would increase. What results is a Basic Quintuple-
Dimensional Structure of democracy and the quality of democracy, which 
again could be conceptually converted into a Quintuple Helix Structure 
of the Basic Dimensions of democracy and the quality of democracy.5 One 
manifestation for political self-organization is political swings in form of 
government opposition cycles. In context of the framework of analysis 
being provided here, our applied model of conceptualization and meas-
urement of democracy in global comparison focused on the dimensions 
(basic dimensions) of freedom, equality and sustainable development, 
and already to a lesser extent on political self-organization (political 
swings). No particular emphasis was placed on the dimension of con-
trol. However, we should add that the conceptual boundaries between 
these dimensions are not always sharp, but in fact overlap, and are fur-
thermore subject to different and conflicting interpretations. Political 
swings, for example, can be assigned to the dimension of political 
self-organization, but also to the dimension of control.

In the previous chapters to the empirical model (Chapters 2–6), a 
major emphasis of analytical focus was placed on the basic dimension 
of sustainable development, and how countries (democracies, semi-de-
mocracies as well as non-democracies) perform and develop (have devel-
oped over time) in relation and relationship to this analytical reference. 
In this Sect. 7.1, we focus now on the dimension of freedom (politi-
cal freedom and economic freedom)6 and the dimension of equality 
(income equality and gender equality) that define as well as represent 

6While there is a large consent that political freedom relates substantially to democracy and the 
quality of democracy, this is not necessarily the case for economic freedom. Critics may argue 
that economic freedom relates to the domain (system) of the economy, but does not convincingly 
qualify as a characteristic (attribute) for democracy. The decision here, however, was to intro-
duce economic freedom as one dimensions (sub-dimension) for conceptualizing and measuring 
democracy and democracy progress in global comparison. This should invite a diversity of differ-
ent possible perspectives.

5See again our previous reasoning and analysis in Sect. 1.3 and Chapter 6.
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the two basic dimensions of primary and pivotal importance for democ-
racy and the quality of democracy. By this we again engage in a more 
classical view or perspective, by this in accordance with a traditional under-
standing and theoretical understanding of democracy, which has been 
recently challenged by the importance of sustainable development. It is the 
global world perspective that has brought sustainable development into play. 
For the comparison in this section, we rerun several of the countries and 
country groups to which we already referred to in our more detailed 
(year-specific) comparison in the previous chapters (and sections). In 
the following comparison here, we created averages (means) for the 
whole seven-year period 2002–2016. Thus, the now discussed data do 
not plot trends, but display, on the other hand, a more stable and robust 
picture of relationships.7 The following propositions are being supposed 
for further discussion:

1. Comparison of the USA and the European Union (EU15, EU28) in 
relationship to the dimensions of freedom and equality (2002–2016): 
The USA can be compared directly with individual European coun-
tries, also member states to the European Union. This certainly repre-
sents a legitimate procedure. Of course, there always can concerns be 
raised, what the proper level (unit of analysis) would be, when com-
paring the USA with the European Union: (1) USA versus European 
countries; (2) US states versus European countries; (3) or USA ver-
sus EU? This matrix of options even could be extended. Concerning 
the European Union, there also can always be a debate, whether the 
EU15 or EU28 would qualify as a better and fairer candidate for 
a comparison with the US regarding history, path trajectory and 
path-dependent development, the EU15 is more similar to the USA 
and has faced circumstances, which make a direct comparison easier. 
For example, Eastern-Central Europe, now a major region within the 
EU, had suffered for decades under insufficient communist policy 

7One methodic effect of creating averages (means) across the whole period 2002–2016 is also 
that by this possibly distorting effects of missing data (“missings”) are being balanced, at least to 
a certain extent. For a year-by-year comparison, missing data can impose more of an impact on 
individual years and their interpretation.
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regimes and limited sovereignty within the imperial sphere of influ-
ence of the Soviet Union. At the same time, however, it must be 
mentioned and underscored that the European Union (in its institu-
tional manifestation) does not exist as EU15, but only as EU27. In 
that respect, the EU15 represents also an analytical narrowing-down, 
deviating from real-world institutional settings. When comparing the 
USA (alternatively) with the EU15 and EU27, the following impres-
sions can be drawn:

(1)  USA and EU15: Concerning political freedom, the EU15 
leads marginally, with regard to economic freedom, the USA 
has a substantial lead. Concerning again gender equality, the 
EU15 again leads marginally, with regard to income equal-
ity more substantially (see Fig. 7.1). Are the two freedom and 
equality dimensions being aggregated together into one free-
dom and equality dimension, then the USA leads in the sphere 
(domain) of freedom, and the European Union leads in the 
sphere (domain) of equality (see Fig. 7.2). This means that the 
EU15 performs better with regard to equality, more so in reference 
to income equality, less so in reference to gender equality. So the 
comparative quality of democracy in the EU15 focuses more on 
equality, when compared with the USA. The USA only achieves 
a split lead with regard to freedom. The USA leads in refer-
ence to economic freedom, but lags marginally behind the 
EU15 in reference to political freedom. Particularly this lagging 
behind EU15 with regard to political freedom is interesting.8  
The more of equality in Europe (EU15) did not constrain a per-
formance (good performance) in political freedom. The non-lead 
in freedom by the USA is contrasted by the already-lead (yet-lead) 
of the European Union (EU15) in equality. All together, it appears 
that the EU15 mobilized a comparative aggregate advantage over 
the dimensions of freedom and equality, when placed into a direct 

8This can be used as an argument against the assertion that Freedom House-generated data or 
a Freedom House-based constructing and designing of a freedom dimensions is automatically 
biased in favor of a good positioning of the USA.
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comparison with the USA (and for the period of time of 2002–
2016). In that sense, the American model of democracy and quality 
of democracy is being seriously challenged by the European model 
(models) of democracy and their quality. So it cannot be said that 
the comparative quality of American democracy, when compared 
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with EU15, is per se freedom. However, it should be added that 
the lead of the EU15 over the USA is only very tight and thin 
in the dimensions (subdimensions) of political freedom and in 
gender equality, so we cannot really speak here of a hegemony 
in quality in favor of the European Union. Despite the propo-
sition that the EU15 realized competitive quality-of-democracy 
advantages in equality, there results also the (competing) picture 
of a deadlock or stalemate, when compared with the USA, because 
the progress of the EU15 is only marginal in two dimensions (sub-
dimensions). So the ambiguity and puzzling effect would be the 
assertion that there does not exist a clear-cut picture, whether the 
EU15 has advanced further than the USA with regard to quality 
of democracy. Patterns of lead are fragile, and perhaps (but not 
necessarily) may shift in future.

(2)  USA and EU28: For the comparison of the USA with EU15, 
the one (contested) conclusion was (is) that the EU15 leads in 
both dimensions (subdimensions) of equality, while with regard 
to freedom, there is a split situation: the (small) lead of EU15 
in political freedom is being contrasted by a clearer lead of the 
USA in economic freedom. All together, however, it appears 
that the advantages (on grounds of quality of democracy) are 
more with EU15. Is the focus of analysis extended and broadened 
from EU15 to EU28, then the advantages move and gravitate 
more in favor of the USA (see Fig. 7.3). Within the framework 
of comparison of the USA versus EU28 (in the time frame 
2002–2016), the following patterns are manifested: the USA 
leads marginally on political freedom and substantially on eco-
nomic freedom, and the USA leads furthermore marginally on 
gender equality, while the EU28 lies ahead in income equality. 
By this, income equality represents the only dimension (subdimen-
sion), where EU27 realizes an advantage, when put in contrast to 
the USA. Are the two dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom 
(political freedom and economic freedom) as well as of equal-
ity (gender equality and income equality) aggregated together 
into one meta-dimension of freedom and equality, then the 
USA places ahead in context of freedom, but EU28 is in the 
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forefront of equality (see again Fig. 7.3). Summarized and sum-
marizing propositions therefore are: (a) is the conceptualization 
of democracy and quality of democracy being based on freedom and 
equality, then the overall advantage, competitive advantage, leans 
marginally in favor of the USA. This US lead is clearer in freedom, 
while in equality we are confronted with a split situation, with a 
slight advantage of the USA on gender equality, whereas the EU28 
lies evidently ahead in income equality. (b) By tendency, there are 
structural similarities in the dimensional profile of EU28 and 
EU15. But despite this asserted structural similarity, the EU28 
lags behind EU15 in all dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom 
and equality. On these grounds, and when based on the dimen-
sions of freedom and equality, it appears that quality of democ-
racy has developed to a higher degree in EU15 than in EU28. 
Still, differences in scores between EU15 and EU28 are only 
minimal. This minimal drawback of EU28, however, is suffi-
cient, to place EU28 behind the USA on several of the meas-
ured dimensions.

(3)  USA versus EU15 or EU28: The remaining ambiguity now of 
course is to decide or wanting to decide, whether EU15 or 
EU28 represents a better (fairer) comparison for the USA. The 
dilemma here however is that this cannot be decided on neu-
tral grounds. The pros and cons arguments work in both ways 
or either ways. In one understanding, this even could have the 
consequence of going so far as to assert that it cannot be really 
decided, whether the USA or the European Union is leading 
or has realized a competitive advantage with regard to freedom 
and equality. Unquestionable is only that the USA is placing 
ahead in economic freedom, and the European Union leads 
in income equality. Political freedom and gender equality, on 
the contrary, do not allow for a final and stable comprehensive 
assessment. Differences in scores for political freedom and gen-
der equality are so tight, by this making stable predictions for 
the coming years almost impossible. In political (also ideological) 
terms, we are caught in the dilemma that an analytical reasoning 
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cannot really prove, whether American or “European democracy”9 
has developed or evolved to higher levels of quality of democracy. 
This bounces back as a puzzling effect into our discourses and the-
ories on democracy and quality of democracy. The “neutral” and 
“really convincing” meta-perspective (point of reference) for a com-
parison of the USA and the European Union on the basis of free-
dom and equality was not found, not found in the sense of being 
able to make an ideologically neutral assessment and statement. 
Within the framework of analysis and model, being applied 
here, it cannot be verified whether quality of democracy in the 
USA or EU is on the winning side when pooling freedom and 
equality together as the decisive benchmark, at least a finally 
convincing statement is not possible, and would be premature 
(perhaps even be ideologically biased). What results (so far) is a 
situation, where propositions can be formulated that argue and rea-
son in favor of the USA, but also in favor of the European Union. 
The spectrum of competing and contradictory interpretations is still 
wide, and there is enough room and space for divergent and devi-
ating assessment. Ideology can use this “open space” of academic 
research and reasoning to emphasize interpretations in either way. 
Perhaps this open answer does not satisfy. Perhaps we reach here 
limits of our current concepts and theories about democracy, 
which were also not transcended by our research on advanced 
democracy.

2. Comparison of the USA and the Nordic countries in relationship to the 
dimensions of freedom and equality (2002–2016): When the USA is 
compared with the Nordic countries over the dimensions (subdimen-
sions) of freedom and equality, then the USA is leading with regard to 
economic freedom (see Fig. 7.4). The Nordic countries lead in politi-
cal freedom, gender equality and in income equality. The saliency and 

9The term “European democracy” refers here more to an aggregation of the different individual 
member countries of the EU and not specifically to the supranational institutional framework 
of the EU. The same applies to the terms of “EU15” and “EU28” in our analysis (and when not 
being otherwise indicated). For further details, see the discussion of countries and country groups 
in Sect. 2.4.
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advantage of the Nordic countries in income equality are substantive 
and paramount. The lead of the Nordic countries in political freedom 
and gender equality is not that dramatic anymore, but still clear, and 
in that sense also stable. Are the two dimensions (subdimensions) of 
freedom and equality being aggregated into one meta-dimensions of 
freedom and equality, then we are facing the following empirical sit-
uation: the USA is leading only marginally in freedom; however, the 
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Nordic countries express a substantial leadership in equality. Based on 
this empirical patterning, the following propositions are being offered 
as a guidance for interpretation (Fig. 7.5):
(1)  When quality of democracy (the concept of quality of democracy) is 

being rooted primarily in freedom and equality, or the dimensions 
of freedom and equality, then it appears that quality of democracy 
has evolved to higher levels of quality in the Nordic countries than 
in the USA. Such an asserted lead of the Nordic countries over the 
USA in (freedom-based and equality-based) quality of democracy 
does not represent a biased ideological assertion, but can in fact be 
measured and displayed in empirical terms. This is particularly 
the case, should there be an aggregate understanding of quality 
of democracy, when the different dimensions (subdimensions) 
of freedom and equality are pooled and are aggregated into on 
comprehensive statement of assessment. The USA leads only 
with regard to economic freedom, but here concerns could be 
raised, whether economic freedom measures adequately the 
quality of a democracy. There is more of a consent that polit-
ical freedom, gender equality and income equality associate 
more clearly with quality of democracy. Therefore, not the USA, 
but the Nordic countries represent a more advanced and competi-
tive benchmark for quality of democracy in the world. The Nordic 
countries demonstrate to the world, which levels of quality of 
democracy already are possible, can already be realized in empirical 
terms (see also Campbell et al. 2012, pp. 172–173).

(2)  The lead and leadership of the Nordic countries over (ahead) of the 
USA is in the dimension (subdimensions) of equality even more 
pronounced than in the dimension (subdimensions) of freedom. 
The Nordic countries progressed furthest in equality, but also 
in combination with a lead in political freedom. The Nordic 
countries express a well-balanced progress in equality as well 
as in political freedom. Equality, particularly income equality, 
represents the most vulnerable “flank” of American democracy, 
while the USA could not realize an advantage in political free-
dom over the Nordic countries, or even the EU15. So what is 
the worth or value of economic freedom in democracy of the 
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USA, when this does not yield more results or more progress in 
political freedom, gender equality and income equality?

(3)  The proposition can be formulated and be put forward for discus-
sion that the Nordic countries represent perhaps the highest devel-
oped and most advanced region world wide and globally in terms 
of freedom and equality and in terms of a combination of freedom 
and equality. Do the Nordic countries demonstrate the highest 
standards of a freedom-based and equality-based quality of democ-
racy in the contemporary world? Our analysis (in context of our 
framework of analysis and applied model) suggests this conclu-
sion (see later also Figs. 7.6 and 7.7). In that sense, there exists 
a “Nordic model” (Carayannis and Kaloudis 2010, pp. 10–15), 
which should be carefully analyzed, with a need of careful 
evaluation what could be learned by other countries from the 
Nordic countries. There are other single countries that can 
compete in this respect with individual Nordic countries, for 
example Switzerland (Campbell et al. 2012, pp. 172–173). The 
emphasis here, however, is not so much placed on the individ-
ual Nordic countries, but on the Nordic region as a whole. Here 
the concept of a “region,” by definition, implies to incorporate 
several (neighboring) countries into one cluster. In that under-
standing, Switzerland is a country, but not a region. Our for-
mulated proposition addresses the Nordic countries as a region 
and does not refer to the individual Nordic countries separately. 
Remaining challenges are: (a) What can the Nordic countries 
learn from the other countries? (b) How representative are the 
Nordic countries for developments in global context, or do the 
Nordic countries (out of which reasons whatsoever or whatever) 
represent a very privileged world region, with exceptional condi-
tions, which do not allow comparisons (for strategy and policy 
learning) with other countries or world regions? (c) To which 
extent can the Nordic countries uphold and sustain their lead in 
freedom and equality, or are also scenarios of a decline possible?

(4)  This lead of the Nordic countries, however, does not allow the con-
clusion or assertion of a lead of European democracy in general in 
freedom and equality over the democracy and quality of democracy 



7 Conclusion: Summary and Formulation of Hypotheses …     299

77.8692

89.3916

70.7399

87.0257

84.9984

91.7574

90.8700

90.4076

87.0236

81.9674

94.7164

98.8478

75.2952

61.0095

72.5653

67.5052

78.0251

54.5138

78.8184

83.5850

75.5685

80.6326

82.0683

86.5374

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

Numeric mean 
average for 

EQUALITY

Numeric mean 
average for 
FREEDOM

EQUALITY
income

FREEDOM 
economic

EQUALITY
gender

FREEDOM 
political

OECD35

World122

Nordic countries

United States

Fig. 7.6 Average means for the score values of the OECD, Nordic Countries, 
U.S., and the world (world 122) for the dimensions of Freedom and Equality 
(whole period 2002–2016). Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 
100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calculation)



300     D. F. J. Campbell

82.8201

84.5182

80.8247

78.3602

84.8155

90.6762

90.8700

90.4076

87.0236

81.9674

94.7164

98.8478

75.2952

61.0095

72.5653

67.5052

78.0251

54.5138

78.8184

83.5850

75.5685

80.6326

82.0683

86.5374

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

Numeric mean 
average for 

EQUALITY

Numeric mean 
average for 
FREEDOM

EQUALITY
income

FREEDOM 
economic

EQUALITY
gender

FREEDOM 
political

OECD35
World122
Nordic countries
EU28

Fig. 7.7 Average means for the score values of the OECD, Nordic Countries, 
U.S., and the world (world 122) for the dimensions of Freedom and Equality 
(whole period 2002–2016). Scale range 0–100: 0 = (theoretical) minimum, 
100 = empirical maximum (Source Author’s own calculation)



7 Conclusion: Summary and Formulation of Hypotheses …     301

in the USA. Based on freedom and equality, the Nordic countries 
place ahead of the USA as well as ahead of the European Union 
(averages for EU15, but more so for EU28). The European Union, 
as well as the USA, lag here clearly behind the Nordic countries 
(see again later Figs. 7.6 and 7.7). American democracy and 
European democracy must learn from democracy in the Nordic 
countries. Therefore, not only the USA, but also most of the 
member countries of the European Union, should assess care-
fully, what lessons are to be learned from the Nordic countries, 
in order to improve their quality of democracy at home. In con-
ceptual and methodic terms, this comparison between Nordic 
countries and the European Union (EU15, EU28) is compli-
cated by the circumstance that with the exception of Norway, 
a majority of the Nordic countries (Denmark, Sweden and 
Finland) are also member countries to the European Union.

3. Comparison of the OECD countries with the whole world (world aver-
age) in relationship to the dimensions of freedom and equality (2002–
2016): The OECD countries represent, by and large, the advanced 
(most advanced) economies in the world and represent furthermore 
(by and large) advanced societies and advanced democracies. By ten-
dency, the OECD countries are also examples for knowledge econ-
omy, knowledge society and knowledge democracy, meaning that 
knowledge (knowledge and innovation) are important drivers for 
their performance and progressive evolving. For us, this should serve 
as a (simplified) point of departure for further analysis and discussion. 
In all dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom and equality, the OECD 
(here OECD35) is leading ahead of the world, the world average (here 
World122).10 The lead of the OECD is the largest in freedom, in political 
freedom even larger than in economic freedom, but on the dimensions of 
equality, this OECD lead already is considerably smaller (see Fig. 7.5). 
In context of our analysis, we proposed to interpret the Nordic 
countries as the most advanced world region in quality of democracy 

10World and OECD averages are calculated as means across countries, but are weighted according 
to country populations. It should be added and mentioned that the OECD countries are inte-
grated into the calculation of world averages.



302     D. F. J. Campbell

in terms of freedom and equality. There is a gap world wide in favor 
of the OECD, when compared with the world average, and based on 
freedom and equality. This gap even is bigger and considerably even 
wider when the world average is being compared with the average of 
the Nordic countries (see Figs. 7.6 and 7.7). By and large, the USA 
and the European Union (EU28) occupy an intermediate position 
between the Nordic countries and the average for the OECD countries, 
with a few exceptions. These exceptions are: the EU28 performs weaker 
in economic freedom, but still ahead of the world average. The USA per-
forms dramatically weaker on income equality. In fact, the USA scores on 
income equality lower than the world average, which is quite unusual for 
an OECD country or an advanced economy, by this representing a case 
of under-performance even in global comparison and context (see again 
specifically Fig. 7.6). Based on the comparison of the OECD with 
the whole world (average) across the dimensions (subdimensions) of 
freedom and equality, the ambiguity arises that we are confronted 
with some puzzling effects. In fact, two different interpretations, 
narratives can be suggested for further discussion (see again Fig. 7.5):
(1)  In terms of freedom, the OECD countries lead clearly ahead of 

the world average. This is the case for economic freedom, and even 
more so for political freedom. This is an important empirical evi-
dence for the proposition that there are patterns of an association 
and congruence between democracy (quality of democracy, politi-
cal freedom) and advanced economies and advanced societies. This 
supports the assertion of a co-evolution between democracy, econ-
omy and society, or between advanced democracy, advanced econ-
omy and advanced society. The crucial key implication of this is 
that beyond a certain threshold a further development of economy 
and society is not possible (or is not likely), without the establish-
ment and progress of a democracy. Co-evolution of democracy, econ-
omy and society should also be understood and conceptualized as 
a key expression and key manifestation of sustainable development: 
here, the concepts and basic dimensions of freedom, equality and 
sustainable development come together and overlap. Of course, 
what these thresholds are may not be clear in advance, there can 
be “fog” in that zone. Depending on a series of circumstances, 



7 Conclusion: Summary and Formulation of Hypotheses …     303

there can be a variability of the width of that spectrum. For 
example, authoritarian or totalitarian regimes can learn and can 
try to implement innovations that were explored and devel-
oped by democracies, without establishing a democracy, by this 
attempting to bypass democracy and political freedom. In the 
long run, however, and so the proposition here, such a strategy 
of authoritarian or totalitarian regimes is doomed to fail, block-
ing progress and further development into higher and advanced 
stages. For example, it is difficult to perceive how China wants 
to continue its impressive track record of current economic 
development, without allowing and introducing more political 
freedom, and a process of democracy establishment and democ-
ratization as a final consequence and in final consequence of 
ultimo ratio.

(2)  Despite this impressive lead in freedom (economic freedom, even 
more so in political freedom) of the OECD over the world (aver-
age), the OECD lead in equality (gender equality, but again more 
so for income equality) is already much smaller, to a certain extent 
perhaps surprisingly marginal. This, of course, refers to a series of 
very critical question. Why did progress in freedom not align 
with more substantive progress in equality? The OECD coun-
tries (by and large) are also more advanced economically and 
socioeconomically than the world (average). Was it that pro-
gress (economic progress) aligned more clearly with freedom, to 
the disfavor of equality? Was there an uneven and unbalanced 
dynamics in development, with improvements in freedom, and 
stagnations or declines in equality? Is there a “negative cor-
relation” between freedom (freedom and economic progress) 
and equality? Were gains in freedom and economic progress 
at the price of equality? Levels of wealth are clearly higher in 
the OECD countries than in the rest of the world. This shows 
up when indicators are being taken into consideration such 
as GDP per capita. However, degrees of equality are not nec-
essarily higher, or much higher, when placed comparatively to 
the extent of leads that have been established in dimensions or 
domains of freedom. The ambiguity and puzzling effect of course 
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is: What counts more, what weighs more, levels of wealth or degrees 
of equality? Also: What are the thresholds, from where further 
declines in equality seriously can endanger progress in free-
dom and economy, can start eroding democracy or the base 
of democracy, pulling down quality of democracy? Within 
equality, we apparently are facing a particular pattern of equality 
or inequality: there may be more of a gender equality (also better 
prospects for future improvements in gender equality), but perhaps 
less in income equality, meaning that inequality is more based on 
income inequalities. Income inequality represents perhaps the bigger 
problem in context of equality. Here, we encounter a “vulnerable 
flank” of the advanced economies in the OECD countries and 
may touch upon the “Achilles tendon” of progress how it was 
established and practiced in the Western systems of capitalism or 
market economy. Our framework of analysis and applied model 
provided the capability and capacity to identify those sensitive 
questions and ambiguities and puzzling effects about the mov-
ing and dynamic relationship between freedom and equality 
(freedom, equality and economic progress); however, at least for 
the moment, we are not in a position to offer the final or further 
reaching answers. It may be that the relationship between freedom 
and equality (and progress) has been under-researched in the past, 
or that also the epistemic understanding of the underlying forces is 
under-developed or not sufficiently comprehended. Should there be 
an uneven development of freedom and equality in context of eco-
nomic progress and economic advances, what are possible meta-ref-
erences, for trying to foster a balanced (rebalanced) understanding 
and approach that could inform theory and practice?

(3)  In epistemic terms, there may also be the possibility that we 
still do not sufficiently understand what the differences are how 
indicators of freedom or of equality behave. It could be that (for 
whatsoever reasons) some indicators, subdimensions or dimen-
sions of freedom express more of a variability (flexibility) than 
indicators or dimensions in equality. One consequence of this 
could be that countries place closer together in equality than in 
freedom. Would this pose analytical consequences on our rea-
soning about democracy and the quality of democracy?
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4. Comparison of the Latin America with Asia (Asia15) in relationship to 
the dimensions of freedom and equality (2002–2016 ): Latin America is 
leading ahead of Asia (Asia15) in both dimensions (subdimensions) 
of freedom, political freedom and economic freedom (see Fig. 7.8). 
The gap in political freedom, to the advantage of Latin America, is 
dramatic and considerable. Furthermore, Latin America places ahead 
of Asia in gender equality, but here the difference is more tightly in 
character and structure. Asia, on the other hand, leads ahead of Latin 
America in income equality, with a dramatic gap to the disadvantage 
of Latin America. Are both dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom 
and equality being aggregated together into one meta-dimension of 
freedom as well as equality, than an advantage results to the favor of 
Latin America in freedom, concerning equality, however, the advan-
tage is with Asia. Are democracy and the quality of democracy being con-
ceptualized on the basis of freedom and equality, then the overall picture 
appears to be that democracy has evolved further in Latin America than 
in Asia (now assessed as whole world regions). Furthermore, it would 
have to be added that democracy is only possible, when “minimum” lev-
els (minimum thresholds) of political freedom have been established. The 
lower scoring of Asia on political freedom, therefore, constitutes per se a 
problem for being typologized or for qualifying as democratic political sys-
tems or democratic regimes of governance. Not only is Latin America 
leading in political freedom and economic freedom, but also in gen-
der equality. However, a major concern for Latin America appears to 
be the dramatically greater extent of income inequality, when compared 
with Asia. Income inequality poses a risk and threat for the futures pros-
pects of development for Latin America, for the futures of democracy 
in Latin America. Sustainable development in Latin America would 
require that a greater concern and emphasis is being placed on issues in 
relation to income equality. Lower levels of income equality mark in 
addition some structural similarities between Latin America and the 
USA (compare Fig. 7.8 with Fig. 7.6). Asia, as a whole world region, 
is challenged to introduce or allowing to introduce more political free-
dom. Within Asia (Asia14), there is of course a very diversified and 
mixed picture, concerning the established degrees of political freedom. 
In several countries (or states) within Asia, levels of political freedom 
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perform comparatively low, implying that these countries (states) do not 
represent democracies. The comparison of Latin America and Asia 
(Asia14) cumulates in the following ambiguity and puzzling effect: 
Latin America represents a region, where freedom and development 
co-evolve. Asia represents a region, where development frequently 
evolves without (with lower levels) of freedom. Does Asia, do some 
Asian countries (states) allow the assertion that there can be develop-
ment (economic development) without democracy? If so, would this 
fundamentally challenge some of the underlying beliefs and assump-
tions in Western societies? This creates the contradiction of development 
with freedom (political freedom) versus development without freedom 
(political freedom). Which model, which model of development, will 
prevail in the long run? Is it that degrees of freedom (political free-
dom) are being systematically overestimated for Latin America and 
the individual countries in Latin America (by the sources used for 
the model in the applied framework or analysis here)? At the same 
time, there are certain expectations that in the long run, it would be 
difficult for Asia to continue its path and progress of development 
(economic development) without inviting more political freedom 
and political processes of democratization: this would be particularly 
the case, when individual Asia countries encounter specific levels 
of medium or more advanced development. However, may this be 
an assumption, rooting more in ideology than in academic research  
reasoning? But we also must be cautions in developing too simplified 
propositions about Asia, because within the whole region of Asia we 
are confronted with different models of development and relation-
ships of development and political freedom. China expresses lower 
levels of political freedom, while India developed higher levels of 
political freedom. Therefore, already within the context of Asia, we can 
observe this split and contradiction of development with political freedom 
versus development without political freedom (or development with lower 
levels of political freedom). Beyond these ambiguities, of course, we 
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should also ask, what is it that the regions of Asia and Latin America 
can learn from each other?11

5. Comparison of China, India and Russia (Russian Federation) in rela-
tionship to the dimensions of freedom and equality (2002–2016 ): Based 
on the dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom and equality, the big-
gest difference between China and India is manifest in the dimen-
sion (subdimension) of political freedom, with comparatively higher 
levels of political freedom in India, and comparatively lower levels of 
political freedom in China. This allows classifying India as a democ-
racy, however, does not allow classifying China as a democracy. With 
regard to economic freedom, scoring in China and India is almost at 
equal levels. China has an advantage in gender equality, but India has 
an advantage in income equality (see Fig. 7.9). When being pooled 
together into one meta-dimension of freedom, and one meta-dimen-
sion of equality, the assessment would be: a split picture and situation 
for equality, but a gap in freedom to the advantage of India (see again 
Fig. 7.9). Therefore, an evaluation, based only on the dimensions 
(subdimensions) of freedom and equality (and leaving out other con-
siderations such as performance and development in non-political 
dimensions or non-political indicators), could arrive at the following 
conclusion, or proposition for discussion: a freedom-based and quali-
ty-based comparative assessment of India and China places India ahead 
of China. In that sense, democracy and quality of democracy in India 
have evolved to higher levels than in China. Should this two-country 
comparison of India–China be extended to a three-country compari-
son of India–China–Russia (Russian Federation), then we can set up 
the following propositions for discussion (see Fig. 7.10)12:

(1)  The greatest difference between these three countries focuses on 
the dimension (subdimension) of political freedom. The compar-
atively much higher scoring for India is being contrasted by a 

12We again should mention briefly that we did include India and China into our category and 
country group of Asia (Asia15), but not Russia. Asia here represents more East Asia, South Asia 
and Southeast Asia (see our definition of country groups in 2.4).

11Also, of course, what can the OECD and non-OECD worlds learn from each other?
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much lower scoring for China. Russia places itself in between, 
between India and China. Should the source (Freedom House), 
which was used here for constructing the dimension of politi-
cal freedom, be acknowledged as trustworthy, then the impli-
cation of this would be to interpret India as a democracy, and 
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China as a non-democracy. The problem arises, how to catego-
rize Russia? Russia may be qualified as a semi-democracy, or as a 
non-democracy.

(2)  Scoring on economic freedom is remarkably similar between India, 
Russia and China. To a certain extent, it represents a puzzling 
effect that these greater differences in political freedom did not also 
translate into greater differences of economic freedom. Is economic 
freedom independent of the degree of political freedom or the 
degree of political authoritarianism? How is it possible to have 
economic freedom without political freedom?

(3)  Differences in equality are greater than differences in economic free-
dom, but still lesser than in the case of political freedom. In equal-
ity, Russia lies always ahead of China. In gender equality, Russia 
lies ahead of China and India. In income equality, India ranks 
first, Russia second and China third.

(4)  When both dimensions (subdimensions) of freedom and equal-
ity are being aggregated and being pooled together into one 
meta-dimension of freedom and equality, interpretations then 
are: concerning equality, Russia, China and India lie and position 
together quite closely. But there is more of a variation with regard 
to freedom. Differences between India, Russia and China, there-
fore, are not so much constituted by equality, but are being cre-
ated by differences in freedom. To be more exact, it is the political 
freedom and varying levels of realization of political freedom that 
make the differences between India, China and Russia. Political 
freedom drives here the key cleavages and defines and draws 
the crucial lines of distinction. To use and employ a metaphor: 
greater equality in equality is being contrasted by greater ine-
quality in freedom. Could this be developed further to a general 
statement about emerging economies and Newly Industrializing 
Countries, or what are the serious limitations (and falsifica-
tions) to such a proposition?
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7.2  Outlook: Formulation of Hypotheses 
for Further Research on Democracy 
and Quality of Democracy in Global 
Comparison

With our conceptualization and measurement of democracy and quality 
of democracy in global comparison, and their possible relationship to 
“democracy as innovation enabler,” we entered new analytical territory. 
Therefore, we proposed to suggest that our analysis is more “explora-
tive” in character (see Fig. 1.3 in Sect. 1.1). Because of this, we did 
not develop “ex-ante” hypotheses that guided our research and were 
set in contrast to research results. There was the impression that this 
may be to too early at that stage and on the basis of the conceptual-
ization and framework that we wanted to employ (see Sects. 1.2 and 
1.3). However, the idea was that in reference to the empirical results, 
finally and in an “ex post” approach, several hypotheses on democracy, 
democracy development and quality of democracy should be formu-
lated, designed and put forward for discussion. This is exactly what we 
approached and intended to achieve in this section. In the following, 
we formulate hypotheses for further research on democracy and quality of 
democracy in global comparison with possible ramifications for “democracy 
as innovation enabler.” These hypotheses reflect on the outcome of our 
research carried out in the work here. These hypotheses we further-
more suggest to be discussed for the progressing democracy research. By 
this, these hypotheses may be regarded to enter as possible “input”-proposi-
tions (input-hypotheses) the coming discourses on democracy and quality of 
democracy. We cannot rule out that between some (several) of the fol-
lowing hypotheses there may be “tensions,” perhaps even the potential 
of an analytical conflict and analytical contradiction, depending on 
the referred to viewpoint. This has to do with the circumstance that  
(at least in our view) the approach of empirical democracy measure-
ment in a world wide format also produced ambiguities, puzzling 
empirical effects and trade-offs in the empirical results. We still face 
the problem and challenge of creating an overall “consistent picture” 
of democracy, democracy development and quality of democracy at a 
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“meta-level,” when we want to assess democracy in global terms. There 
are chances that this “consistent picture” of democracy perhaps will 
never be achieved. Democracy could imply to be accompanied by a plural-
ism of diverging and contradicting reflections on democracy. Therefore, the  
following hypotheses were developed in a “fog of uncertainty.” Because 
of this, also these hypotheses should be regarded to be somehow 
“explorative” in character and must be exposed to serious discussion, 
whether or not they have potential for informing future democracy 
research.

The hypotheses refer to reflect on and interpret the results of the 
empirical macromodel,13 where we plotted and analytically arranged 
160 countries (for the years 2002–2016) in accordance to the dimen-
sions (and subdimensions) of conceptualization of the basic quintu-
ple-dimensional structure of democracy (see Fig. 1.7 and Sect. 1.2). 
Our empirical macromodel has two specific limitations that we want 
to address here shortly: Particularly for the dimension of freedom, we 
referred to “freedom indices” that were provided, but also constructed, 
by specific sources. In the case of political freedom, we took “political 
rights,” “civil liberties” and “freedom of press” of Freedom House 
(2013a, c). For economic freedom, we averaged “Index of Economic 
Freedom” (Heritage Foundation 2013) with “Economic Freedom in 
the World” (Fraser Institute 2009). To a somewhat lesser extent, this 
index approach was also the case for gender equality, where we relied 
on the Global Gender Gap Index supplied by the World Economic 
Forum (Hausmann et al. 2009) (see Fig. 1.10 in Sect. 1.3). One under-
lying rationale here for our democracy measurement project was to 
use data (indicators) that already exist, are publicly accessible (via the 
internet) and represent something like an “official world view,” not in 
the sense that these data (indicators) are uncontroversial, but in the 
sense that there are frequent references (citations) of these data (indi-
cators). Possibly critical research results, based on such “official” data 

13Review again the analysis conducted in the chapters and sections on the empirical model 
(Chapters 2–6), where we focused on: How to measure democracy and quality of democracy in 
global comparison?
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(indicators), would weigh then much heavier in discourse and pub-
lic political debate. For empirical research, based on these indices, the 
implicit and inherent methodic problem here of course is: Do differences 
in research outcome reflect differences in reality and/or are they the specific 
consequence of how these indices are being constructed? Our dilemma is 
that we do not have a general and clear answer for that concern. We 
never can rule out for sure, not to have been captured by methodic par-
ticularities in the index construction (without even knowing or being 
aware of this). This poses a permanent ambiguity. Because political 
freedom represents such an important dimension (subdimension) for 
democracy and quality of democracy, we invested considerable efforts 
attempting to “validate” the freedom ratings of Freedom House (2013a, 
c), by comparing these with government/opposition cycles. We were 
successful in providing at least a partial validation of Freedom House (at 
least in our view). We could demonstrate that the higher the freedom 
rating by Freedom House, then the more of a likeliness there is that fre-
quencies of a peaceful person and party change of the (de facto) head of 
government also will increase (see Fig. 6.3 and Table 6.6 in Chapter 6). 
(2) The years we covered were the years 2002–2016. We started with 
the year 2002, because Freedom House (2013a) initiated only to pub-
lish the more differentiated “aggregate scores” of political rights and 
civil liberties exactly with the year 2002. We ended our time series in 
2016, because this was the last year with available comprehensive data 
and indicator information, when we processed the major data retrieval 
in the fall of 2017. Therefore, all hypotheses that we have formulated 
refer specifically to the fifteen-year period of 2002–2016. We reflect on 
patterns and trends in that time interval. Are there changes (will there be 
changes) in the global trends of democracy and quality of democracy after 
2016? Within the conceptual and methodic framework of our empirical 
macromodel in context of the work here, we cannot address this ques-
tion sufficiently. Seen from a personal viewpoint, it would appear to be 
unlikely or at least surprising if everything would change in the years 
after 2016. However, we cannot rule out that there has been the one 
or other change or shift at least in some areas. This would have to be 
inquired by future research.
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In the following, we formulate hypotheses (twenty hypotheses) for further 
research on democracy and quality of democracy in global comparison and 
want to propose these as input for the ongoing discussion:

 1. Hypothesis 01/Systematic and comprehensive democracy measurement 
in global comparison already is possible: We are in a position that we 
already can carry out and perform in a systematic and comprehen-
sive format an empirical democracy measurement in global com-
parison. This endeavor may be based on existing, even publicly 
available data and indicators. New in that respect is also that this 
endeavor can be conducted truly globally, addressing all countries 
(democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies likewise). 
This global perspective is so important for trying to understand 
democracy development of quality of democracy, which again 
appears to be necessary for recognizing democracy comprehen-
sively. There is more data and is more indicator information out 
there, then is often being realized. This richness in data and indica-
tors allows and encourages creative designs and conceptualizations 
of democracy and quality of democracy, into which existing data 
and indicators may be fed into or be “in-puted.” Still, the quality 
of data is not the same for all indicators. In some areas, data quality 
and data availability are troublesome. For example, income equal-
ity (Gini index or Gini coefficient) is much less documented than 
GDP per capita (in its various forms). Comparative research on 
income equality (or income inequality), in a global format, is being 
seriously challenged because of the many data missings for the var-
ious Gini indices in the usual data sources and references. Why is it 
that data documentation for income equality is unfavorably incom-
plete when being compared with GDP per capita?14 Can GDP even 
be sufficiently represented, when income distributions are ignored? 
It appears that data-collecting or data-publishing institutions (at 
least in some cases) do not place the same emphasis on all indicators 

14Our ad hoc impression is that the data documentation for wealth equality (wealth inequality) 
or distributions of wealth is even more problematic (non-transparent) than for income equality 
(income inequality).
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(relevant for all dimensions or subdimensions of quality of democ-
racy). At least this is a possible impression from the outside, when 
the behavior of institutions (international institutions) is being 
observed externally, without looking into these institutions (Should 
this be the case, so why is it?). This non-symmetric quality of differ-
ent data and indicators has the potential of “bottlenecking” further 
progress in democracy research, because democracy measurement is 
not possible to the same extent in all the different dimensions and 
subdimensions of democracy and quality of democracy.

 2. Hypothesis 02/Multidimensional indexation or index-building of democ-
racy as one practical aspect of democracy measurement: Democracy meas-
urement, in principle, can take different forms. Indexations represent 
one option (viable option). A practical result of democracy measure-
ment may coincide with engaging in a comparative multidimensional 
index-building for democracy. By this the process of democracy meas-
urement produces as output a scoring and plotting of democracies in 
reference to a designed structure of dimensions and subdimensions. 
This index-building for democracy can also set democracies in contrast 
to semi-democracies and non-democracies. Important here appears to 
be the aspect that the designing of these indices is multidimensional, 
allowing and inviting differentiated options for analysis.

 3. Hypothesis 03/Parallel codesign (co-development) of theory of democ-
racy and measurement of democracy: Our understanding of democ-
racy would benefit particularly from a scenario, where (1) theory 
development or conceptualizations of democracy are conducted and 
performed in parallel to (2) a further democracy measurement, mutu-
ally interlinked and cross-connected, in various conceptual designs. 
Democracy measurement informs theory of democracy, and theory of 
democracy structures democracy measurement. Conceptualizing and 
measuring democracy and quality of democracy are to be seen as par-
allel processes. This would considerably support learning in theories 
about democracy. There is a certain impression that democracy theory 
and democracy measurement still are not sufficiently interlinked and 
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that a gap between theory and measurement continues to prevail.15 
One thinker about democracy, who seriously engaged himself in 
cross-connecting theory and practice of democracy, was Guillermo 
O’Donnell (2004). In this respect, another example is Beetham 
(1994), Beetham et al. (2002), IDEA (2008).

 4. Hypothesis 04/The effects of a specific comparative design on interpre-
tations of democracy and quality of democracy (for example, Latin 
America in comparison with Asia versus comparisons within Asia): 
One standard procedure for comparing democracy (quality of 
democracy) is to perform such a comparison country-based, which 
means to set in contrast democracies (semi-democracies, non- 
democracies) of different countries. The specific comparative design 
must decide, what the specific country selection should be (few 
countries, several countries or the “whole” world). The dilemma 
now is that in dependence of the concrete country selection, some-
what opposite results may be “produced” or may appear to be evi-
dent. We want to refer to two examples within context of our work 
and the applied empirical macromodel. When Latin America and 
Asia (as aggregated regions) are being compared with each other (for 
the years 2002–2016), then Latin America is leading in a majority 
of dimensions and indicators, for example political freedom, gender 
equality, redesigned Human Development Index, non-political sus-
tainable development, “Comprehensive sustainable development”, 
life expectancy, tertiary education, GDP per capita and lower CO2 
emissions per capita. However, China, as a single Asian country, is 
dramatically catching up, for example having reached in GDP per 
capita (in 2016) almost the levels of Latin America and having sur-
passed Brazil by that year. Latin America, therefore, could serve as 
an example, where political freedom and non-political sustainable 
development of society and economy co-evolve symmetrically and 
within a positive feedback loop and helix (they correlate positively 

15Within the field of democracy measurement, the analogy would be that there is a lack in really 
“global” democracy comparison, because democracy comparison concentrates frequently on the 
OECD countries or a few particular world regions or specifically selected countries, but not the 
whole global spectrum.
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with each other). We would have here a narrative of democracy, 
where political freedom associates closely with development and 
sustainable development. When we compare India and China 
within Asia, results of this comparison are far more ambiguous. 
India is leading with regard to political freedom; however, China is 
leading in non-political sustainable development of society and the 
economy. With considerably less political freedom, China achieved 
a higher level of non-political sustainable development. India, on 
the contrary (and when compared with China), could not trans-
form its political freedom into a higher level of non-political sus-
tainable development. So here we are facing a much more mixed 
narrative of democracy, meaning that more political freedom does 
not translate automatically into more development and sustainable 
development of society and economy. Which of these two com-
parisons can claim a higher extent of representativeness for global 
trends, the comparison of Latin America with Asia or within Asia 
the comparison of India and China? Latin America comprises more 
countries, but China and India clearly outnumber in terms of pop-
ulation the whole of Latin America (China and India aggregate a 
higher share of world population). These two examples of com-
parison illustrate, how and why the specific selection of countries 
for a specific comparative design can actually impact the concrete 
results of a comparison. Paradoxically formulated: Can a compar-
ison “bias” a representative statement? It is difficult to control, on 
the “meta-level,” against possible non-representative effects because 
of case selection. The further dilemma is that we might not be 
aware of being actually trapped in a non-representative analytical 
perception. The challenge now is, how to derive from a specific and 
concrete comparison more general conclusions (propositions) that 
also are representative? How can we see the “general” picture, based 
on cases? This makes clear and emphasizes, why the interest in ana-
lyzing “global trends” in democracy, democracy development and 
quality of democracy actually requires a “broadly designed” frame-
work of comparison. But of course, it is more than trivial (and not 
that ex-ante obvious), how the “whole” world could be captured 
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within one model. Here, again, is a contest between different possi-
ble conceptualizations at work and even necessary.

 5. Hypothesis 05/Economic freedom increases faster than political free-
dom: Within context of our empirical macromodel, there are higher 
levels of economic than political freedom in the world. Economic 
freedom is more widespread, whereas political freedom appears 
to be more constrained, when referred to as global phenomena. 
Economic freedom not necessarily requires also political freedom, 
so there can be economic freedom without political freedom (or a 
coexistence of higher levels of economic and lower levels of politi-
cal freedom). For example, Russia and China express lower political 
freedom, but achieved an economic freedom higher than in India 
and Brazil. As whole world regions, Latin America scores higher 
on political freedom than Asia. But in terms of economic freedom, 
Latin America lies already below of Asia (since 2016). In addition, 
when we talk about global trends, economic freedom also increased 
faster than political freedom (while political freedom currently stag-
nates at the global level). So there has been more progress in the 
world in economic freedom than in political freedom. Political free-
dom increased only modestly. In a worst-case scenario, the assertion 
would be that of a global “stagnation” of political freedom (if not 
even of a modest current decline in political freedom).

 6. Hypothesis 06/For the procedure of freedom measurement by Freedom 
House there is the challenge, how to measure and to demonstrate 
increases in high-level political freedom: Freedom House calculates 
and publishes its freedom ratings on an annual basis, scores for pre-
vious years are not changed and adjusted in retrospect (at least not 
in a substantive way). The spectrum of possible scores remained also 
constant, at least in the recent years (Freedom House 2013b, 2018). 
Methodic considerations or implications of this are that when a 
country (democracy) receives top scores at one time, then the free-
dom scores of that country cannot increase in the following years 
anymore, even when there would have been real gains in political 
freedom. This creates a so-called ceiling effect or cap for measure-
ment and the expression of political freedom in scores. For exam-
ple, the Nordic countries scored top on political freedom during the 
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whole period of 2002–2016: we cannot effectively distinguish there 
anymore, whether there has been no more progress in political free-
dom in the Nordic countries, or whether we observe here a “ceil-
ing effect” as consequence of a certain methodic procedure being 
applied. The overall methodic consequence of this may be that the 
freedom rating of Freedom House is good in capturing and indicat-
ing, whether basic standards have been achieved in political rights 
and civil liberties, necessary for an electoral democracy and essential 
to a liberal democracy, but that as problem remains, how to trace 
improvements in the higher levels (high-level spectrum) of political 
freedom.16 This could mean that there exists currently a problem of 
measurement of political freedom in democracies of a high or higher 
quality (see Fig. 1.4 in Sect. 1.2). But also in conceptual (and phil-
osophical) terms, we want to refer to the argumentation that we are 
challenged by the problem, not to understand or comprehend polit-
ical freedom sufficiently, when (if ) political freedom exceeds certain 
basic standards. For the twenty-first century, this may indicate a 
need for rethinking and reinventing political freedom, calling for a 
continued discourse exactly on political freedom.17

 7. Hypothesis 07/Countries are more similar to each other with respect to 
economic freedom, but more dissimilar with respect to political free-
dom: Concerning economic freedom, there is less variation in the 
world, concerning political freedom there is greater variation (and 
deviation). With regard to economic freedom (which also increases 
faster than political freedom), the different countries are more 
similar to each other, whereas with regard to political freedom 

16Since the scope and range of our empirical macro-model was global in format, this potential 
limitation can be justified.
17In the case of Freedom House, but also of other institutions that provide ratings on the basis of 
expert assessment, there always can be a discussion about the “type of scale,” whether the scores 
represent a ratio scale (and by this are metric), or whether they are only an ordinal scale type of 
data. In that respect, the methodic documentation of Freedom House (2013b) on the Web site 
is not necessarily conclusive. However, we also suggested (in Sect. 2.2), which methodic inno-
vations there are for transforming a methodic rating procedure (by experts or peers), so that the 
rating scores qualify as a ratio scale and thus are metric. These methodic innovations also could be 
applied by Freedom House (if not already being done so).
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the countries are less similar. In global terms, the average level of 
economic freedom is also considerably higher than the average for 
political freedom. This is particularly the case in the non-OECD 
countries (representing a majority of the world population), but not 
so for the OECD countries (compare Figs. 5.4 and 5.6 in Chapter 
5 with Figs. 3.1 and 3.2 in Chapter 3). In the non-OECD coun-
tries, not political freedom, but economic freedom constitutes the 
model and standard (and ideology), to which countries convert to 
(by tendency). There we experience empirically several examples 
of combinations of economic freedom with lower levels of politi-
cal freedom (in semi-democracies and non-democracies), which 
in other circumstances and theoretical contexts could have been 
regarded to pose and represent a “contradiction.” This “conversion” 
to (more) economic freedom expresses a conversion to a practical 
standard in the economy, how to carry out and how to engage in 
economic affairs. One may also want to assert that the ideology of 
a free economy increasingly establishes a position of hegemony in 
the contemporary world. Democracy and political freedom, on the 
other hand, have not been equally successful in being implemented 
as a (politically) corresponding standard. From a philosophical 
viewpoint of conceptualization, also another argument appears to 
be possible here: greater similarity in economic freedom could also 
be interpreted as an indication that there is more of a consensus in 
economic thinking and acting about the relevant economic models 
to be applied. Greater dissimilarity in political freedom may mean 
that there is less of a consensus in political assessment on “good pol-
itics” (or even “good governance”). In that respect, political think-
ing would be more (is more) fragmented, and more controversial, 
caught in polarization between conflicting paradigms.

 8. Hypothesis 08/Gender equality increases faster than income equality: As 
a global trend, gender equality increases. This apparently is the case 
for the world in general, but also for OECD and non-OECD coun-
tries more specifically. These increases in gender equality are being 
sharply contrasted by the developments in income equality. For the 
whole world, a scenario of stagnation in income equality must be 
stated, in context of the OECD countries (USA, EU15, but also the 



322     D. F. J. Campbell

Nordic countries) income equality even decreases and decreased.18 
So there may be a troublesome tendency be spotted (and asserted), 
where higher levels of GDP per capita scores actually associate with 
a downward tendency in income equality. Should income equality 
fall below crucial and sensitive thresholds, then wealth and GDP per 
capita does not circulate sufficiently anymore in society and econ-
omy, and aggregated GDP per capita values and benchmarks do not 
translate into real incomes for a larger number of average people in 
the population. There are non-OECD countries, for example India, 
who are expressing higher levels of income equality than some of the 
OECD countries, such as the USA. With regard to gender equality, 
the countries are more similar to each other, with regard to income 
equality, countries are more dissimilar. This is the case for OECD as 
well as non-OECD countries, but more so even for the non-OECD 
countries (compare Figs. 3.3 and 3.4 in Chapter 3 with Figs. 4.4 
and 4.5 in Chapter 4). Gender equality and income equality can 
be characterized by opposite trends. Increases in gender equality are 
confronted by a stagnation or even decline in income equality. To a 
certain extent, this is paradoxical, because inequalities in gender do 
also manifest themselves partially in gender-based income inequali-
ties. This raises the challenging (and provoking) question, to which 
extent gender equality as an issue and theme, but also as a reference 
point for political competition in the political arena (of elections 
and voting), is gradually replacing income equality (as a theme) or is 
pushing income equality more to the sidelines of attention. In con-
temporary context, there may be more awareness and sensitivity for 
gender equality than for income equality. Data quality for income 
equality in global comparison (for example, on the basis of the Gini 
index or Gini coefficient) is furthermore poorer when contrasted 
with other indicators (also on gender equality). This creates a serious 
demand and clearly more need for more and better data on income 
equality. National and international institutions are being equally 

18There are non-OECD countries, for example Nigeria, where income equality also dropped back 
and downturned markedly.
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challenged here in their data collecting and reporting procedures.  
It is problematic, when GDP per capita can count on a more sys-
tematic documentation than income distribution. So why is there 
this “fog,” when we want to have more transparency on data on 
income equality? There should be more emphasis to establish data 
(indicators) on income equality (also wealth equality), also in con-
text of Gini index measures, as a general standard in all regular 
data sources that refer to countries (see World Bank 2018; World 
Inequality Database 2018a, b).

 9. Hypotheses 09/There is a need for designing a “Median” GDP per cap-
ita benchmark indicator: Stagnating or decreasing levels of income 
equality call for more data information in this area and respective 
field. In context of national accounts, GDP per capita represents 
an indicator based on aggregation and is to a considerable extent 
not sensitive (enough) for distributions of income and wealth 
within a country. There should be systematic contemplation, how 
a “Median” GDP per capita could be designed and implemented, 
reflecting the “real” average (median) income (or wealth) of a per-
son within a specified and specific society. The comparison of coun-
tries in reference to a “Median” GDP per capita would probably 
reveal interesting results.

 10. Hypotheses 10/Freedom progresses in the world faster than equality: 
When the OECD countries are being compared with the whole 
world (OECD and non-OECD countries, but with a focus on non-
OECD), then the OECD is leading in the dimensions of freedom 
and equality. However, this lead is crucially unsymmetric. The lead 
is the greatest in the subdimensions of political freedom and eco-
nomic freedom, but more marginal in gender equality and income 
equality (see Fig. 5.7 in Chapter 5 and Fig. 7.5 in Sect. 7.1). World 
and OECD increased their growth rates, with the greatest growth 
rates for gender equality and economic freedom, and the weakest 
growth rates (or even declines) for income equality and political 
freedom (see Figs. 5.8 and 5.9 in Chapter 5). When we are focusing 
now on the “levels,” this allows us to formulate the proposition that 
progress in OECD countries (when compared with the whole world 
or the non-OECD countries more specifically) benefitted primarily 
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freedom, whereas improvements in equality were more marginal 
(with the only exception of gender equality). Within the dimension 
of freedom, the more recent progress focused even more so on eco-
nomic freedom. It is “more freedom,” which makes the difference 
between the OECD and non-OECD worlds, but not necessarily 
“more equality.” There has been more progress in gender equality, 
but considerably less progress or even a decline in income equality. 
Progress in the OECD countries was to the advantage of freedom, 
but less so to the advantage of equality, if at all. Gender equality has 
risen, but not income equality. This provokes the critical or cyni-
cal question, whether equality was “sacrificed” for gains in freedom? 
Advances during the course of economic development boosted free-
dom (and economic freedom) in the OECD countries, however, 
not to the same extent equality. Is this the one implication of hav-
ing established the hegemonic model of a “free economy” as domi-
nant economic paradigm in the advanced economies of the OECD? 
Indeed, it puzzles, how marginal increases in equality are (with the 
exception of gender equality), when we consider and factor in all 
the efforts of progress and development, which the OECD coun-
tries accumulated, and then compare the OECD countries with 
non-OECD countries. But what is the meaning of progress, should 
this only lead to more freedom, and not also to more equality? 
Stagnating or even declining income equality poses a serious chal-
lenge and problem for democracy and quality of democracy in the 
advanced OECD countries. Could this even have the potential of 
an eroding political freedom (and a feeding of radical populism) in 
a mid-term or long-term perspective? Probably we are still not fully 
aware, what the whole impact of this possibly is or may be. It seems 
clear and evident that there is a greater need for more research on 
equality, also income equality particularly (in that respect, for exam-
ple, see Piketty 2015; Wilkinson and Pickett 2010).

 11. Hypothesis 11/There is a tendency that in world context and averaged 
as world means the non-political indicators grow (grew) faster and 
express a more dynamic profile of progress, progressing and advance-
ment than the political indicators. For example: the redesigned 
Human Development Index as well as non-political sustainable 
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development outperform the “Comprehensive sustainable devel-
opment” (which includes political freedom). Also economic free-
dom progresses faster than political freedom. Furthermore, the 
more narrowly defined (in terms of used and integrated indicators) 
redesigned Human Development Index expanded faster than the 
more broadly defined non-political sustainable development. This 
creates puzzles and challenges. One proposition could assert that 
more modest improvements in the political sphere are being out-
paced by more dynamic improvements in the non-political spheres. 
Therefore, are society and economy of a greater importance than 
politics? What does this tell us about democracy and the relevance 
of democracy (for growth)? Should democracy place a greater con-
cern on non-political issues and characteristics? Different interpre-
tations and implications are feasible or could be applied. In the 
following, we want to refer to a few possible conclusions: (1) In 
the case of some political indicators, such as political freedom, we 
may still face a conceptual problem of how to measure these ade-
quately. What could result are minimum or minimalist definitions, 
for example for political freedom, with the consequence that only 
a passing of certain thresholds becomes evident and can be docu-
mented, whereas the measuring of higher levels of maturity still 
represents a real challenge. (2) Minimalist definitions of democracy, 
focusing and concentrating on fewer and limited political aspects 
and political characteristic, perhaps communicate and deliver the 
impression of a world wide tendency of a stagnation or only modest 
improvement for the endeavor of democracy. Broader conceptual-
izations of democracy that emphasize the importance of sustainable 
development for the quality of a democracy and that refer therefore 
to developments and improvements of society and economy (and 
in society and in economy) reveal (by tendency) perhaps a differ-
ent picture: when such broader conceptualizations are being trans-
lated into attempts of empirical measurement (by this including 
also non-political indicators), then we may see in global context 
a more progressive development of society and economy (also of 
knowledge society and knowledge economy), and to a certain extent 
also of democracy or at least of the opportunities and prospects 
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for democracy (including the concept of knowledge democracy). 
In practical terms, what this can mean is (for example): should 
medium-high or very-high scores of political freedom stagnate, 
then democracies still can focus on improving their “non-politi-
cal” sustainable development in society (and in economy). To raise 
for discussion, a radical proposition or at least a challenging ques-
tion: Is there a certain plausibility to assert that also in theoretical 
terms the broader conceptualization of democracy and the quality 
of democracy is more dynamic (by referring also to development, 
also to non-political development) than minimalist conceptual 
approaches toward democracy and the quality of democracy (that 
only look on political freedom in a narrow sense)?

 12. Hypothesis 12/The whole world improved its score levels across a broad 
range, but the whole world (non-OECD countries) improved faster 
than the OECD countries (2002–2016): When we compare the 
score levels of the OECD and of the whole world in 2002 with 
2016, then we can identify the following trend (see Figs. 5.7, 5.8, 
and 5.9 in Chapter 5): for eight indicators (dimensions), the gap 
became smaller, but for three indicators (dimensions) the gap 
even widened to the advantage of the OECD and to the disad-
vantage of the whole world (the non-OECD countries). Referring 
to other (already stated) empirical observations, we can conclude: 
During the fifteen-year period of 2002–2016, the whole world 
improved its score levels across a broad range, but the whole world 
(non-OECD countries) improved faster than the OECD countries. 
In that respect, it has become easier for the non-OECD countries 
(or for some of the non-OECD countries) to catch up with the 
OECD countries and to make the gap smaller. On a global scale, 
the world as a whole (by tendency) moves more into the direction 
of an increasingly equal status (from a cross-country comparative 
perspective, and now not looking at distributions within countries). 
The path of development accelerates for the non-OECD coun-
tries faster than for the OECD countries. Toward the end of the 
2010s, the OECD expresses less of a lead of performance against 
the whole world (the rest of the world outside of the OECD) than 
was the situation at the beginning of the 2000s. The momentum 
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of development of the whole world progresses more balanced and 
more evenly distributed across the different countries in world con-
text. Does this also slowly balance and “neutralize” the global divide 
between OECD countries and the non-OECD world? Are there 
any chances for the developing economies to reach levels of devel-
opment that are or will be comparable (in the foreseeable future) to 
the levels of development of and in advanced economies? Of course, 
it should be critically mentioned that the gap of GDP per capita 
has not become smaller between the OECD countries and the 
whole world (non-OECD countries), but even has widened to some 
degrees. So, what is the essence of a gradual global socioeconomic 
balancing, if this does not also materialize in concrete terms such as 
GDP per capita? Of course, another critical question would have to 
be asked and raised here: Taking into account that political freedom 
has stagnated (modestly declined) during the period 2002–2016, 
so what was actually the role of democracy (and of democratiza-
tion) for this general global improvement in socioeconomic devel-
opment and in world wide socioeconomic development? The gap 
between the OECD and the means (averages) for the whole world 
is the largest in the domain of the following indicators: politi-
cal freedom, tertiary education (tertiary gross school enrollment), 
“Comprehensive sustainable development”, GDP per capita (PPP, 
in constant 2011 international $), and for the redesigned Human 
Development Index. The gap between the OECD and the world 
average is the smallest for: gender equality and income equality. 
Concerning lower CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita), the 
average for the whole world scores better than the average for the 
OECD.

 13. Hypothesis 13/The growth rates of scores and score levels across dimen-
sions and indicators are (to a certain extent) structurally similar 
between OECD countries and the whole world. In that respect, and 
to formulate here a proposition, we experience structural similar-
ities or parallel trends (patterns of development) of the OECD as 
well as the non-OECD world (see and compare Figs. 5.8 and 5.9 
in Chapter 5). This could add a certain plausibility to the asser-
tion and proposition that the inner logic of development or of 
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sustainable development may be to some degree similar in context 
of the OECD countries (advanced economies), but also in context 
of the non-OECD countries (emerging and developing economies). 
Should this represent an accepted point of departure, then princi-
ples of knowledge and innovation of the knowledge economy and 
knowledge society would also apply to the emerging and developing 
economies and to the Newly Industrialized Countries. In that sense, 
the knowledge democracy could be seen as a universal principle. In 
that sense, the principle of “democracy as innovation enabler” could 
be loaded with a broader meaning. Despite these structural similari-
ties in the growth patterns (across dimensions and indicators), how-
ever, there is one interesting aspect: by and large, the non-OECD 
countries are growing faster than the OECD countries. With the 
exception of four indicators,19 the gap between the OECD and non-
OECD world, therefore, is becoming smaller, and this to the advan-
tage of the non-OECD countries (for seven indicators). So the lead 
of the OECD countries has decreased somewhat. In that respect, the 
world has become more equal during the 2000s and 2010s, when 
non-OECD countries are being compared with the OECD coun-
tries (and now not referring to distributions within countries).  
The current (mid-term) trend is that the OECD and non-OECD 
countries developed and progressed during the years 2002–2016, 
but the non-OECD countries developed and progressed faster, while 
the OECD countries moved somewhat slower ahead. Should this be 
regarded now as a positive message on the prospects of development 
(further development) for the non-OECD countries? Certainly 
positively factors in that there was an aggregate development and 
upward-mobility of the non-OECD countries as a whole (at least 
it would be reasonable to argue in such a way). At least for a few 
of the non-OECD countries, it is now possible to continuously 
make the gap toward the OECD countries smaller, perhaps even to 

19These four indicators are gender equality, non-political sustainable development and GDP 
per capita. Also, while CO2 emissions in metric tons per capita are somewhat decreasing for the 
OECD countries, they increased for the whole of the world.
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catch up with some of the OECD countries and to overtake them. 
At the same time, however, concerning the “absolute” score levels, 
the OECD countries still are leading substantially in a diversity of 
areas (for example, GDP per capita). So while in “relative terms,” the 
whole world is becoming more equal, in “absolute terms” the world 
still is substantially unequal in several of the important areas and 
domains. Furthermore, and this is equally important for the non-
OECD countries, but also the OECD countries themselves, also the 
“internal equality” of countries and societies matters, and may even 
increasingly matter in the future (for example, concerning income 
equality or increasing income inequality). So there is continuously 
a mixed balance on equality in the world and on the equality of the 
global world developments.

 14. Hypothesis 14/There may be more of a comparative win-win situation 
in the OECD countries, but a comparative trade-off situation in non-
OECD countries: Perhaps this hypothesis is somewhat speculative, 
but it appears that on several occasions the OECD can more eas-
ily be in a comparatively advantageous “win-win” position across 
several dimensions (and subdimensions), whereas non-OECD 
are more often locked into a “trade-off” situation, meaning strong 
positions in some fields of indicators, but weaker positions in other 
areas. For example, OECD countries often score higher on polit-
ical freedom as well as on economic freedom, whereas in the case 
of non-OECD countries the political freedom and economic free-
dom do not necessarily combine and associate with each other 
(compare Figs. 3.1 and 3.2 in Chapter 3 with Figs. 4.1 and 4.2 
in Chapter 4). Additionally, OECD countries score on all subdi-
mensions of freedom and of equality higher than the whole world, 
however, with the lead in income equality being the smallest. The 
Nordic countries score even further ahead of the whole world aver-
age across all subdimensions of freedom and equality (see Figs. 7.5 
and 7.6 in Sect. 7.1). One basic (and crucial) idea of sustainable 
development stresses to achieve development and improvement not 
only in one area, but in different fields and domains, by this creat-
ing a cross-complementary win-win situation over a broader spec-
trum. Here, the non-OECD countries apparently are particularly 
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challenged in their strategies and policies. However, also the 
OECD countries are called upon, to learn further in this regard. 
Cross-country learning addresses always all countries in the world.  
The possible “trade-off situation” in context of the non-OECD 
countries perhaps may also explain, at least partially, why we are fac-
ing the coexistence of different political models in the emerging and 
developing economies: in some of the countries, economic devel-
opment associates with political freedom, whereas in other coun-
tries, economic development is not being accompanied by political 
freedom. For the advanced economies, the opposite appears to be 
truer: here, economic growth and development, by tendency, do 
associate (co-evolve) with political freedom.

 15. Hypothesis 15/With the global spreading and increasing diversity of 
democracy, the “concept of quality of democracy” (theory of quality of 
democracy) gains continuously in importance: From 1945 to the pres-
ent, there has been a spreading of democracy in the world. In the 
middle of the twentieth century, often a “binary” or “dichotomous” 
distinction between democracies and non-democracies appeared to 
be reasonable and sufficient (Campbell and Barth 2009, p. 210). 
Toward the end of the twentieth century, we experience and see a 
spreading of democracy in the world, in Eastern Europe after the 
collapse of Soviet communism, but also in other world regions, 
such as Latin America. This was analytically captured in the con-
cepts of the “Third Wave” (Huntington 1991, 1997) and of the 
“Fourth Wave” (McFaul 2002) of democratization.20 Democracy 
no longer represents a privilege of the industrialized nations or 
advanced economies in the OECD, but converted to a fully global 
phenomenon, just as valid for the emerging and developing econo-
mies in the Newly Industrializing Countries (at least in principle). 
With the spreading and diffusion of democracy as a global phe-
nomenon, also the need increased to distinguish between different 

20With the notion of the “end of history,” Francis Fukuyama (1989, 1992) did not actually want 
to mean an end of history as such, but asserted that the concept of “liberal democracy” is estab-
lishing itself as the new global standard in contemporary world (at least in the world of ideas).
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types of democracy (electoral democracy versus liberal democracy), 
but also different “levels of quality” of democracy. To continue the 
dichotomous (binary) polarization between democracy and non- 
democracy, no longer was appropriate or plausible, because within 
the “world of democracy” the diversity increased, also the diver-
sity in qualities, with a contest between democracies with a lower, 
medium or higher quality. Within the polarization of democracy 
and non-democracy, also in-between forms of semi-democracy 
evolved, and semi-democracy can overlap with democracy, but 
also non-democracy (authoritarianism). Furthermore, the level of 
quality of a democracy is not necessarily constant, it can increase 
(democracy reform and democracy innovation), but also decrease 
(democracy stagnation, democracy failure). In his famous book 
“Post-Democracy,” Colin Crouch reflects on the following (postu-
lated) tendency: “Meanwhile, however, in the established democ-
racies of Western Europe, Japan, the USA and other parts of the 
industrialized world, where more subtle indicators of its health could 
be used, matters are less optimistic” (Crouch 2010, pp. 1–2). Also, 
new forms or types of government emerged, for example the supra-
national governance of the European Union institutions, linked 
to the question and challenge, how their quality could be assessed 
(Lord 2004)? This emphasizes why the concept of quality of democ-
racy (in a global comparison) is so important, and why theories 
about the quality of democracy are crucial. Measuring democracy 
and different levels of quality of democracy (over time) represents 
one approach for opening and encouraging analytical opportunities 
for a more differentiated representation of democracy as an empiri-
cal phenomenon in the late twentieth and early twenty-first century 
(and beyond). The measurement of democracy relies necessarily on 
conceptualizations (models) of democracy. Measurement of democ-
racy, independently and disconnected from an underlying concept or 
model, appears to be only difficult to achieve in a satisfying manner. 
With this idea of quality of democracy, the democracy and democra-
tization in different world regions can be viewed and assessed more 
focused and conceptually better informed and guided (Levine and 
Molina 2011; Roberts 2010). Ideal-typically it could be further 
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discussed, whether there is a potential direction in “stages of democ-
racy,” moving from “electoral democracy” to “liberal democracy” and 
“(liberal) democracy of a higher quality” (see Fig. 1.4 in Sect. 1.2). 
Empirically, of course, it is not preconcluded that this evolution of 
democracy actually must occur.21 Within the context of our empiri-
cal macromodel here, political freedom in the whole world increased 
only marginally in the period 2002–2016, even decreased in some 
world regions, for example Latin America.

 16. Hypothesis 16/In democracies the environmental policies may be of a 
higher quality, but (the industrialized) democracies frequently also 
cause more pollutions than non-democracies: What is the relationship 
of quality of democracy with quality of environment? Social ecology 
refers to the interaction and interactions between society, economy 
and the environment or ecology (Fischer-Kowalski 1998; Fischer-
Kowalski and Hüttler 1999; Fischer-Kowalski and Haberl 2007). 
The “Quintuple Helix innovation systems” are interested to trans-
late ecological challenges into drivers for knowledge production and 
innovation (Carayannis and Campbell 2009, 2010, 2014). On the 
back cover side of a book by Winslow (2010), the following asser-
tion is being formulated: “It shows that the level of democracy in a 
country is more closely related to environmental quality than is the 
level of income.” We may formulate the expectation (proposition) 
that in democracies the environmental policies are often of a higher 
quality than in non-democracies. However, at the same time the 
(industrialized) OECD countries cause more pollutions based on 
CO2 emissions than the non-OECD countries (compare Fig. 3.11 
in Chapter 3 with Fig. 4.12 in Chapter 4).22 This suggests to us 
the following two propositions: (1) The overall negative impact of 

21Referring back to Francis Fukuyama (1989): should new types of democracy evolve, with 
higher qualities of democracy than in the conventional (model of ) liberal democracy, by this also 
creating a new type (model) of democracy, this may imply then an “end to the end-of-history” 
notion of Fukuyama, falsifying his approach to reality (or contextualizing and binding his analy-
sis to a specific historical phase).
22Because of the way how the indicator of CO2 emissions in metric tons per capita was designed and 
constructed by us in context of our model, higher “scores” actually imply lower CO2 emissions.
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the industrialized OECD countries on the environment may be 
worse than that of the (less industrialized) non-OECD countries. 
In that sense, and in terms of a global ecological scoreboard, the 
OECD is performing and “living” at costs of the non-OECD. (2) 
Environmental issues should even more so gain in importance on 
the political agenda of the coming years. “Social Ecology” repre-
sents here a key issue for further progress and progress opportuni-
ties of the world, being crucial for our survival, but also for future 
opportunities for human society and human civilization (Blunden 
et al. 2018; Carayannis and Campbell 2013; Carayannis et al. 2012; 
European Commission 2009; Lancet Commission 2017; Obama 
2017; Steffen et al. 2018; World Meteorological Organization 
2017).23 (3) “Democracy as innovation enabler” is also important 
in the framework of the “Quadruple and Quintuple Helix innova-
tions systems,” where the intention is to translate and to transform 
ecological and environmental challenges into drivers for knowledge, 
knowledge production and innovation (Carayannis and Campbell 
2009, 2010, 2014).

 17. Hypothesis 17/Democracies are characterized by higher degrees of 
political swings and government/opposition cycles than non-democra-
cies: Peaceful political swings and government/opposition cycles 
mark a crucial distinction and line of division between democ-
racy and non-democracy. Democracies are characterized by sub-
stantially higher frequencies of government/opposition cycles 
(in more particular) and political swings (in more general) than 
non-democracies (where they are less frequent or do not exist at 
all). In our empirical macromodel, we verified that probabilities of 
a “peaceful person and/or party change of the (de facto) head of 
government” increase with increasing degrees of political freedom. 

23As it is being said and stated in a released report: “Pollution is the largest environmental cause 
of disease and premature death in the world today. Diseases caused by pollution were responsible 
for an estimated 9 million premature deaths in 2015—16% of all deaths worldwide—three times 
more deaths than from AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria combined and 15 times more than from 
all wars and other forms of violence” (Lancet Commission 2017, p. 1).
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Party change is here even more important than person change (see 
Fig. 6.3 in Chapter 6).24 One conclusion (proposition) may be that 
democracy introduced to the world the innovation (the political 
innovation) of peaceful government/opposition cycles as a standard 
procedure for government institutions and for how a democracy is 
operating and performing. This defines an (evolutionary) advan-
tage of democracy over non-democracy. Government/opposition 
cycles can initiate political swings, for example political left/right 
swings. Does a political system or system of governance not express 
any or not sufficiently regular government/opposition cycles, then 
we should wonder, whether this political system still can represent 
a democracy. Experience teaches us to be skeptical here, meaning 
that the nonexistence of government/opposition cycles almost rules 
out for certain the possibility of a democracy. In democracies, the 
government/opposition cycles or political swings fulfill the follow-
ing functions: (1) to balance power; (2) to allow a “cycle of seek-
ing,” by supporting policy-seeking in contrast to office-seeking and 
vote-seeking; (3) and to balance policy. Government/opposition 
cycles and political swings represent one form of manifestation of 
how “political self-organization” expresses itself and translates into 
a practice.25 We could assert that political swings and govern-
ment/opposition cycles were not that evident from the beginning 
in political science research or theory of democracy, but that this 
represents a pattern, toward which the behavior of democracies 
gravitated and still will gravitate furthermore. Advanced economies 
and societies often operate in a “fog of uncertainty” at new lines of 
an open frontier in flux, so for them experimental policy learning 
is essential in context of political swings. Ultimately, a compre-
hensively understood sustainable development also requires politi-
cal swings and government/opposition cycles in the non-OECD 

25Self-organization defines one dimension of the basic quintuple-dimensional structure of democ-
racy and quality of democracy that underlies conceptually as a theoretical basis our empirical 
macro-model (see Fig. 1.7 in Sect. 1.2).

24This relationship also helped us to (at least partially) validate the freedom ratings of Freedom 
House (see again Chapter 6).
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countries, even if there the contest and race between democracies, 
semi-democracies and non-democracies appears to be dynamic and 
open (Carayannis and Campbell 2014).26

 18. Hypothesis 18/In empirical terms the Nordic countries represent a world 
region that achieved the highest level of quality of democracy in con-
temporary context: Within the framework of our empirical macro-
model, where we identified several countries and country groups 
more particularly for our analysis (see Sect. 2.4), clearly the Nordic 
countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden) are that coun-
try group that achieved empirically the highest level of quality of 
democracy during the period 2002–2016. “Country group” here 
implies that we speak of a region, preferably representing more 
than one (at least two) countries or at least a larger country.27 The 
Nordic countries outperform in political freedom, gender equal-
ity and income equality the USA, European Union (EU15 and 
EU28), the OECD, and the world average (see Figs. 7.6 and 7.7 
in Sect. 7.1 and Figs. 3.1, 3.3, and 3.4 in Chapter 3). Only in 
economic freedom, the USA and for some years Japan lie ahead 
of the Nordic countries, whereas also here the Nordic countries 
position themselves higher than the OECD and EU (see Fig. 3.2 
in Chapter 3). With regard to non-political sustainable develop-
ment and “Comprehensive sustainable development”, the Nordic 
countries also lead in comparison with the USA, European Union 
(EU15 and EU28), the OECD and the world (see Figs. 3.6 and 
3.7 in Chapter 3). The Nordic countries and their democracies 
convincingly demonstrate that good and mutually benefitting com-
binations of political freedom, gender and income equalities and of 
sustainable development are possible at comparatively very high lev-
els. In the case of economic freedom, it furthermore could be ques-
tioned, how important this subdimension actually is for a concept 
such as quality of democracy. Whether or not the level of quality of 

26For a further reading on political swings, see Campbell (1992, 1996, 2007).
27As an individual country, Switzerland also scores high on quality of democracy (see Campbell 
2010; also Campbell et al. 2012).
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democracy in the Nordic countries should be regarded to be “high” 
from a theoretical viewpoint or a later (assumptive) perspective 
from the late twenty-first or early twenty-second century, remains 
a separate question (not to be further discussed here). However, the 
Nordic countries achieved the highest level of quality of democracy 
in empirical terms during the period 2002–2016, and this is truly 
remarkable. The Nordic lead does not only focus on one dimension 
of democracy measurement, but also cross-cuts and cross-connects 
several and by character very different dimensions (and subdimen-
sions), which qualifies this Nordic lead as to be sustainable, and 
to a certain extent also as solid. In empirical terms, the Nordic 
countries represent a global benchmark for quality of democracy 
for the whole world, demonstrating and verifying, which levels of 
quality of democracy are not only theoretically, but actually empiri-
cally (and by this in reality) possible. Every country in the world, in 
principle, could already have achieved a level of quality of democ-
racy, comparable to the already established standard and norm in 
the Nordic countries. How representative are the Nordic countries 
for the contemporary world and the trends there? With a share of 
the world population of only between 0.35 and 0.38% during the 
years 2002–2016 (see Fig. 2.3 in Sect. 2.1), critics could assert that 
the Nordic countries have more the status of a marginal exception, 
and that the Nordic countries have further profited from an advan-
tageous niche position within the global system. In our opinion, 
this is a defensive way of thinking and arguing. On the contrary, 
we want to emphasize to focus closer on what exactly the pattern 
of development and of democracy development was in the Nordic 
countries, and that the world should assess what it could learn from 
this “Nordic model” of quality of democracy. The potentials of 
learning for quality of democracy world wide are high. Of course, 
also the Nordic countries must learn continuously from experience 
and trends in other world regions. It is not preconcluded that this 
Nordic lead must continuously and necessarily prevail throughout 
the whole twenty-first century.

 19. Hypothesis 19/With regard to quality of democracy, neither the USA 
nor the European Union lead clearly, when being compared with each 
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other on empirical grounds: In political discourse, there is some-
times the discussion about the American (Kagan 2003) and the 
European model (Rifkin 2004) of democracy, connected to con-
flicting assumptions, who is actually leading or achieved a better 
positioning in global context. When we do not want to rely on 
ideology: Which evidence can be provided from an empirical per-
spective of actual democracy measurement? Earlier we already had 
asked the question, addressing the USA and the European Union28 
in comparative format: “Who is more free, more equal or better 
developed: the USA or the EU” (see Sect. 2.4). When we refer spe-
cifically to the conceptualization, which was underlying our empir-
ical macromodel, we arrive at a somewhat paradoxical (and perhaps 
unsatisfying) answer. In empirical terms, neither the USA nor the 
European Union express or demonstrate a clear lead in quality of 
democracy. In political freedom, the EU15 leads marginally over 
the USA, but the USA leads over EU28. In economic freedom, the 
USA is generally leading. In gender equality, the EU15 again leads 
marginally over the USA, but the USA again leads (marginally) 
over the EU28. In income equality, however, the European Unions 
(EU15 and EU28) lie considerably ahead of the USA (see Fig. 7.3 
in Sect. 7.1). Are the two subdimensions of freedom being aggre-
gated (numerically) to one dimension of freedom, and is the same 
done for the two subdimensions of equality, creating by this one 
aggregated (numerical) dimension of equality, then we experience 
a lead of the USA in freedom, but a lead of EU15 and EU28 in 
equality (see Figs. 7.1 and 7.2 in Sect. 7.1). By this, income equality 
defines the one great disadvantage (and problem) of the USA. On 
the other hand, there is clearly more economic freedom in the USA. 
In non-political sustainable development and “Comprehensive 
sustainable development”, the USA is lying ahead of the EU15 
and EU28, however, EU15 has been rapidly catching up in 

28European Union or European democracy we understand here primarily as an (indicator-based) 
aggregation of the individual member countries to the European Union, and not as a particu-
lar assessment of the supranational institutions of government and governance of the European 
Union.
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“Comprehensive sustainable development” and has reached levels 
almost as high as those of the USA (see Figs. 3.6 and 3.7 in Chapter 
3): this also resembles and defines a situation of deadlock of advan-
tage and opportunities, making a stable forecast on comparative 
advantage almost impossible for the coming years. Concerning 
the specific indicators for non-political sustainable development, 
conditions again are particular: the USA leads with regard to ter-
tiary education and GDP per capita, whereas the EU leads in life 
expectancy and lower CO2 emissions (in metric tons per capita) (see 
Figs. 3.8–3.11 in Chapter 3). Interestingly, higher GDP per capita 
did not translate into higher life expectancy for the USA. When 
the USA is contrasted with EU15, there may be a small advantage 
to the favor of the EU. However, is the USA contrasted with the 
EU28, the overall advantage may be instead (and narrowly) with 
the USA. The paradox and puzzling outcome therefore is that our 
whole conceptualization and comparative measurement of democ-
racy arrives at the conclusion that it cannot be said convincingly or 
uncontested, whether the quality of democracy is higher in the USA 
or in the European Union. American democracy and European 
democracy have reached here similar (almost equal) levels of qual-
ity of democracy (besides clear differences in structure). Based on 
a rational reasoning and in reference to the empirical indicators 
identified here, it would be arbitrary, asserting a lead of either the 
USA or of European Union in quality of democracy. The USA and 
the European Union established a competitive lead only in par-
ticular (and differing) subdimensions and for specific areas, but in 
the whole we are faced with a picture of stalemate. Ideologies and 
ideological controversies should be here more sensitive for empiri-
cal evidence in the coming debates. For the USA and the European 
Union, this creates a permanent necessity for continuously learning 
mutually from each other, but also from other world regions. The 
Nordic countries mark an important reference point for discourse 
on development and quality of democracy for the USA, but in the 
European Union as well.

 20. Hypothesis 20/Quality of Democracy, Knowledge Democracy and 
“Democracy as Innovation Enabler”: Quality of democracy can 
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also be associated with knowledge democracy (Carayannis and 
Campbell 2012, p. 55; Veld 2010a, b). Knowledge democracy 
emphasizes the importance of knowledge and innovation for the 
quality of democracy and the sustainable development of democ-
racy, society and economy. This also is being emphasized by the 
theory, concept and model of the “Quadruple and Quintuple 
Helix Innovation Systems” (Carayannis and Campbell 2009, 2010, 
2014). Expectations are that democracies with a higher quality 
of democracy also will be knowledge democracies. “Democracy 
as Innovation Enabler” has here at least the following meanings: 
(1) political pluralism in a democracy encourages also a diver-
sity of knowledge and innovation (“Democracy of Knowledge,” 
Carayannis and Campbell 2009) that is necessary for development 
(also economic development and economic growth); (2) advanced 
economies are driven by knowledge and innovation, so they require 
a democracy (but in principle this also should refer to emerging and 
developing economies); (3) therefore, at least in principle, “democ-
racy as innovation enabler” also applies (should apply) to emerg-
ing and developing economies, but may not always be realized and 
applied; (4) the diversity (political diversity, by this also knowledge 
and innovation diversity) within democracies may feed effectively 
into the next-generation creations of knowledge production an 
innovation system evolution, which will be necessary for progress 
and further advances of knowledge society, knowledge economy 
and knowledge democracy in a global format; (5) finally, as a last 
note and thought: perhaps the economic successes of non-democ-
racies or autocracies (authoritarian and semi-authoritarian regimes) 
are being overestimated anyway, because autocracies are also ben-
efitting from the knowledge production and innovation systems 
of democracies and semi-democracies, so in that sense autocracy is 
depending on democracy and the knowledge and innovation of democ-
racy in a global system.
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7.3  Resume of the Conclusion

The approach of conceptualizing and measuring democracy and qual-
ity of democracy in global context reveals the full complexity of pat-
terns of democracy and of trends in further democracy development.29 
This world wide perspective appears to be necessary, for trying to 
understand democracy comprehensively, because the constrained 
view of only looking on democracies in OECD countries generates 
no more than a particular perspective on democracy. By integrating 
also democracies in non-OECD countries into the scope of analysis, 
also the additional patterns and trends are being made visible, which 
otherwise would not have been recognized. Therefore, the challenge 
is to design and to design further global concepts, global models and 
global theories of democracy. Within the idea of quality of democracy, 
there is also the notion that there can be different levels or different 
types of quality of democracy, by this emphasizing to see the differ-
ences (or similarities) between democracies, wherever being identified 
as to be relevant. Further conceptualization and further measurement 
of democracy depend on each other mutually and interconnected, so 
next-stage democracy theory development is challenged to be designed 
in parallel with measuring democracy. The global perspective ultimately 
implies also to contrast democracy with non-democracy or to look at 
democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies30 comparatively, 
confronted by empirical ambiguities, where in some cases it may be 
difficult to draw clear distinctions between types of democracy and 
types of non-democracy.

Democracy and the evolution of quality of democracy are facing 
challenges, calling for creative innovations, so that quality of democ-
racy continues to progress for a betterment. Will there also be “new 
trends” for democracy and quality of democracy in the world? Levels 

29See again the hypotheses on democracy and quality of democracy in Chapter C.2 (these 
hypotheses summarize our empirical findings and translate them into propositions for continued 
democracy research).
30Possible empirical definitions for democracy, semi-democracy and non-democracy are discussed 
in Sect. 2.3.
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of quality of democracy in the advanced economies of the OECD 
countries, but also in the developing and emerging economies in non-
OECD countries, could stagnate or even decline. Therefore, there is 
this permanent need for democracy reform, democracy innovation 
and democracy discourse, indicating and unlocking and opening up 
routes of development that drive democracy quality advancement fur-
ther. We should expect and be prepared that our concepts and theories 
of democracy and quality of democracy also continue to develop dur-
ing the course of the twenty-first century, so there will be democracy 
evolution and democracy theory evolution. Our analysis indicated that 
particularly within non-OECD there appears to be an “open” con-
test, how closely degrees of political freedom actually associate with 
stages of development. Is democracy necessary for successful develop-
ment? Can there be sustainable development (or economic growth) 
without democracy? In the short run, there is no automatic co-devel-
opment of economic progress or economic growth and democratic 
advancement. Therefore: “The current world appears to be challenged 
by a race between developing democracies versus emerging autocracies 
over knowledge production and innovation” (Carayannis and Campbell 
2014, p. 19). There are empirical examples of authoritarian (semi- 
authoritarian, semi-democratic) regimes that have realized successfully 
economic growth, without enforcing (or implementing) democracy. In 
that context also the term of a “managed democracy” is being used, such 
as of a “Managed Democracy in Russia” (see Krastev and Holmes 2012; 
Wegren and Konitzer 2008; compare also with Segert and Machos 
1995; Schedler 2006). Based on the analytical tools, employed by our 
analytical framework of analysis, the empirical answers (and trends) 
still are not that clear here. In fact, there may even emerge and develop 
forms of democracy, semi-democracy or non-democracy, which cannot 
be mapped that easily in reference to some of our established and con-
ventional concepts of democracy.

Democracies are characterized by a higher probability and higher 
degrees of frequency of political swings and of government/opposition 
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cycles than non-democracy.31 Democracies introduced the innovation 
of peaceful person and party change in political power and of govern-
ment executive as a standard political procedure, by this also dramat-
ically altering and innovating how government functions. Political 
swings and government/opposition cycles represent one way, how 
(political) self-organization manifests itself in a democracy. Political 
swings and government/opposition cycles (on the basis of civil and non-
violent means and measures) place democracies into a crucial advantage 
against non-democracies, because it provides democracies with flexibil-
ity in policy-making and policy-application, and also helps democracies 
to balance political power and government power, which is necessary for 
sustainable governance (good governance) in the long run.

In addition, current democracy research is constrained (at least to 
some extent), because data and indicators are not of the same quality 
in all dimensions that are relevant for democracy and democracy qual-
ity. For example, comparative data on income equality (or wealth equal-
ity) still behave fragmentarily. There are several indices in the world that 
report on freedom, but there clearly is a need for creating more “com-
prehensive equality indices” that also reflects systematically on income 
equality (wealth equality). Currently, in the “world of indices,” there 
appears to be an unbalance to the favor of freedom, but to the disad-
vantage of equality. This could bias democracy research (and democracy 
discourse, democracy innovation) and disfavor equality (as a concept 
and as a research field). But conceptually, there is also a need of devel-
oping the concept of political freedom further, to reflect what advanced 
political freedom could be and should be or ought to mean, when free-
dom should contribute to advanced qualities of democracy.

Arguments can be developed that the higher the degrees of economic 
development are, then the more likely it is that advanced economic 
development also requires the development of a democracy. In that 
respect, we can expect certain associations (or also a co-evolution) between 
quality of democracy, knowledge democracy and knowledge economy. So 
there is also a type of plausibility for the assertion of “democracy as innovation 

31See and review our analysis in Chapter 6.
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Fig. 7.11 The Quadruple and Quintuple Helix innovation systems in relation to 
society, economy, democracy and social ecology (Source Author’s own concep-
tualization based on Carayannis and Campbell [2014, p. 15], Carayannis et al. 
[2012, p. 4], and adapted from Carayannis and Campbell [2009, p. 207]. See also 
Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff [2000])
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enabler” (see Fig. 7.11). Here, political pluralism and a heterogeneity and 
diversity of different knowledge and innovation modes should mutually sup-
port and reinforce each other. Would this then be a co-evolution of democracy 
and a “democracy of knowledge” and of “democracy as innovation enabler”?

In the previous Sect. 7.2, we raised the following sentence: 
“Democracy could imply to be accompanied by a pluralism of diverging and 
contradicting reflections on democracy.” The underlying idea here is that 
pluralism and diversity within democracy mirror themselves also in a 
pluralism and diversity of concepts about democracy. This may indicate 
another approach for defining democracy at a “meta-level,” and provides 
a further point of reference for democracy and quality of democracy. 
The metaphorical expression of this was attempted in the “Poem on 
Democracy” at the very beginning of our work, when asking: What is 
Democracy? There we metaphorically extended “pluralism” by translating 
the poem into different languages. Are there also aesthetic and art-based 
expressions of quality of democracy? 

The history of democracy has not come to an end. The future of the history 
of democracy and the future of democracy only are beginning.
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Appendix A.1 Documentation  
of the Complete Country Sample:  
160 Countries (Years 2002–2016)

The empirical model and analysis (for the years 2002–2016) refers to 
a complete country sample of 160 countries (and territories), address-
ing democracies, semi-democracies and non-democracies. In Table A.1, 
these countries (and territories) are documented.

Table A.1 The complete marcrolist of 160 covered countries (and territories)

1 Afghanistan 54 Greece 107 Oman
2 Albania 55 Guatemala 108 Pakistan
3 Algeria 56 Guinea 109 Panama
4 Angola 57 Guinea-Bissau 110 Papua New Guinea
5 Argentina 58 Haiti 111 Paraguay
6 Armenia 59 Honduras 112 Peru
7 Australia 60 Hong Kong SAR, 

China
113 Philippines

8 Austria 61 Hungary 114 Poland
9 Azerbaijan 62 India 115 Portugal
10 Bahrain 63 Indonesia 116 Puerto Rico
11 Bangladesh 64 Iran, Islamic Rep. 117 Qatar
12 Belarus 65 Iraq 118 Romania
13 Belgium 66 Ireland 119 Russian Federation
14 Benin 67 Israel 120 Rwanda
15 Bolivia 68 Italy 121 Saudi Arabia

(continued)
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16 Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

69 Jamaica 122 Senegal

17 Botswana 70 Japan 123 Serbia
18 Brazil 71 Jordan 124 Sierra Leone
19 Bulgaria 72 Kazakhstan 125 Singapore
20 Burkina Faso 73 Kenya 126 Slovak Republic
21 Burundi 74 Korea, Dem. 

People’s Rep.
127 Slovenia

22 Cambodia 75 Korea, Rep. 128 Somalia
23 Cameroon 76 Kosovo 129 South Africa
24 Canada 77 Kuwait 130 South Sudan
25 Central African 

Republic
78 Kyrgyz Republic 131 Spain

26 Chad 79 Lao PDR 132 Sri Lanka
27 Chile 80 Latvia 133 Sudan
28 China 81 Lebanon 134 Suriname
29 Colombia 82 Lesotho 135 Swaziland
30 Congo, Dem. Rep. 83 Liberia 136 Sweden
31 Congo, Rep. 84 Libya 137 Switzerland
32 Costa Rica 85 Lithuania 138 Syrian Arab Republic
33 Cote d'Ivoire 86 Macedonia, FYR 139 Tajikistan
34 Croatia 87 Madagascar 140 Tanzania
35 Cuba 88 Malawi 141 Thailand
36 Cyprus 89 Malaysia 142 Timor-Leste
37 Czech Republic 90 Mali 143 Togo
38 Denmark 91 Mauritania 144 Trinidad and Tobago
39 Dominican 

Republic
92 Mauritius 145 Tunisia

40 Ecuador 93 Mexico 146 Turkey
41 Egypt, Arab Rep. 94 Moldova 147 Turkmenistan
42 El Salvador 95 Mongolia 148 Uganda
43 Equatorial Guinea 96 Morocco 149 Ukraine
44 Eritrea 97 Mozambique 150 United Arab 

Emirates
45 Estonia 98 Myanmar 151 UK
46 Ethiopia 99 Namibia 152 USA
47 Finland 100 Nepal 153 Uruguay
48 France 101 Netherlands 154 Uzbekistan
49 Gabon 102 New Zealand 155 Venezuela, RB
50 Gambia, The 103 Nicaragua 156 Vietnam
51 Georgia 104 Niger 157 West Bank and Gaza
52 Germany 105 Nigeria 158 Yemen, Rep.
53 Ghana 106 Norway 159 Zambia

160 Zimbabwe

Source Author’s own compilation

Table A.1 (continued)
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In the following Tables A.2.1–A.2.11 of Appendix A.2, all transformed 
(rescaled) indicators (dimensions, subdimensions) are documented 
that represent the empirical data input for our model (macro-model) 
of empirical measurement of democracy and quality of democracy in 
global comparison.1 Transformed here means that all indicators were 
rescaled to 0–100, where “0” means the lowest possible and “100” 
the empirically highest value (score) that was observed for the period 
2002–2016 (see Chapter 2 for further clarification and specification). 
The direction of the scores has the following meaning or implication: 
the higher the scoring, the better the contribution for democracy and quality 
of democracy. On the basis of these data, also the dimensions (and subdi-
mensions) were constructed (see later also Appendix A.3).

Appendix A.2 Documentation of the 
Indicators: Transformed Scores (Rescaled 

to 0–100) of the 160 Countries (years 
2002–2016)

1 The indicators for government/opposition cycles (political swings) are documented in the  
Tables 6.2–6.4 in Chapter 6.
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D. F. J. Campbell, Global Quality of Democracy as Innovation Enabler,  
Palgrave Studies in Democracy, Innovation, and Entrepreneurship for Growth, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1

The comparative analysis of democracy and quality of democracy in 
global context focuses in more particular on fifteen countries or coun-
try groups. These are: Brazil; China; India; Indonesia; Japan; Nigeria; 
Russian Federation (Russia); USA; European Union (EU15); European 
Union (EU28); Nordic countries; OECD (OECD35); Latin America 
(Latin America 17); Asia (Asia15); and World1222  (for further details 
see once more Chapter 2).

All indicators for aggregated country groups (with more than one 
country, for example the European Union or OECD) are weighted by 
population.

In Appendix A.3, in the following Table A.3.1, for those identified 
fifteen countries or country groups again all indicators and aggregated 
dimensions (or subdimensions) (see Appendix A.2) are documented in 
an overview and summary format.

Appendix A.3 Overview and Summary: 
Documentation of the Transformed 

(Rescaled) Indicators and Aggregated 
Dimensions (Subdimensions) for Identified 

Countries and Country Groups (Years 
2002–2016)

2 “World122” refers to those 110 countries with no missing indicators.
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Acronyms used for aggregated dimensions (subdimensions) in Table 
A.3.1 have the following meaning:

1.  FREE pol = Political Freedom;
2.  FREE eco = Economic Freedom;
3.  EQUAL inc = Income Equality;
4.  EQUAL gen = Gender Equality;
5.  HDI re-des = Human Development Index (HDI) Re-Engineered, 

Redesigned;
6.  DEVELOP non-pol = (Sustainable) Development Non-Political;
7.  SD comprehensive = Sustainable Development Comprehensive.

In context of the dimension (subdimensions) of sustainable develop-
ment, the indicator-specific acronyms have the following meaning:

1.  SD (Sustainable Development) Life Exp: Life expectancy at birth, 
total (years);

2.  SD (Sustainable Development) Edu Tert: School enrollment, tertiary 
(% gross);

3.  SD (Sustainable Development) Gdp p Cap: GDP per capita, PPP 
(constant 2011 international $)

4.  SD (Sustainable Development) CO2 Em low: CO2 emissions  
(metric tons per capita).
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