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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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
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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://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_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.



288     D. F. J. Campbell

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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_2
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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 
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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.
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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, 
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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 



308     D. F. J. Campbell

75.5827

69.6389

74.0743

65.2034

77.3270

73.8384

73.9855

40.5279

17.6748

63.3809

68.4964

79.4745

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

Numeric mean 
average for 

EQUALITY

Numeric mean 
average for 
FREEDOM

FREEDOM political

FREEDOM 
economic

EQUALITY income

EQUALITY gender

China

India

Fig. 7.9 Average means for the score values of China and India for the dimen-
sions 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 …     309

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 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
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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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_6
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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).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_1
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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 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_5
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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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_2


338     D. F. J. Campbell

“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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_2
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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.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72529-1_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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