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For various “qualities” of democracies, we may have different kinds of assessment (“democratic audit” may include problems of citizenship, economic and social rights, role of parties, media, civil control of the military, etc.).  Among central aspects of democratic quality are (1) procedures (participation, competition, rule of law, inter-institutional accountability, quality of governance); (2) results (responsiveness, socio-economic performance), and (3) content (freedom, equality/solidarity). The fulfillment of both procedural and normative criteria is necessary conditions for the existence and sustainability of democracies. “Democracy”, therefore, is a multi-dimensional concept. Altogether, no “perfect” democracy exists. 

However, certain minimum thresholds have to be fulfilled on the core dimensions of democracy as necessary conditions. It is problematic to aggregate these dimensions into a single index. Rather, systematic comparisons should help to learn from each other about best practices on various dimensions. On the basis of existing democracy indices (Vanhanen, Gurr, World Bank, Freedom House, etc.) three major types of political systems can be identified: (1) liberal democracies; (2) electoral democracies; (3) authoritarian systems. All post-communist states can be rated according to these democracy indicators. Quality of democracy in post-communist states can be assessed with the “good governance” indicators (consisting of three dimensions: (1) government effectiveness; (2) regulatory burden; (3) control of corruption). Measurements of the quality of democracy may also include parameters of socio-economic performance (GDP/cap.; life expectancy; literacy). Government priorities represent another dimension of the quality of democracy measurements. These are three major areas in terms of budget allocations (as % of GDP): (1) defense; (2) health; (3) education. 

Some preliminary conclusions: 

The quality and performance of democracies is related to its “system” context and its historical conditions. These are reflected also in aspects of social structure and political culture. Some data is available in these respects, too. Vertical social structure is reflected in indicators of “political stability and social unrest” (World Bank); income distribution  (GINI); and the “Index of Power Resources” (Vanhanen). Horizontal social structure is documented in indices of ethnic fragmentation and similar sources. Political culture data can be obtained, e.g., from the “Eurobarometer” and the “New Democracies Barometer”. “Political Atlas” project headed by Melville covers additional aspects as “stateness” or “international influence”. Such interactions can further be analyzed by employing non-linear dynamic models identifying certain patterns and groups of cases over time.

Ergo: current indicators of democracy, in spite of their respective weaknesses, do identify in some combination the major political system types in the post-communist states (“liberal democracies”, “electoral democracies” and “authoritarian states”). “Governance” and performance of these systems vary significantly, liberal democracies faring best on almost all indicators, authoritarian systems faring worst. One (partial) explanation lies in the respective budgetary allocations. Other factors (geo-political situation, economic resources, cultural background, international influences, etc.) will have to be further explored and discussed. Altogether, there is no perfect democracy, and different multi-dimensional patterns can be found. But many of the respective “qualities” of democracy certainly can be further improved.
