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Requisites of Democracy

This book brings together the conceptual and theoretical writings of Joseph
Schumpeter, Robert A. Dahl, Guillermo O’Donnell, and T. H. Marshall. It dem-
onstrates that most of the different conceptions of democracy in the democrat-
ization literature can be ordered in one systematic regime typology that
distinguishes between ‘thinner’ and ‘thicker’ definitions of democracy.

The authors argue that the empirical pattern revealed by this typology is
explained by the combination of internal structural constraints and international
factors facilitating democracy. The result of such contending forces is that most
of the democratizations in recent decades have only produced competitive elec-
tions, rather than ‘more demanding’ attributes of democracy such as political lib-
erties, the rule of law, and social rights.

Examining theoretical and empirical approaches to measuring, defining, and
understanding democracy, the book will be of interest to scholars of political
theory and comparative politics in general and democratization studies in
particular.

Jorgen Moller and Svend-Erik Skaaning are both Associate Professors at the
Department of Political Science, Aarhus University, Denmark.



Democratization studies
(formerly Democratization studies, Frank Cass)

Democratization studies combines theoretical and comparative studies with
detailed analyses of issues central to democratic progress and its performance,
all over the world.

The books in this series aim to encourage debate on the many aspects of demo-

cratization that are of interest to policy-makers, administrators and journalists, aid
and development personnel, as well as to all those involved in education.
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Preface

In this short preface, we set the stage for the book. We do so, first, by document-
ing the historical absence of a clear consensus about the meaning of the term
democracy, and second, by pointing out that we nevertheless set out to identify
some ordered patterns in the literature. The more general objective is to show
that this often quite technical book writes into an age-old and extremely interest-
ing debate about the definition of democracy.

Witness the following quote from George Orwell (1962 [1946]: 2237):

The words democracy, socialism, freedom, patriotic, realistic, justice, have
each of them several different meanings which cannot be reconciled with
one another. In the case of a word like democracy, not only is there no
agreed definition, but the attempt to make one is resisted from all sides. It is
almost universally felt that when we call a country democratic we are prais-
ing it: consequently the defenders of every kind of régime claim that it is a
democracy, and fear that they might have to stop using the word if it were
tied down to any one meaning. Words of this kind are often used in a con-
sciously dishonest way. That is, the person who uses them has his own
private definition, but allows his hearer to think he means something quite
different.

These words were first published in April 1946. That is to say that they were
penned down in the context of the great public and academic debate on demo-
cracy during and in the immediate aftermath of World War II (e.g., Schumpeter,
(1974 [1942]; Hayek, 1944; Popper, 1945; Tingsten, 1945; Ross, 1952 [1946]).
At this point in time, democracy was defined in very different ways by different
people. Some, such as Schumpeter, maintained a purely procedural definition,
solely stressing the ‘competitive struggle for people’s vote’ (1974 [1942]: 269).'
Others, most prominently socialists, construed it as social equality or, even, in
the case of the Leninists, as the dictatorship of the proletariat. Yet others main-
tained what Schumpeter called the ‘classical doctrine of democracy’, thereby
equaling it with an institutional arrangement for realizing the common good.
This academic disagreement was mirrored in the empirical world as a wide
variety of regimes proclaimed themselves ‘democratic’ in the decades following
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World War II. Some of these were clearly not so according to the Schumpeterian
procedural formula. One need only mention the ‘people’s democracies’ of
Central and Eastern Europe, Nasser’s ‘presidential democracy’ in Egypt, Sukar-
no’s ‘guided democracy’ in Indonesia, Franco’s ‘organic democracy’ in Spain,
Stroessner’s ‘selective democracy’ in Paraguay, and Trujillo’s ‘neo-democracy’
in the Dominican Republic (Finer, 1962: 242). It is not too difficult to show that
we are here dealing with what Giovanni Sartori (1970) termed ‘conceptual
stretching’, that is, a vague and implausible broadening of the meaning of demo-
cracy, the semantic correlates of which are to be found in the non-democratic
connotations of the employed adjectives (except, perhaps, in the case of
‘people’s democracies’). But the very proliferation of such regimes goes to show
that Orwell was spot on in the observation quoted above.

More than 60 years have passed since this great debate. Has the disagreement
abated over this period? Does a broad consensus exist on how to define demo-
cracy? To some extent, the answer is a timid ‘yes’. After all, few would hold
forth the Leninist definition of democracy these days. But, on a more technical
level, the answer is clearly ‘no’. The scholar who has arguably done most to
produce such a consensus, Robert A. Dahl, thus recently noted that it is ‘appall-
ing that at this late date we are still struggling with how to conceptualize and
measure democracy’ (Munck and Snyder, 2007: 145). This diagnosis is of the
same ilk as the one he made in Democracy and Its Critics two decades ago,
observing that ‘a term that means anything means nothing. And so it has become
with “democracy”, which nowadays is not so much a term of restricted and spe-
cific meaning as a vague endorsement of a popular idea’ (Dahl, 1989: 2). It is
striking that this quotation virtually echoes that of Orwell in 1946. And it is
equally striking that rampant disagreement about the meaning of democracy
resonates throughout the history of the term in general.

Naess et al. (1956) and, more recently, Dunn (2005) have documented how
the meaning of democracy has undergone significant changes over the millennia.
During the heyday of Athenian democracy, statesmen such as Aeschines,
Demosthenes, Themistocles, and, particularly, Pericles sang the praises of demo-
cracy, which they equaled with the direct rule of the citizens. Nevertheless, vir-
tually all surviving tracts were written by critics of democracy. Most tellingly,
the famous ‘Funeral Oration’ of Pericles is reported by Thucydides, who was
antagonistic to the radical form of democracy favored by the former. More
importantly, two of the most prominent thinkers of all times ascribed to a highly
skeptical view of democracy. Plato considered it to be the penultimate form of
misrule, only just better than outright tyranny. And Aristotle equated demokratia
with the rule of the poor, reserving the word politeia for law-abiding, middle-
class rule, which he preferred.

Partly due to these writings, ‘democracy’ received a derogatory meaning
within political theory after the fall of the democracies of antiquity (Dunn,
2005). As Naess et al. show, democracy was ubiquitously treated as a derogatory
term throughout the Middle Ages. Thomas Aquinas, for instance, described it as
an iniquum regimen, an ‘unjust government’ (Naess et al., 1956: 92). Nor do we,
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with a few New Englanders as exceptions that prove the rule, find self-professed
democrats in the period from the Renaissance to the American War of Independ-
ence (ibid.: 95). The reason was exactly that democracy — listening to Plato —
was construed as majority tyranny. Clearly Hobbes entertained this view of
democracy, which we also meet much later with Edmund Burke (ibid.: 99-113).
At the same time, democracy was, by definition, equaled with direct rule of the
citizens rather than with the election of representatives, the actual western Euro-
pean regime form which came to be conceived in the context of the medieval
Stdandestaat (Myers, 1975: 34-35).

Not until the French Revolution did salient political actors start to use the
term to signify something positive (Naess et al., 1956; Dunn, 2005). Yet the
immediate effect of this usurpation of the term was to reinforce its derogatory
meaning outside of revolutionary France. Such was the case because democracy
became equaled with the terror rule of Robespierre and the Jacobins.

Nevertheless, the genie was now out of the bottle. Though we meet few ‘hon-
orific applications of the term’ (Naess et al., 1956) in the first half of the nine-
teenth century, some significant exceptions signal that things were about to
change. Naess et al. (1956: 123-128) point to the fact that particularly Bentham
seemed to apply a positive connotation to the words in this period. Also, they
neatly demonstrate the way in which Tocqueville’s use of the term changed from
connoting social equality (in Democracy in America) to connoting a political
method (in his speeches in 1848) (120).

Tocqueville was not alone in undergoing this transition at this particular point
in time. With the advent of the great liberal revolutions of the nineteenth century,
‘democracy’ once again became an honorific term. This happened because liberals
came to recognize that even a relatively broad (male) franchise did not necessarily
imperil property. From the critical juncture in 1848 onwards, we thus increasingly
encounter a ‘liberal connotation’ of democracy (Naess et al., 1956: 124).

Dunn (2005) basically retells the story of Naess ef al. using different terms.
His version is that a pitched battle over the meaning of the term was fought out
between those who construed it as an ‘order of egoism’ and those construing it
as an ‘order of equality’. The former camp, drawing on the classical and medi-
eval doctrine of the ‘mixed constitution’, were initially among those who rallied
against democracy for the simple reason that they, like Aristotle, understood it as
the rule of the poor. James Madison is particularly instructive here. In The Fed-
eralist, he used the term ‘republic’ for the constitutional system which he advoc-
ated, meanwhile issuing a dire warning against democracy. To render the famous
quotation:

Hence it is that such democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence
and contention; have ever been found incompatible with personal security
or the rights of property; and have in general been as short in their lives as
they have been violent in their deaths.

(Hamilton et al., 1974: 133)
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In contrast, the latter camp, first associated with the French Revolution, was
drawn to the word exactly because of this meaning, that is, due to the ideal about
absolute equal access to the exercise of power.

According to Dunn, the two principles subsequently fused as the liberals (and,
in time, the conservatives) came to accept democracy as a mixture of the sover-
eignty of the people? and constitutionalism in the nineteenth century.

There seems to be something to this notion of a mid-nineteenth century grand
fusion. However, this point should not disguise the fact that democracy again
quickly came to mean different things to different people (cf. Christophersen,
1966). One reason was that Dunn’s pure order of equality still won praise after the
dust of the great liberal revolutions had settled. Witness Karl Marx’s use of the
concept of democracy before and after these events. In the Communist Manifesto
of 1848, the word was used as synonymous with the ‘dictatorship of the proletar-
iat’. Democracy was thus equaled with the ascendancy to power of the masses and
the concomitant economic transformation. Yet, during and in the immediate after-
math of the great revolutions, Marx began employing the word in a very different
meaning, namely as denoting the broad, anti-feudal movement represented by the
liberal revolutionaries (Serensen, 1979).

Soon, however, Marx backed away from this ideal, claiming that genuine
political equality could only rest on economic equality. He thus regarded the
liberal construction of democracy as a constitutional system as a mirage — or,
even more insidiously, as a means of the possessive classes to retain the exploit-
ive, capitalist system.

Finally, according to Schumpeter the classical conception also loomed large
in the nineteenth century, adding a third facet to the dispute. Even after the great
fusion described by Naess ef al. and Dunn, the disagreement about the meaning
of democracy was thus reproduced.

That democracy was placed on a pedestal did hence not entail that people
agreed exactly what was worshipped. Some scholars have in fact gone so far as
to argue that producing the agreement on how to define democracy, which Dahl
advertises for, and which Orwell regretted the lack of, is intrinsically impossible
to obtain. Arend Lijphart (1977: 4), one of the most influential contemporary
democratic theorists, accordingly holds that democracy ‘is a concept which vir-
tually defies definition’.

Even more famously, the British philosopher Walter Bryce Gallie highlighted
democracy as the example par excellence of what he termed ‘essentially con-
tested concepts’ (1956: 184). Gallie’s basic point is that, because concepts such
as democracy are multi-dimensional, internally complex, abstract, qualitative,
and, critically, value-laden (aka evaluative), people will never be able (or, for
that matter, willing) to subscribe to one and the same meaning of the term. More
technically, people will value different dimensions of the concept to different
degrees, making it impossible to aggregate the subcomponents in a uniformly
accepted way (Schedler, 2011).

That leaves us to ponder why Orwell and Dahl have objected to this lack of
consensus. Disregarding the political abuse of the word by wolves in sheep’s
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clothing — such as the self-proclaimed democrats listed further up in this preface
— the very precondition for assessing causes and correlates of democracy is that
an agreement exists about the definition of the concept in the first place. As Gio-
vanni Sartori (1970: 1038) pointed out four decades ago, ‘concept formation
stands prior to quantification’. Insofar as the broad patterns of the definition are
not settled, research on democracy cannot become cumulative as different schol-
ars using different definitions will keep arriving at different results. To quote
O’Donnell, who will be our main guide through the morass of democratic theory
in this book:

The literature on new democracies shares two basic assumptions: the exist-
ence of a sufficiently clear and consistent corpus of democratic theory, and
the possibility of using this corpus, with only marginal modifications, as an
adequate conceptual tool for the study of emerging democracies. Unfortu-
nately, the first assumption — that there is a clear and consistent corpus of
democratic theory — is wrong. By implication, the second, that existing
democratic theory ‘travels’ well, is impracticable.

(2001: 7)

All of this may seem to make for a very disheartening conclusion about demo-
cratic theory and, a fortiori, about research on democratization. What this book
sets out to demonstrate, however, is that, though no final consensus has emerged
on how to define democracy, some systematic patterns exist, both conceptually
and with regard to the situation on the ground. Indeed, to some extent, this is
even the case with respect to the causes of democracy.

Addressing these issues, the book brings together the conceptual and theoret-
ical writings of, inter alia, Joseph A. Schumpeter, Robert A. Dahl, Guillermo
O’Donnell, and T. H. Marshall, based on the methodological guidelines of
authors such as Paul Lazersfeld, Kenneth D. Bailey, Giovanni Sartori, Gary
Goertz, David Collier, and Charles Ragin.

The very title of the book reflects this integrative enterprise. The pivotal word
here is Requisites, which conveys two distinct meanings. First, the word con-
notes those defining attributes — discussed and analyzed in Parts I and II — which
are individually necessary (and jointly sufficient) for democracy. Second, the
word also covers those conditions — necessary and causes — of democracy, which
we discuss and analyze in Part III.

More particularly, the book reports two general findings. First, we show that
it is possible to scale thinner and thicker definitions of democracy conceptually
and empirically. These analytical operations produce an ordinal scale of demo-
cracy which should prove valuable to research on the causes and correlates of
democratization. Second, we demonstrate that the empirical existence of this
scale is no coincidence. Suffice here to say that it reflects the fact that, in the
context of a liberal hegemony which forces the elites of most countries to at least
pay lip-service to democratization, structural conditions still constrain the ability
to move into thicker types of democracy. To some extent, this is thus a classic
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plus ¢a change (plus c’est la méme chose) conclusion as it implies that — due to
the structural inhibitions encountered in most developing countries — the
democratization processes of the latest decades have not really had salient
consequences outside of the electoral realm.

We elaborate on all of this in the Introduction. At this point, it is pertinent to
thank a number of people who have assisted us in traversing the territories
covered by the book. Several of the chapters have already been published in
various journals, and we are much indebted to the many insightful reports from
anonymous reviewers that we have received (and had to tackle), as well as the
comments received when presenting these papers at international conferences.
We are likewise indebted to our editors at Routledge for accepting the book for
publication and for encouraging us along the way. Furthermore, we gratefully
acknowledge the valuable comments and suggestions on earlier versions of
chapters we have received from Mogens Herman Hansen, participants at presen-
tations at Aarhus University in general and from Professors George Serensen,
Jorgen Elklit, and Palle Svensson in particular. Also, we wish to thank graduate
student Lasse Lykke Rerbzk, who in the latest stages of the work took on the
responsibility to prepare the manuscript according to Routledge’s guidelines and
to comment on each of the chapters.

Finally, we wish to thank various publishers and journals for allowing us to
reproduce published articles. Parts of the Introduction can be found in
© Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht GmbH & Co. KG, Jergen Moller and Svend-Erik
Skaaning: ‘Mapping Contemporary Forms of Autocracy’, in: Totalitarismus und
Demokratie, Jg.06 Heft 02, Géttingen 2009. Parts of Chapters 1 and 2 have pre-
viously been published in Mpgller, Jorgen and Svend-Erik Skaaning (2010),
‘Beyond the Radial Delusion: Conceptualizing and Measuring Democracy and
Non-democracy’, International Political Science Review, Vol. 31, No. 3,
pp. 261-283, reproduced with permission of Sage Publications. A prior version
of Chapter 4 has been previously published as Moller, Jorgen and Svend-Erik
Skaaning (2010), ‘Post-Communist Regime Types: Hierarchies across Attributes
and Space’, Communist and Post-Communist Studies, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp. 51-71,
reproduced with permission of the editors. A prior version of Chapter 5 can be
found in Moller, Jorgen and Svend-Erik Skaaning (2010), ‘Marshall Revisited:
The Sequence of Citizenship Rights in the Twenty-First Century’, Government
and Opposition, Vol. 45, No. 4, pp. 457-483, reproduced with permission of
John Wiley and Sons. A prior version of Chapter 6 has been previously pub-
lished as Moller, Jorgen and Svend-Erik Skaaning (2011), ‘Stateness First?’,
Democratization, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 1-24, reproduced with the permission of
Taylor & Francis Ltd. Finally, a prior version of the Appendix has been pub-
lished as Moller, Jorgen and Svend-Erik Skaaning (2011), ‘Concept-Measure
Inconsistency in Contemporary Studies of Democracy’, Zeitschrift fiir
vergleichende Politikwissenschaft, reproduced with the permission of the
editors.
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