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Comparative analysis of political regimes in Eastern European
Countries: correlation of hybrid and authoritarian political
practices (1991-2016)

The article is dedicated to comparative analyzing political regimes in Eastern European coun-
tries and making correlation of their hybrid and authoritarian political practices in 1991-2016.
The researcher used such methods of analysis of political regimes as “Freedom in the World’,
“Nations in Transit’, Vanhanen scheme, Democracy Index of “The Economist Intelligence
Unit’, project “Polity IV” and so on. As a result it was mapped all received effective data of di-
vergent comparative methods of democracy and autocracy assessment, on the basis of which
the author held their correlation in terms of common and distinctive findings and displayed

adjacent/coupled design for understanding political regimes in Eastern Europe.
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NOPIBHANBbHUI AHANI3 NONITUYHUX PEXXUMIB Y KPAIHAX
CXIAHOI €BPONN: KOPENALIA NIBPUAHNX TA ABTOPUTAPHUX
NONITUYHUX NPAKTUK (1991-2016)

Y craTTi MOpIiBHAABHO MPOAHAAI30BAHO MOAITHYHI pexkumu y kpainax CxiaHoi Espomnu
i 3AIICHEHO KOPEASIIIO IXHIX ri6p1/1AH1/1x Ta AaBTOPUTAPHUX MOAITHYHHUX MpPakTUK y 1991-
2016 pp- AAst IbOro aBTOPOM BUKOPHCTAHO TaKi MCTOAMKHU aHAAi3y IIOAITHYHUX PEXKUMIB,
sk «CBoboaa y cBiti», «Hauii B pansuti», cxema T. Banxanena, inaekc aemoxparii «The
Economist Intelligencc Unit», mpoexT <<Polity IV> tomo. B pesyavrari sicraBaeHo yci orpumani
PC3yABTATUBHI AaHi p0361>1<1—mx NOPiBHAABHUX METOAMK OLIIHIOBAHHS ACMOKPATIi i aBTOKpaTii,
IIPOBCACHO IXHIO KOPEASIIIIIO HA IIPCAMCT CITIABHUX i BIAMIHHHX BUCHOBKIB T2 BUBCACHO CYMDKHY/

CIIapeHy KOHCTPYKIIO pO3yMiHHS TOAITHYHHX pexumiB y Cxiptii €Bpori.

Kar0406i cro8a: nosimuunuii pescum, JemMoxpamis, asmoxpamis, asmopumapusm, 2i0pudnui
pewcum, Cxidna €spona.

Modern political systems in the institutional perspective (in particular within the con-
text of inter-institutional relations in the triangular “head of the state — government — par-

liament”) function not only in with regard to the form and systems of public administration,
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but also in respect of various types of political regime. It institutionalizes that any political
regime influences the form and the public administration system, as well as the form and
the system of public administration have impact on the political regime. The point is that
a political regime is an institutionalized set of main formal and informal regulations and
practices, which structure mutual relationship in the “core” of political authority (horizontal
relations) and its interrelation with a society (vertical relations). To outline horizontal rela-
tions one usually applies interrelation between branches of government, while to determine
vertical relations one analyzes ways of accession to power, mechanisms of implementation
and restriction. Varied combinations of relations within the political system become a rea-
son for formation of different types of political regimes, and therefore various positioning
of basic institutions, which function within the political system. From this point of view
Eastern European region — Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova Russia and
Ukraine — is not the exception, and categorization of three “wide” types of political regimes
— democratic, hybrid and authoritarian — is applied to them, however distinguishing the
countries in different ways. Thus, the task of the research is a multifold taxonomy of polit-
ical regimes in Eastern European countries, in particular on the basis of applying various
comparative methods and distinctions, as well as making an average-general conclusion,
concerning the types of political systems in the region.

The abovementioned topic is not a new one, as it has been partial-
ly described in a number of works by such scholars as S. Levitsky and L. Way',
H. Chehabi and J. Linz?, L. Diamond?®, K. Collins*, H. Hale’, J. Linde and ]J.
Ekman®, V. Bunce and S. Wolchik’, K. Dawisha and B. Parrott®, J. Ishiyama’,
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E. Korosteleva', S. Eke and T. Kuzio", M. Ottaway'?, M. McFaul®, D. Beachdin™, D.
Greenberg", J. Hellman'€, T. L. Karl and P. Schmitter”, J. Wedel®, S. White, G. Gill and D.
Slider" and others. However, the problem of political regimes, especially in some Eastern Eu-
ropean countries is quite transient, and therefore requires permanent refreshment, what in fact
lies in the focus of the current research.

It is necessary to refresh and verify the scientific position, according to which in Eastern
Europe there are no democratic political regimes, but exist only hybrid and authoritarian ones.
To check/prove the fact that today (namely as of 2015/2016) in Eastern Europe there are just
hybrid and authoritarian regimes (i.c. there are no liberal representative democracies in the
region) it was decided to employ approaches prevailing in comparative political science, con-
cerning practical evaluation of modern (or non-existent) political regimes, which in accordance
with a generally accepted classification must be divided into democratic and autocratic, while
the latter comprises authoritarian and totalitarian regimes.

However, before comparing political regimes in Eastern European countries, it should be
mentioned that there are two peculiar classificatory curves as to the ways how democratic or
in general other regime changes (as a matter of form after the collapse of the USSR the coun-
tries of the region declared their wish to make their political regimes democratic) take place:
1) linear (on the grounds of evaluation of political regimes’ attributes changing and samples
of countries in the course of time); 2) non-linear (as a result of the democracy level assessment,
or as in case of autocratic changes in specific countries or samples of countries at a given time).
Since in our research we deal with the political systems of the post-Soviet countries in Eastern
Europe, it should be pointed out that the concepts of linear-mode or vector-mode development
of democracy were premature. Moreover, even much doubt can be thrown upon the notion of
transference or transition, as some of the post-Soviet countries do not “transfer” at all and just

create new patterns of consolidated, but at the same time non-democratic political regimes
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and practices. With bitter irony we conceive those definitions of democratic transit, which
are often declared by political elites from the post-socialistic countries in Eastern Europe, like
a “wide grey zon¢”, “defective democracy’, “hybrid democracy”. The point is that 20-25 years
ago in most post-Sovict countries (not only in Eastern European countries) there was an out-
burst of an unprecedented political activity, the society broke free of communistic ideology,
for the first time people started getting interested in political news and participating in polit-
ical life. However, in 5-7 years people “got tired” or how some scientists suppose just “became
undeceived” from the illusions. Protest energy if not exhausted is supported not by beliefs in
democratic transformations, but by non-acceptance of “unfair government”. Consequently, it
is absolutely obvious that in many cases post-communist transformations have not grown into
transit towards democracy. In fact, we deal with authoritarian regimes, aimed at strengthening
their autocracy, thus at a maximal neutralization of any “offences against power” on the part of
the society (not even mentioning the official definition of opposition). The abovementioned
fully refers to all Eastern European countries under analysis — just to different extents or time
paradigms. As a result it is necessary to study peculiarities of various political regimes  develop-
ment stage-by-stage and from various methodological angles, as well as its consequences in the
comparative context. With this end in view we offer analysis and empirical interpretation of
various estimating methods of democratic or authoritarian development (political regimes) in
Eastern European countries (and there is a great deal of them in modern comparative poliical
science) — linear and non-linear.

The former directly concerns the moment, dealing with the development of political rights
and civil liberties of a person and citizen. The technique, offered by “Freedom House™ has been
implemented since 1972 under the name “Freedom in the World” (speaking of Eastern European
countries it covers the year of 1991, when the countries became independent). “Freedom in the
World” is an annual comparative assessment of political rights and civil liberties. According
to the methodology, each country is assigned a numerical rating based on a 1 to 7 scale for
political rights and political liberties. “1” point assigns a high level of freedom and “7” points
— the lowest possible degree for civil liberties. In general, these ratings describes whether the
country is classified as “free”, “partly free”, “not free”. “Free country” as to the indices of rights
and liberties receives an overall index within 1-2.5 points, “partly free country” gets 3-5 points,

“not free country” — 5.5-7 points. In Eastern Europe the situation is the following:
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Table 1. Level of Freedom in Eastern European Countries According to the Project “Freedom in the World” by “Freedom
House” (1991-2015)%°

G 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
ountry PR | C | PR | C | PR | C | PR | & | PR |
Azerbaijan 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6
Belarus 4 4 4 3 5 4 4 4 5 5
Armenia 5 5 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4
Georgia 6 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5
Moldova 5 4 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4
Russia 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4
Ukraine 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 4
Country 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Azerbaijan 6 5 6 4 6 4 6 4 6 5
Belarus 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Armenia 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Georgia 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 4
Moldova 3 4 3 4 2 4 2 4 2 4
Russia 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 5 5 5
Ukraine 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 4
Country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Azerbaijan 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5
Belarus 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 6 7 6
Armenia 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5 4
Georgia 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 3
Moldova 2 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 4
Russia 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 5
Ukraine 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2
Country 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Azerbaijan 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5
Belarus 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6
Armenia 5 4 5 4 6 4 6 4 6 4
Georgia 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3
Moldova 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 3
Russia 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 5
Ukraine 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 3
Country 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Azerbaijan 6 5 6 5 6 6 6 6 7 6
Belarus 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6
Armenia 6 4 5 4 5 4 5 4 5 4
Georgia 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Moldova 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Russia 6 5 6 5 6 5 6 6 6 6
Ukraine 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3

Trédto: Freedom in the World 2016: Anxious Dictators, Wavering Democracies: Global Freedom under Pressure, Zrodto: https:/ /freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/

freedom-world-2016 [odczyt: 1 listopada 2016].

% Table symbols: PR - political rights; CL - civil liberties.
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According to the given data Azerbaijan is assigned as a “partly free country” during 1991
1992, and from 1997 to 2002. Over the rest of the period it is determined as “not free”. Belarus,
on the basis of “Freedom House” ratings is named “partly free” over 1991 — 1995, and since
then it is designated as “not free” (what is actual nowadays). Over the period of 1991 - 2015
Armenia has been assigned as “partly free” and its status has not been categorically changed.
In 1991 Georgia was “not free”, however since 1992 it belongs to the category of “partly free”
countries. Moldova, similarly to Armenia in 1991 — 2015 has been determined as “partly free”
Russia over 1991 — 2003 is assigned as “partly free’, however since 2004 it has become “not free”.
From the perspective of liberties development the biggest achievements have been demonstrated
by Ukraine, as over the period of 1991 — 2015 its status has not been lower than “partly free”,
and in 2005 — 2009 it was even defined as a “free” country. However, due to a chain of events
happening since 2010 Ukraine has been again assigned and still is “partly free” (though since
2014 the index has been improving). Analyzing liberties on the basis of the methods offered
by “Freedom House” we may conclude that among Eastern European countries, according to
2015 data, only Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine (with liberty index 3.0) can be called elector-
al democracies, however being partly free countries. Armenia got index 4.5 and is partly free,
though it is not an electoral democracy. Belarus, Azerbaijan and Russia are characterized by
the lowest overall indices — 6.5, 6.5 and 6.0 correspondingly.

Another method, offered by “Freedom House” in 1997, we believe to be even more ad-
vanced. It is called “Nations in Transit” and refers to 29 countries. This method evaluates prog-
ress and setbacks of democratic processes from Central Eastern European countries to the Eur-
asian part of the former USSR. The rating covers 7 indices: National Democratic Governance
(NDG?), Electoral Process (EP?), Civil Society (CS?), Independent Media (IM**), Local
Democratic Governance (self-government) (LDG?), Judicial Framework and Independence
(JEI*), Corruption (C%). Each country is assigned certain numerical rating from “1” to “7”
points in respect of each indicator. “1” point shows a high level of democracy, while “7” points

is the lowest degree of democracy. The ratings follow a quarter-point scale (“0.25” points). The

National Democratic Governance (NDG). Considers the democratic character and stability of the governmental system; the independence,
effectiveness, and accountability of legislative and executive branches.

Electoral Process (EP). Examines national executive and legislative clections, electoral processes, the development of multiparty systems,
and popular participation in the political process.

Civil Society (CS). Assesses the growth of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), their organizational capacity and financial
sustainability, and the legal and political environment in which they function; the development of free trade unions; and interest group
participation in the policy process.

% Independent Media (IM). Addresses the current state of press freedom, including libel laws, harassment of journalists, and editorial
independence; the emergence of a financially viable private press; and internet access for private citizens.

Local Democratic Governance (LDG). Considers the decentralization of power; the responsibilities, election, and capacity of local
governmental bodies; and the transparency and accountability of local authorities.

Judicial Framework and Independence (JFI). Highlights constitutional reform, human rights protections, criminal code reform, judicial
independence, the status of ethnic minority rights, guarantees of equality before the law, treatment of suspects and prisoners, and
compliance with judicial decisions.

Corruption (C). Looks at public perceptions of corruption, the business interests of top policymakers, laws on financial disclosure and
conflict of interest, and the efficacy of anticorruption initiatives.
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rating itself is based on expert reviews. As a result we receive an overall rating of democratic
processes within such groups of political regimes: 1) consolidated democracies (1-3 points);
2) semi-consolidated democracies (3—4 points); 3) transitional systems/hybrid regimes (4-5
points); 4) semi-consolidated authoritarian regimes (5- 6 points); 5) consolidated au-
thoritarian regimes (67 points). According to 2015 data (calculated in 2016) the situation in

Eastern European countries is the following:

Table 2. Level of Democracy in Fastern Furopean Countries. According to the Project “Nations in Transit” by “Freedom
House” (as of 2015)

Country EP ) M NDG LDG JF C Total
Azerbaijan 7,00 7,00 7,00 6,75 6,50 7,00 6,75 6,86
Belarus 6,75 6,25 6,75 6,75 6,75 7,00 6,25 6,64
Armenia 575 3,75 575 575 575 5,50 525 5,36
Georgia 4,50 3,75 4,00 5,50 5,25 4,75 4,50 4,61
Moldova 4,00 3,25 5,00 575 550 4,75 6,00 4,89
Russia 6,75 6,25 6,50 6,75 6,25 6,25 6,75 6,50
Ukraine 3,50 2,25 4,00 5,75 525 6,00 6,00 4,68

Zrédto: Nations in Transit 2016, zrédto: https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/nations-transit-2016 [odczyt: 1listopada 2016].

It can be seen that in Eastern Europe there are no democratic countries. Mainly, we have to
speak of authoritarian political regimes: 1) consolidated in — Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia;
2) semi-consolidated in Armenia. Besides, three countries of the region as of 2015 are deter-
mined as transitional regimes, namely Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. In general, in linear
representation the process of democratization in Eastern European countries over the period
of 2001 — 2015 is as follows:

Table 3. Level of Democracy in Fastern Furopean Countries. According to the Project “Nations in Transit” by “Freedom
House” (2001 —2015)

Country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Azerhaijan 5,54 5,46 5,63 5,86 593 6,00 6,00 6,25
Belarus 6,38 6,46 6,54 6,64 6,71 6,68 6,71 6,57
Armenia 4,83 4,92 5,00 518 514 521 521 539
Georgia 4,58 4,83 4,83 4,96 4,86 4,68 4,79 493
Moldova 4,50 4n 4,88 5,07 4,96 4,96 5,00 5,07
Russia 5,00 4,9 525 5,61 5,75 586 5,96 6,11
Ukraine 492 4N 4,88 4,50 40 4,25 4,25 4,39
Country 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Change
Azerbaijan 6,39 6,46 6,57 6,64 6,68 6,75 6,86 |
Belarus 6,50 6,57 6,68 6,71 6,71 6,71 6,64 =
Armenia 539 543 539 5,36 5,36 536 5,36 {
Georgia 493 4,86 4,82 4,75 4,68 4,64 4,61 =
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Country 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Moldova 514 4,9 4,89 4,82 4,86 4,86 4,89 =
Russia 6,14 6,18 6,18 6,21 6,29 6,46 6,50 V)
Ukraine 4,39 4,61 4,82 4,86 493 4,75 4,68 )

Tr6dto: Nations in Transit 2016, zxédto: https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/nations-transit-2016 [odczyt: 1 listopada 2016].

Comparing data of 2001 and 2015 we draw the following conclusions: 1) in Azerbaijan,
Armenia and Russia is observed a gradual decrease in indices of democratic development; 2)
the most significant decline is peculiar of Azerbaijan and Russia; 3) in Belarus we observe stable
prevalence of authoritarian tendencies with very low indices; 4) in Georgia and Moldova the
indices have almost remained the same and the countries are determined as hybrid regimes;
5) Ukraine over the period of 2001 — 2015 is evaluated as a stable transitional system/hybrid
regime (with the best indices in 2005 — 2009; nowadays Georgia and Moldova have come near
Ukrainian indices).

One of non-linear methods of democracy/autocracy evaluation is a model, offered by
J. A. Cheibub, J. Gandhi, R. Vreeland. The method, elaborated by these scholars, suggests eval-
uating each country under analysis as a democracy or non-democracy. Democracy is a case,
when executive and legislative branches are directly or indirectly elected on the basis of a general
election law, there is a multiparty system, and in power (particularly in parliament) there are
parties which do not belong to the political regime. These are also the cases which are indis-
tinctive of dominant parties and elites consolidation: there are no instances of non-constitu-
tional exclusion from representation in legislature, as well as instances of president staying in
power as a result of postponement of scheduled elections. From this perspective among Eastern
European countries we may single out the following democracies: 1) Armenia (since 1991); 2)
Georgia (since 2004); 3) Moldova (since 1991); 4) Ukraine (since 1991 p.). Other countries
(Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia) over a period of 1991 — 2015 (though starting at different
years) cannot be evaluated as democratic.

Quite extended and formalized index of democratization is T. Vanhanen’s model/theo-
retical scheme, which defines democratization on the basis of two perspectives: competition
and participation. In such a case competition is assessed as a percent of votes, which are not
given to the biggest party, as a result of the elections. Participation is even more formalized, as
it is a direct voter turnout for the electoral campaign. Then these figures are summed up and
the result is divided by “100” to obtain the index, which hypothetically can change from “0”
(complete absence of democracy) up to “100” (full democracy). The indices of Eastern Euro-
pean countries over 1991 — 2014 are provided in Table 4.

As we can observe, over the period of 1991 — 2014 the level of democracy in the region
first of all has lowered in Russia an Georgia, and increased in Belarus, Armenia and Moldova,

and has been permanently or temporary stable in Ukraine and Azerbaijan. At the same time,
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any growth or decline in the level of democracy does not fully speak for the type of the political
regime, as the lowest level of democracy (the highest level of autocracy) as of 2014 has been
peculiar of Azerbaijan and Belarus, a bit higher it was in Georgia, Russia and Armenia, while

Ukraine and Moldova were characterized by the highest level.

Table 4. Index of Democracy in Eastern Europe. According to T. Vanhanen's Model (1991-2014)

Year Azerbaijan Belarus Armenia Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine
1991 3,0 59 16,6 17,2 7,6 18,2 223
1992 10,3 59 14,6 19,8 7,6 153 223
1993 3,2 59 14,6 19,8 76 42,0 223
1994 29 72 14,6 19,8 11,0 27,0 30,1
1995 2,6 8,0 143 19,8 98 29,9 30,1
1996 23 8,0 174 19,8 18,5 29,9 30,1
1997 23 72 17,4 19,8 18,5 29,9 30,1
1998 6,9 72 18,0 19,8 220 299 299
1999 6,9 72 16,2 13,8 22,0 28,8 29,8
2000 n7 72 16,2 13,7 22,0 29,4 32,6
2001 1,7 14,8 16,2 13,7 103 29,4 29,8
2002 n7 14,8 16,2 13,7 10,3 29,4 30,2
2003 173 14,8 234 13,7 10,3 22,2 30,2
2004 173 16,0 20,9 6,6 10,3 173 33,2
2005 173 14,8 234 6,6 20,0 173 33,2
2006 173 1na 20,9 6,6 20,0 173 32,6
2007 93 1na 185 6,6 20,0 15,4 30,7
2008 89 1na 243 15,4 20,0 16,6 30,7
2009 10,2 (Al 243 13,7 19,5 16,6 30,7
2010 9,2 13,7 243 13,7 24,2 16,6 29,8
20Mm 9,2 13,7 243 13,7 24,2 23,6 29,8
2012 9,2 13,7 37,0 213 24,2 18,9 324
2013 6,0 13,7 20,6 13,8 24,2 18,9 324
2014 6,0 137 20,6 13,8 322 18,9 23,6

Zrodto: T.Vanhanen, Measures of Democracy 1810-2014 [dataset]: Version 7.0 (2016-05-30), Finnish Social Science Data Archive, 2015, Zrodto: hitp://www.fsd.uta.fi/
en/data/catalogue/FSD1289/meF 1289.html [odczyt: 1 listopada 2016].

Another index of democracy development, elaborated by the company Economist Intelli-
gence Unit, is quite wide, as it consists of 60 markers, combined in basic indicators: 1) CL - civil
liberties (freedom of speech, expression and the press; freedom of religion; freedom of assembly
and association; and the right to a fair judicial process); 2) DPC - democratic political culture
(social consensus concerning functioning and sustainability of democratic principles); 3) EPP
— electoral process and pluralism (category, which describes situation concerning free and fair
competitive elections and reflects satisfaction with the level of political freedom); 4) FG — func-

tioning of government (shows the extent to which the institutions are controlled by the elected
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representatives at the parliamentary level; competence of the state service and inclination to
corruption); 5) PP — political participation (evaluates the number of women in parliament,
freedom of participation in political parties etc.). Each category is evaluated from “0” to “10”
in the respect of improving the categorical index of democracy development. As a result, the
project singles out several types of political regimes: 1) full democracies (in average 8-10); 2)
flawed democracies (6- 8); 3) hybrid regimes (4-6); 4) authoritarian regimes (1-4). On this
ground an overall index of democracy in Eastern European countries has been elaborated:

Table 5. Level of Democracy Development in Eastern Europe. According to the Economist Intelligence Unit (2010-2015)

Country 2010 2015 -

EPP FG PP DPC L Average Regime
Azerbaijan 3,15 0,50 2,14 3,33 3,75 3,82 2,71 Authoritarian
Belarus 3,34 1,75 3,57 3,89 6,25 2,65 3,62 Authoritarian
Armenia 4,09 433 2,86 4,44 2,50 5,88 4,00 Hybrid
Georgia 4,59 8,67 4,29 5,56 5,00 5,88 588 Hybrid
Moldova 6,33 7,92 4,29 6,67 438 8,53 6,35 Flawed democracy
Russia 4,26 2,67 2,86 5,00 2,50 3,53 331 Hybrid
Ukraine 6,30 583 3,93 6,67 5,00 7,06 5,70 Hybrid

Zrédto: Democracy Index, Wikipedia.org, Zrédto: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democracy_Index [odczyt: 1 listopada 2016].; Democracy Index 2015: Democracy in
an age of anxiety, The Economist Intelligence Unit, Zrodto: http://www.eiu.com/public/topical _report.aspx?campaignid=Democracylndex2015 [odczyt: 1 listopada

2016).

As we can see, the most significant indices of democracy development as of 2015 were
shown by Moldova. The lowest degrees were characteristic of Belarus, Azerbaijan and Russia.
The first one was assigned as a flawed democracy, two other as authoritarian regimes. Finally,
Armenia, Georgia and Ukraine were determined as hybrid regimes. Quite interesting is the fact
that in comparison with 2010 data, the overall level of democracy in Eastern European coun-
tries has lowered in Azerbaijan, Armenia, Russia and Ukraine, and on contrary it has grown in
Belarus, Georgia and Moldova.

Another index of democracy/types of political regimes evaluation is a combined level of
polity development, offered in the project “Polity IV” (currently the project “Polity V is being
claborated). This index is based on the markers of institutionalized democracy and institution-
alized autocracy. While evaluating democracy the following indicators are taken into account:
1) the presence of institutions and procedures through which citizens can express preferences
about alternative policies and alternative political leaders; 2) the existence of institutionalized
constraints on the power of the executive; 3) the guarantee of civil liberties to all citizens in
everyday life as well as in acts of political participation. During the process of its evaluation
autocracy is defined as the absence of regular dimensions of political competitiveness and fail-

ure to provide political liberties, while democracy is measured by positive versions of the same
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indices. Each of two dimensions is measured according to the scale from “0” to “10” points. The
combined index of polity development is calculated as a difference between the democratic
and autocratic levels. Thus, the regimes may vary from “+10” up to “~10” points. In the context

of Eastern European countries over the period of 1991 — 2015 the situation is the following:

Table 6. Combined Level of Polity Development in Eastern Europe. According to the Project “Polity IV" (1991-2015)

Year Azerbaijan Belarus Armenia Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine
1991 -3 +7 +7 +4 +5 - +6
1992 +1 +7 +7 +4 +5 +5 +6
1993 -3 +7 +7 +4 +7 +3 +5
1994 -3 +7 +7 +4 +7 +3 +7
1995 -6 0 +3 +5 +7 +3 +7
1996 -6 -7 -6 +5 +7 +3 +7
1997 -6 -7 -6 +5 +7 +3 +7
1998 -7 -7 +5 +5 +7 +3 +7
1999 -7 -7 +5 +5 +7 +3 +7
2000 -7 -7 +5 +5 +7 +6 +6
2001 -7 -7 +5 +5 +8 +6 +6
2002 -7 -7 +5 +5 +8 +6 +6
2003 -7 -7 +5 +5 +8 +6 +6
2004 -7 -7 +5 +7 +8 +6 +6
2005 -7 -7 +5 +7 +9 +6 +6
2006 -7 -7 +5 +7 +9 +6 +7
2007 -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +7
2008 -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +7
2009 -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +7
2010 -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +6
20Mm -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +6
2012 -7 -7 +5 +6 +9 +4 +6
2013 -7 -7 +5 +7 +9 +4 +6
2014 -7 -7 +5 +7 +9 +4 +4
2015 -7 -7 +5 +7 +9 +4 +4

Zrédto: The Polity Project, Systemicpeace.org, zrédto: http://www.systemicpeace.org/polityproject.html [odczyt: 1 listopada 2016].

As the results of the evaluation show, in Eastern Europe Moldova and Georgia belong to
more democratic countries, transient/anocratic variant (more democratic than authoritarian)
is characteristic of Ukraine, Armenia and Russia; authoritarian variant is represented by Azer-
baijan and Belarus. In general, the sicuation (most but not all) is correlated with the resules
represented by other methods.

However, there is a question, introduced at the beginning of the research, how the final
decisions concerning political regimes in Eastern Europe should be taken (at least at the time

of conducting the research). To answer the question we compare all the results obtained in
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the course of evaluation due to various comparative methods of assessing democracy and au-
tocracy, correlate them to draw common and varying conclusions and elaborate contiguous/
paired construction of interpretation of political regimes in the region. We suppose that the
more coincidence are, the more obvious it is that such cases must be treated as political regimes,

which compose the most quantitative instances, referring to specific countries.

Table 7. Correlation of Political Regimes in Eastern European Countries. According to Various Comparative Methods (as of

2015)
Project Azerbaijan Belarus Armenia Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine
Freedom in the
;;Vorl d Not free country | Notfree country | Partly free country | Partly free country | Partly free country | Not free country | Partly free country
»
Nations in Consolidated Consolidated Semi- lidated Consolidated
¢ ) s o MO Hybrid regime Hybrid regime o Hybrid regime
Transit» authoritarianism | authoritarianism | authoritarianism authoritarianism
(GV Model* Autocraticregime | Autocratic regime | Democratic regime | Democratic regime | Democratic regime | Autocratic regime | Democratic regime
V Model # Less democratic Less democratic | More democratic | Lessdemocratic | More democratic | Lessdemocratic | More democratic
Authoritarian Authoritarian R - -
EIU Model * ) A Hybrid regime Hybrid regime | Flawed democracy |  Hybrid regime Hybrid regime
regime regime
_ Authoritarian Authoritarian Lo - - - R
Polity IV . X Anocraticregime | Democratic regime | Democratic regime | Anocraticregime | Anocratic regime
regime regime
Authoritarian Authoritarian - A Hybrid/ Authoritarian R
More common . A Hybrid regime Hybrid regime y‘ ) ) Hybrid regime
regime regime democratic regime regime

Appliance of the abovementioned comparative methods and their comparison (in the
form of correlation) demonstrate the following conclusions: 1) the most democratic country
in the region is Moldova (electoral and flawed democracy); 2) less democratic countries in
the region are Georgia and Ukraine (electoral democracies, but hybrid regimes); 3) a bit less
democratic country of the region is Armenia (hybrid regime, but not electoral democracy); 3)
the least democratic countries of the region are Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia (authoritarian
regimes, clectoral autocracy). But as electoral and flawed democracies are not equal to liberal
(full) democracy, it has been decided to single out two groups of Eastern European countries:
authoritarian regimes — Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia; and transitional (in linear representation
of democracy) hybrid regimes — Armenia, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. This mainly proves
the conclusions, drawn by the projects “Freedom in the World™ and “Polity IV”.

However, there are other (which have both common features and differences) approaches
to classification of modern political regimes. One was offered by S. Levitsky and L. Way and is

called the concept of “competitive authoritarianism™'. The scientists interpret these political

2

2

CGV model -J. A. Cheibub, J. Gandhi, R. Viceland's model.

V model - T. Vanhanen’s model.

EIU model ~The Economist Intelligence Unit model.

S. Levitsky, L. Way, Competitive authoritarianism: hybrid regime change in Pern and Ukraine in comparative perspective, Wyd. University of
Strathclyde 2001;; S. Levitsky, L. Way, Competitive Authoritarianism: Hybrid Regimes After the Cold War, Wyd. Cambridge University
Press 2010.; S. Levitsky, L. Way, Competitive Authoritarianism: International Linkage, Organizational Power; and the Fate of Hybrid Regimes,
Paper prepared for the Annual Meetings of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, August 30 - September 2, 2006.;
S.Levitsky, L. Way, The Rise of Competitive Authoritarianism, “Journal of Democracy’, 2002, vol 13, nr 2, 5. 51-65.; L. Way, Ukraines Orange
Revolution: Kuchmas Failed Authoritarianism, ‘Journal of Democracy’, 2005, vol 16, nr 2, s. 131-145.
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regimes within the frame of hybrid political regimes. The point is that competitive authoritar-
ianism (or competitive authoritarian regime) is a civil (civic) political regime in which formal
democratic institutions are widely viewed as the primary means of gaining power, but in which
there is abuse of power on the part of political parties and leaders in power, concerning their
administrative and political preferences over the opponents. Such regimes are competitive in
that oppositional parties/leaders use democratic institutions for gaining power. But they are
not democratic, as the political playing field is skewed to the advantage of the power actors.
Competitiveness in this way is real, but unfair. Consequently, competitive authoritarianism
is a hybrid regime, which characterizes both autocracy and democracy. Within the practical
field one must speak of regularity of elections, oppositional parties and leaders’ participation in
them. On the other hand, in favor of authoritarianism may testify: 1) absence of free elections;
2) absence of a broad protection of civil liberties; 3) uneven playing field for political compet-
itiveness. In case of the analyzed Eastern European countries (in fact it concerns various time
periods) the authors assume that competitive authoritarianism is characteristic of Azerbaijan,
Belarus, Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine. However, there is a fine line between
them (both institutional and contextual).

Combination of various attributive elements of evaluation of competitive types of author-
itarian regimes leads to distinguishing their procedural kinds: thus, competitive authoritarian
regimes may function within three main directions: 1) democratization (free and fair elections,
broad protection of civil rights and liberties, equality of competitive conditions for political
struggle); 2) non-stable authorization (process of several political transformations, which in
general do not result in democracy — change of leaders of the authoritarian type took place just
once); 3) stable auth oritarization (absence of transformational changes, permanent stay-
ing of successive authoritarian leaders in power). Taking this into consideration, for the last ten
years movement towards democratization has been noticed only in case of Ukraine (however,
one can say that this country is characteristic of non-stable dynamics of regime development),
Georgia and Moldova. At the same time, non-stable authoritarization is peculiar of Georgia,
Moldova, Ukraine and Armenia (though to a lesser degree, than movement towards democ-
ratization). Finally, stable authoritarization is observed in Belarus, Azerbaijan and Russia.

To conclude, let us state that if authoritarianism is to be interpreted as a stable dynam-
ics of authoritarian political regime development, then it is obvious that in Eastern Europe
authoritarian regimes (less competitive) are represented by Azerbaijan, Belarus and Russia. If
correlation between authoritarianism and democracy is treated as “pure authoritarianism”, then
all other countries of the region are characterized by hybrid/changeable dynamics of political
regime development (as they are more competitive, than “pure authoritarian regimes”). And
this proves our previous conclusion, predetermined by the correlation of types of political re-

gimes in Eastern European countries.
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