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Xilaso

Demokratik geriloma anlayisi miasir siyasi analitikada genis sokilds istifade olunur,
lakin nadir hallarda sistemli tehlile calb edilir. Maqaleda bu konseptin avrosentrik ve
normativ baximdan yUklU xarakteri ile bagli ¢atinlikler nezardan kegirilir, hamginin
«gerilama»nin ona nisbaten qeyds alindii ilkin veziyyst masaslesi qaldirilir. I
demokratik gerilomenin terifi atrafinda gedan diskussiyaya esaslanir ve onun
konseptuallasdiriimasi Usullarina tangidi baxis teqdim edir.
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Demokratiyaya na bas verir?

Son dovrin analitik hesabatlarinin shamiyyatli bir hissasi demokratik gerilemani bazi
dlkaler tgtin milli tehliikesizliys bir ndv tehdid kimi yiiksek sasle taqdim edir. isvegin
V-Dem institutunun «Democracy Report 2026» hesabatinda bildirilir ki, orta diinya
demokratiya saviyyesi ile 6lguldikda dunya 1978-ci ilin saviyyasina gerilayib. Liberal
konstitusion demokratiyaya qarsi «gerilema», «aks-inqgilab» bas vermakdadir. Liberal
demokratiya heale COVID-19-dan xeyli avval tezyiq altinda idi ve mudafis
movqgeyinde dayanirdi. Hala pandemiyadan avval onun aleyhdarlarinin butdv bir
ittihamlar siyahisi var idi. Populistler iddia edirdiler ki, liberalizm hakimiyyati siravi
vatandaglarin alinden alan ve onlarin igtisadi maraqglarini sarsidan antidemokratik
elitizm Ugun ortiya cevrilib. Millatgiler bildirirdiler ki, liberalizm dovlstlerin
suverenliyine mudaxile edan va legitim milli maraglarin reallagdiriimasina mane olan
beynalxalq institutlar ve qanunlar yaradib. Madani ananagiler ise iddia edirdiler ki,
liberal ferdiyyatgilik menavi ve dini icmalari agindirir, liberal azadliq ise azadligla
dzbaginaliq arasindaki serhadi silir. Oz ndévbesinde, liberal demokratlar
opponentlarini avtoritarizma surismakda, suverenlikden insan huquglarinin
pozulmasi Ugln parde kimi istifade etmakde va «sifir ceamli oyun» siyasatine
gayitmaqda ittiham edirdiler.

Muagayissli siyasat sahasinin aparici mutaxassislerinden birinin qeyd etdiyi kimi,
demokratik gerilema anlayisi «tez-tez istifada olunur, lakin nadir hallarda tahlil ediliry.

Demokratik geriloma nadir?

Demokratik gerilemaya hasr olunmus bir cox elmi iglar diqgati demokratiyaya hicum
mexanizmlari Uzerinde cemlagdirir. Bunlara dovlet cevriligleri, icra hakimiyyatinin
selahiyyatlarinin geniglanmasi, ¢oekindirma ve tarazlagdirma sisteminin sokulmasi,
siyasi institutlarin legvi ve secki manipulyasiyalar aiddir. Lakin asas fundamental
sual boyuk Olgude acgiq qalir: demokratiyanin artiq demokratiya olmadigini ve
gerilemanin qacilmaz hala galdiyini eslinde nece anlamaq olar? Demokratiya
hagqginda an genis yaylimis empirik ve konseptual nazariyyslar (Bermeo; Lihrmann—
Lindberg) haddinden artiq avrosentrikdir. Demokratiya 6zllyunda ¢ox muxtalifdir,
geriloma konseptinin 6zu ise avrosentrik ve normativ baximdan yUkludur. Sé6zin 6zu
hansisa idealdan «agagiya» dogru harekati nazardas tutur. Bermeo (2016) bunu etiraf
edoarak geyd edir ki, termin «idealdan suurlu uzaglagsma»ni bildirir. Problem ondadir
ki, bu ideal adstan aciq sakilde ifade olunmur; o, Ustudrtulli sakilde glcli mustaqil
mahkamalare malik Qarb tipli liberal konstitusion demokratiya ile eynilasdirilir. Bu,
batlin cemiyyatlarin Avropanin kecdiyi eyni marhalelarden — feodalizm, kapitalizm,
sonaye modernliyi va liberal demokratiyadan — kegmali oldugunu iddia eden
historisist muddaaya sasaslanir. Liberal demokratiyani skalanin zirvasinae qoyan ideya
istenilen institusional kanaragixmani terifine gore «reqres» kimi kodlasdirir. Belslikls,
gerilema (backsliding) konsepti Cakrabartinin (Provincializing Europe, 2000) geyri-
Qarb dinyasinin Qarb etalonu ile dlglimasi adlandirdigi yanasmani struktur etibarila
tokrar istehsal edir.



Gerilama haradan? ilkin vaziyyat problemi

Democracy and Democratic Backsliding, 1945-2026
JeMmokpaTua u eé oTkaTt, 1945-2026
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Sakil dinya dlkalari Uzre V-Dem demokratiya ve avtokratiya indeksini aks etdirir. V-
Dem Ugin demokratik gerilema tarifine gbra hansisa ilkin vaziyyetden «asagiya»
dogru herekatdir, demali, gerilema haqqinda istenilan iddia mantigi olaraq bu ilkin
vaziyyetin — istinad noqtesinin muayyean edilmasini taleb edir. Geriloma konsepti
O6zlUnudn an zaif metodoloji tarefini mahz burada Uza c¢ixarir. Demokratiyanin
«geriladiyini» iddia etmak Ugun tadgiqatgi avvalce A ndqtasini — enisin hesablandigi
demokratiya saviyyasini muayyan etmalidir. Lakin yaxindan baxdiqda aydin olur ki,
vahid «gerilema» yarliginin altinda movcud adabiyyatda sistematik sekilde bir-birina
garnisdirilan fargli problemlar gizlanir. $Sakilde goérdiyumuz kimi, A noqtasi har iki
ayrinin texminan 2006-2012-ci illere dusan zirvesinden goéturular, qirmizi
«Backsliding» (geriloma) zonasi ise bilavasite ondan sonra baslayir ve bu
maksimumdan asagiya dogru harakati gosterir. Burada muallifler A noéqgtesini global
aqgreqgat kimi goturubler, lakin unudurlar ki, heg vaxt liberal demokratiya saviyyasina
catmamig Olke, s6zin ciddi manasinda, ondan «gerilaya» bilmaz. V-Dem indeksinin
grafikinde enis kimi gorinan sey oslinde tamam basga mena dasiya bilar. «Bas
tutmamis demokratiklesma» ve «avtoritar rejimin qayidigi» tez-tez rast gelinan
hallardir. Bas tutmamis demokratiklesma baglamis, lakin konsolidasiyaya ¢atmadan
dayanmis keciddir; avtoritar rejimin gayidisi ise adatan qisa liberallagsma dévrindan
sonra bas verir.

Hadd haradadir? Demokratiyanin demokratiya olmaqdan ¢ixdigr an
problemi

Demokratiyanin 6zu binar deyil, deracali dayigendir, geriloma ise aydin serhad, kegid
ani taleb edir. Belsliklo, tedqiqatcilar kesilmez kemiyysti qirilma kateqoriyasi
vasitesile derk etmaya calisirlar. Eyni zamanda, indeksin 0,43 ve 0,42 qiymatleri
arasindaki empirik ferg cuzidir ve sadace o0lgma xatasini aks etdire bilar. ©gar hadd



0,425 saviyyasinde miayyan edilibsa, bu clzi ferqg o6lkeni «demokratiyadan»
«avtokratiyaya» c¢evirir. Hadd problemini hall etmak Ug¢lin muxtslif metodlardan
istifade olunur, lakin har metodun 6z ¢atinlikleri var. Sumpeter tersfindan yaradiimis,
Psevorski va Ceybub tarefindan inkisaf etdiriimis dixotomik — bazan adlandirildigi
kimi, minimalist — yanasma demokratiyani reqabatli secgkilor naticasinda
hakimiyyetin real dayismasi ile muayyan edir. Burada hadd rolunu hakimiyyat
dayisikliyi (turnover) testi oynayir: bu test igtidarda olanlarin segkilari uduzmaga va
vazifeni tark etmaya qadir olub-olmadigini sorusur. Yanasmanin gucliu terefi ondadir
ki, 0, «yaxsi» demokratiyanin nece olmasi barads raziliq teleb etmir. Zaif torofi isa
seckilarin tadrican eroziyasina gargi kor olmasidir. Mehkemalarin mustaqilliyinin ve
matbuat azadliginin dagidilmasina baxmayaraq, seckiler formal olaraq ragabatli gala
biler — yanasma isa bu fakti nezars almir.

ikinci vo daha genis yayllmis metod kontinual, yeni deracsli yanasmadir. Bu
yanasma, albatts, vahid serhaddan imtina edir va istenilen enisi qeyda alan skalaya
Ustlnlik verir. O, nudanslara qarsi yuksaek hassashgi ile ferglenir, lakin burada da
nayin demokratiya sayilacagina dair gaerari metodoloq verir.

ideali kim miiayyan edir? istinad néqtasinin normativ baghligi

Oksar hallarda istinad noqgtesi kimi standart olaraq konkret dlkanin empirik kegmis
vaziyyeti deyil, gucli mustaqil mahkemalare malik Qaerb tipli liberal konstitusion
demokratiya soklinde normativ ideal c¢ixis edir. Bermeonun «idealdan suurlu
uzaglasma» adlandirdigi da mahz budur. Problem ise ondadir ki, bu ideal xarici va
universallasdiriimis idealdir. Naticada geyri-Qarb dlkasi Ugln A ndqtasi onun 6z tarixi
deyil, Qarb normasinin onun trayektoriyasina proyeksiyasi olur. Bu halda «gerilema»
artiq siyasi rejimin real deyismasini deyil, Qarba gadar olan masafeni lglir. istenilen
geyri-Qarb hakimiyyst konfiqurasiyasi avtomatik olaraq defisit kimi, etalondan
kenaracixma kimi kodlasdirilir. Burada istinad noqgtesi problemi son naticads
Cakrabartinin (Provincializing Europe, 2000) geyri-Qarb dinyasinin Qarb etalonu ila
Olctlmasi adlandirdidi problemla qovusur. Gerilema konsepti normativ iyerarxiyani
0z strukturuna daxil edir: zirvads liberal demokratiya dayanir, galan har sey isa
ondan uzaqliq daracasi ile muayyan olunur.

«Gerilomoa»doan rejimin trayektoriyasina

Gerilama konseptinin tenqidi dekonstruksiya ile bitmak macburiyyatinde deyil. Ondan
tamamila konkret bir tedqiqgat programi dogur. Moévcud yanasmanin baglica qusuru
binar mantiqdir: rejim ya «demokratiyadir», ya da ondan «gerilayir». Halbuki Levitski
va Ueyin gostardiyi kimi, bu qutbler arasinda ragabatli avtoritarizmin genis va sabit
zonasi yerlagir. Hansisa zirvadan «asagiya» enmayan, aksina, hibrid tarazligi takrar
istehsal edan rejimlora «geriloma» dili, sadecs olaraq, tatbiq edilo bilmaz. Olkeni
universal etalonla muqayisa etmak (cross-case) avazina, onun 0z trayektoriyasinin
zaman arzinda izlenilmasi (within-case) lazimdir. Bu addim gerilomanin tenqidi
nazeriyyasinin 0z daxilinde da dayaq tapir. Bela ki, Volkenstayn gerilemaya
immanent tenqid metodu ile diagnoz goymagi taklif edir. Mahiyyet etibarile bu, cross-



case-don within-case-a kegidle eyni addimdir: har iki halda istinad nogtasi artiq
universal etalon deyil, rejimin 6zUnun daxili dlgusudur. Farq ondadir ki, immanent
tonqgid ayrica halin keyfiyyat tahlili saviyyasindas islayir, within-case yanasma isa eyni
mantiqi trayektoriyanin zaman arzinds sistemli izlenilmasine kogurir. Bu zaman
istinad nogtesine ideal yox, rejimin 6zinlin empirik musahide olunan keg¢mis
vaziyyati gevrilir ve analitik U¢ hadisani bir-birinden ayirmaq imkani alde edir: bas
tutmamis demokratiklesmani, avtoritarizmin qayidisini va konsolidasiya olunmus
demokratiyanin haqiqi gerilemasini.

Natico

Bas demokratiyaya na bas verir? Dlzgun cavab, ilk névbadas, sualin 6zinin yeniden
ifade olunmasini taleb edir. V-Dem vahid bir prosesin fotosekli deyil; o, metodoloji
gerar naticasinda bir xatte salinmigs muxtslif rejimlerin bir-birinden farqli
trayektoriyalarinin Ust-Uste qoyulmasidir. O, haqigaten de goOstarir ki, seckilar
eroziyaya ugrayir, icra hakimiyyeti iss mahkemalarin va matbuatin Uzarina yeriyir.
Lakin bunu global «geriloma» adlandirmaq Qerb normasina qgadar olan masafani
rejimin 6zindn dayismasi kimi gebul etmak demakdir. ©gar avezinda har dlkeni 6z
tarixine nazaran oOlgsak va trayektoriya tiplorini dirlst sekilda forglendirsak, manzare
vahid felakat olmaqdan ¢ixir va yalniz bir gismi demokratik gerilema adina layiq olan
muxtelif istiqgamatli prosesloerin mozaikasina c¢evrilir. Demokratiya har yerda geri
¢okilmakden daha c¢ox, onu Qarbdan kenarda dlgmeak Ugln nazarde tutulmamis
alatin alindan surusub gixir.
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Abstract

The concept of democratic backsliding is widely used in contemporary political
analysis, but it is rarely examined in a systematic way. The article discusses
the difficulties related to the Eurocentric and normatively loaded character of
this concept, and raises the question of the starting point against which
“backsliding” is recorded. The paper draws on the debate around the
definition of democratic backsliding and offers a critical view of the ways in
which it is conceptualized.
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What is happening to democracy?

A significant share of recent analytical reports loudly presents democratic
backsliding as a kind of threat to national security in some countries. The
Democracy Report 2026 of the Swedish V-Dem Institute states that,
measured by the average world level of democracy, the world has slid back to
1978. A “backslide”, a “counter-revolution”, is unfolding against liberal
constitutional democracy. Liberal democracy had been under pressure and on
the defensive long before COVID-19. Already before the pandemic, its
opponents had a whole list of accusations. Populists argued that liberalism
had become a cover for anti-democratic elitism, which takes power away from
ordinary citizens and undermines their economic interests. Nationalists
claimed that liberalism had produced international institutions and laws that
intrude on state sovereignty and prevent the realization of legitimate national
interests. Cultural traditionalists argued that liberal individualism erodes moral
and religious communities, and that liberal freedom blurs the line between
liberty and permissiveness. Liberal democrats, in turn, accused their
opponents of sliding towards authoritarianism, of using sovereignty as a
screen for human rights violations, and of a return to “zero-sum” politics.

As one of the leading specialists in comparative politics notes, the concept of
democratic backsliding is “often used, but rarely analyzed”.

What is democratic backsliding?

Many academic works on democratic backsliding concentrate on the
mechanisms of attacks on democracy. These include coups d’état, executive
aggrandizement, the dismantling of checks and balances, the elimination of
political institutions, and electoral manipulation. The main fundamental
question, however, largely remains open: how can we actually understand
that a democracy has stopped being a democracy and that backsliding has
become inevitable? The most widespread empirical and conceptual theories
of democracy (Bermeo; Lihrmann-Lindberg) are too Eurocentric. Democracy
itself is very diverse, and the very concept of backsliding is Eurocentric and
normatively loaded. The word itself implies a movement “down” from some
ideal. Bermeo (2016) admits this, noting that the term refers to a “deliberate
departure from the ideal”. The problem is that this ideal is usually not made
explicit; it is silently identified with liberal constitutional democracy of the
Western type, with strong independent courts. This rests on a historicist
premise, according to which all societies must pass through the same stages
as Europe — feudalism, capitalism, industrial modernity, and liberal
democracy. An idea that places liberal democracy at the top of the scale by
definition codes any institutional deviation as “regression”. In this way, the
concept of backsliding structurally reproduces what Chakrabarty
(Provincializing Europe, 2000) calls measuring the non-Western world against
a Western standard.



Backsliding from where? The problem of the starting point

Democracy and Democratic Backsliding, 1945-2026
JeMoKpaTua u eé otkar, 1945-2026
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The figure displays the V-Dem index of democracies and autocracies across
the world. For V-Dem, democratic backsliding is by definition a movement
“‘down” from some starting point, which means that any claim about
backsliding logically requires a definition of this starting point — the reference
point. It is exactly here that the concept of backsliding reveals its most
vulnerable methodological side. To argue that a democracy has “slid back”,
the researcher first has to set point A — the level of democracy from which
the decline is counted. On closer inspection, however, it becomes clear that
the single label of “backsliding” hides different problems, which are
systematically mixed together in the existing literature. As we can see in the
figure, point A is taken from the peak of both curves around 2006-2012, and
the red “Backsliding” zone starts immediately after it, showing the movement
down from this maximum. Here the authors used point A as a global
aggregate, but they forget that a country which has never reached the level of
liberal democracy cannot, in the strict sense, “slide back” from it. What looks
like a decline on the V-Dem index chart may in fact mean something quite
different. Frequent cases are “failed democratization” and the “return of an
authoritarian regime”. Failed democratization is a transition that started but
stopped before reaching consolidation, while the return of an authoritarian
regime usually takes place after a short period of liberalization.

Where is the threshold? The problem of the moment when a
democracy ceases to be a democracy

Democracy itself is not a binary but a graded variable, while backsliding
requires a clear boundary, a moment of transition. Researchers thus try to
make sense of a continuous quantity through the category of a break. At the
same time, the empirical difference between an index value of 0.43 and 0.42



is negligible and may simply reflect measurement error. If the threshold is set
at 0.425, this negligible difference turns a country from a “democracy” into an
“autocracy”. Different methods are used to solve the threshold problem, but
each method has its own difficulties. The dichotomous — or, as it is
sometimes called, minimalist — approach, created by Schumpeter and
developed by Przeworski and Cheibub, defines democracy through the real
alternation of power as a result of competitive elections. The threshold is the
turnover test, which asks whether the incumbents are able to lose elections
and give up office. The strength of this approach is that it does not require
agreement on what a “good” democracy should look like. Its weakness,
however, is its blindness to the gradual erosion of elections. Elections may
formally remain competitive despite the destruction of judicial independence
and press freedom, and the approach does not capture this fact.

The second and more widespread method is the continuous, graded
approach. This approach, of course, abandons a single boundary in favor of a
scale on which any decline is recorded. It is highly sensitive to nuance, but
here as well the decision about what counts as democracy is made by the
methodologist.

Who sets the ideal? The normative anchoring of the reference
point

In most cases, the default reference point is not the empirical past state of a
specific country, but a normative ideal in the form of Western-style liberal
constitutional democracy with strong independent courts. This is exactly what
Bermeo calls a “deliberate departure from the ideal”’. The problem, however,
is that this ideal is external and universalized. As a result, point A for a non-
Western country turns out to be not its own history, but the projection of a
Western norm onto its trajectory. “Backsliding” then no longer measures a real
change of the political regime, but the distance to the West. Any non-Western
configuration of power is automatically coded as a deficit, as a deviation from
the standard. Here the problem of the reference point finally merges with what
Chakrabarty (Provincializing Europe, 2000) calls measuring the non-Western
world against a Western standard. The concept of backsliding builds a
normative hierarchy into its very structure: liberal democracy stands at the top,
and everything else is defined through its degree of distance from it.

From “backsliding” to regime trajectory

The critique of the backsliding concept does not have to end with
deconstruction. It leads to a quite concrete research program. The main flaw
of the existing approach is its binary logic, in which a regime is either a
“‘democracy” or is “backsliding” away from it. Yet, as Levitsky and Way show,
between these poles lies a broad and stable zone of competitive
authoritarianism. To regimes that do not move “down” from some peak but
reproduce a hybrid equilibrium, the language of “backsliding” simply does not
apply. Instead of comparing a country with a universal standard (cross-case),
what is needed is the tracking of its own trajectory over time (within-case).
This move also finds support within the critical theory of backsliding itself.



Wolkenstein, for example, proposes to diagnose backsliding through the
method of immanent critique. In essence, this is the same move as the shift
from cross-case to within-case analysis: in both, the reference point is no
longer a universal standard but the internal measure of the regime itself. The
difference is that immanent critique works at the level of a qualitative analysis
of a single case, while the within-case approach transfers the same logic to
the systematic tracking of a trajectory over time. The reference point then
becomes not an ideal but the empirically observed past state of the regime
itself, and the analyst is able to separate three phenomena: failed
democratization, the return of authoritarianism, and the actual backsliding of a
consolidated democracy.

Conclusion

So what is happening to democracy? A correct answer requires, first of all,
reformulating the question itself. V-Dem is not a photograph of one single
process; it is an overlay of heterogeneous trajectories of different regimes,
brought together into one line by a methodological decision. It does show that
elections are eroding and that executive power is advancing on the courts and
the press. But to call this a global “backsliding” means mistaking the distance
to the Western norm for a change of the regime as such. If, instead, we
measure each country against its own history and honestly distinguish
between types of trajectories, the picture stops being a single catastrophe and
becomes a mosaic of processes moving in different directions, only some of
which deserve the name of democratic backsliding. Democracy is not so
much retreating everywhere as slipping away from an instrument that was not
designed to measure it beyond the West.
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AHHOTaAUuA

MoHsATME OeMOoKpaTUYecKoro oTkaTa LUMPOKO MCMONb3yeTCs B COBPEMEHHOW MONUTUYECKON
aHanuTuKe, OOHaKO peako MoABEpraeTcs CUCTEMaTUYEeCKOMY OCMbicreHuto. B cTatbe
paccmaTtpuBaloTCsl  TPYOHOCTM, CBsi3aHHble C  €BPOLEHTPUYHOCTBIO U HOPMAaTMBHOM
Harpy>KeHHOCTbIO [aHHOTO KOHLenTa, a Takke CTaBUTCS BOMPOC 06 WMCXOOHOM COCTOSIHUM,
OTHOCUTENBHO KOTOPOro (PUKCMPYeTcs «oTkaT». PaBoTta onvpaeTcs Ha AUCKYCCUIO BOKPYT
onpeaernieHns 4eMoKpaTUYecKoro oTkaTta v npeanaraeT KpUTUYECKUid B3rnsg Ha cnocobbl ero
KOHLLeNTyanusawmu.

KnioueBble crioBa: demokpamus, deMokpamuyeckuli omkam, nubeparnbHasi
KOHCMumyuuoHHas deMokpamusi, egpoueHmpusm, V-Dem



4Ymo npoucxodum c demokpamueu?

3HaunTenbHas YacTb He4aBHMX aHANUTUYECKMX AOKNaA0B POMKO 3asBnsaeT
0 AEMOKpaTMYECKOM OTKaTe Kak O HEKOW yrpo3e HalMOoHanbHOM
B©esonacHocTn B HeKoTopbIx cTpaHax. OtyeT Democracy Report 2026 ot
weeackoro nHctutyta V-Dem coobuiaeTt, yto mmp no CpegHeMupoBomMy
YPOBHIO AeMokpaTumn otkatunca B 1978 rog. MNpotue nnubepanbHom
KOHCTUTYLMOHHOW AEMOKPaTMM pa3BoOpavYMBaETCs «oTKaT,
«KOHTppeBonoumay. JlInbepanbHaa aemokpaTust Haxoamnacbh nog AaBneHnem
n B obopoHe ewé 3agonro go COVID-19. [lo nangeMmunn 6bin nepeyeHb
OGBUHEHUI CO CTOPOHbI MPOTMBHUKOB. [onynucTel yTBEpXAanm, 4to
nnbepannam ctan NPUKPbITUEM AN aHTUAEMOKPATUYECKOro 3fIMTU3Ma,
KOTOpPbIN OTHUMAET BNACTb Yy PAAO0BbIX rpaxaaH, NoapbiBas nx
3KOHOMMYECKMNE NHTEPECHI. HaumoHanucTbl 3aaBnanu, 4To nubepanmam
nopoann MexayHapoaHble MHCTUTYTbI M 3aKOHbI, KOTOpbIE NocsAratT Ha
CYyBEPEHUTET rocy4apCTB U NPEnATCTBYIOT peanu3aunmn 3aKOHHbIX
HaUMOHanbHbIX MHTEpPecoB. KynbTypHble TPaaMUMOHANMUCTbl yTBEPXAANu, YTo
nnbepanbHbIM MHANBMAYANN3M NOAPbIBAET MOpParibHbIE U PENUTMO3HbIE
coobuecTBa, a nubepanbHasa cBoboga cTMpaeT rpaHb Mexay cBoboaon m
BCE03BOSIEHHOCTbLIO. B CcBOIO ouyepeab nubepanbHble AeMOKPaTbl 0OBUHANMK
CBOMX NMPOTUBHMKOB B CMOJSI3aHUN K aBTOPUTapmn3my, B UCMONb30BaHNN
CyBepeHUTETa Kak LWMPMbI AN HapyLLEHWs NpaB YeroBeka 1 B BO3BpaTe K
NONMUTUKE «UTPbl C HYFNIEBOM CYMMOWMY.

Kak oTMeyaeT oaunH 13 BegyLumx cneunanmctoB B 06ractu cpaBHUTENBHOWN
NOSIMTONOMMK, NOHATUE AEMOKPATMYECKOro OTKaTa «4acTo UCMOoMb3yeTcs, HO
penko aHanuanpyeTcsay.

UYmo makoe demokpamu4eckuli omkam?

Bo MHOrMx Hay4HbIX paboTax 0 AeMOKpaTUYEeCKOM OTKaTe 4yacto
cocpefoTayMBaloTCa Ha MexaHu3Max aTakm Ha gemokpaTtuio. K Hum
OTHOCATCS rocyAapCTBEHHbIE NEPEBOPOTLI, YCUINEHNE PONN NCMIONHUTENBHOM
BNacTu, paspyLleHne CUCTEM COepKeK N MPOTMBOBECOB, NNKBUAALMS
NONMUTUYECKUX NHCTUTYTOB, MaHUNynaumsa Boldopamn. MaBHbIN
doyHOaMeHTarbHbIM BOMNPOC BO MHOTOM OCTaeTcs OTKPbITbIM. Kak Ha camom
Aene noHsTb, YTO EMOKpaTMA nepecTana obiTb AeMoKpaTuen u otkat
HensbexeH. Camble pacnpoCTpaHEHHbIE AMMMPUYECKUE N KOHLENTYyarbHble
Teopuun o gemokpaTtum (Bermeo; Luhrmann—Lindberg) cnuwkom
€BPOLEHTPUYHbI. [leMokpaTnsa cama no cebe o4eHb pasHasd, U cam KoHUenT
oTKaTa eBpOoLEHTPUYEH 1 HOPMaTUBHO HarpyxeH. Camo crnoso npegnonaraeT
ABWKEHME «BHM3» OT HEkoero ngeana. bepmeo (2016) npmsHaér aTo,
oTMeyas, 4To TepMUH 0603Ha4YaeT «CO3HaTerlbHbIA OTXO OT naeana.
Mpobnema B TOM, YTO 3TOT UAearn, Kak NpaBuso, He NPoroBapnBaeTCs, OH
MOMYanuBo oToXxaecTenseTcs ¢ NMbepanbHO-KOHCTUTYLUOHHOWN
AemokpaTtuen 3anagHoro obpasua ¢ CUnNbHbIMU He3aBucMMbIMK cydamu. [ns
3TOr0 UCMNOMb3YT NCTOPULMCTCKYHO MOCHISIKY, COrfTAaCHO KOTOPOW BCe
obuecTBa 0683aHbI NPONTU Te Xe cTagun, YTo n EBpona — dreogannam,



Kanutanuam, MHAyCTpuanbHYy0 MOOEPHOCTb N NnbeparnbHyo 4EMOKPaTUIO.
Npes, ctaBawasn nubeparnbHyo 4EMOKPATUIO HAa BEPLUMHY LUKasbl, NO
onpegeneHunio kogupyet ntoboe MHCTUTYUNOHANbHOE OTKITOHEHUE Kak
«perpecc». 3TUM 1 KoHuenT backsliding cTpykTypHO BOCNPOU3BOAUT TO, YTO
YakpabapTtu (Provincializing Europe, 2000) Ha3biBaeT U3MepeHneM
He3anagHoro rno 3anagHomy 3TarioHy.

Omekam omkyda? lpobsema ucxoO0HO20 COCMOSIHUS

Democracy and Democratic Backsliding, 1945-2026
JeMoKpaTua u eé oTkat, 1945-2026
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PucyHok oTobpakaeT nHaekc 4eMOKpaTUn U aBToOKpaTUKM cTpaH mupa no V-
Dem. lMo V-Dem gemokpatnyeckuin oTkat no onpegeneHnto ectb ABMXKEHNE
OT HEKOTOPOro MCXOOHOrO COCTOSIHUS «BHU3Y», @ 3HAYMT BCsikas omkcaums
oTKaTa fornyeckn TpebyeTt onpegeneHnsa 3Toro UICXOAHOro COCTOAHUA —
TOYKM OTCYETA. MIMeHHO 3aech koHuenT backsliding obHapyxnBaeTt cBoro
Hanbonee ysa3BUMYH METOLOMNOMYECKY0 CTOPOHY. YUTOObI yTBEpXAaThb, YTO
AEeMOKpaTusl «oTKaTunacby, nccregoBaTenb OMMKEH CnepBa 3a4aTb TOUKY A
— YPOBEHb AEeMOKpaTun, OT KOTOPOro BeETCA oTcHeT. OgHako npwm
GnvxanwemM pacCMOTPEHUMN BbISICHAETCS, YTO NOA €OUHBIM SPSbIKOM
«OoTKaTa» CKpbIBAOTCH pasfnnyHble NpobrieMbl, KOTOpbIE B CyLLECTBYHOLLEN
nutepartype cucteMatmyeckn cMmelmsaroTcs. Kak Mbl BUOAMM Ha PUCYHKe,
Touky A 6epyT 13 nmka obenx kpmebix okono 2006—-2012 rogos, a KpacHas
30Ha «Backsliding / OTkaT» HaunMHaeTca cpasy nocre Heé 1 nokasbiBaeT
ABWKEHMEe BHU3 OT 3TOro MakcumMmyma. 34ecb aBTOpbl MCNOMb30Bany ToUky A
Kak rnobanbeHbIn arperat, HO OHU 3abbIBalOT O TOM, YTO CTpaHa, KoTopas
HUKOrga He gocturana ypoBHs nnbepanbHOM AeMOKpaTun, B CTPOroM CMbICIie
He MOXET OT HEE «OTKaTUTbCA». TOo, YTO Ha rpaduke nHaekca V-Dem
BbIrMAAUT KaK CHUXXEHWe, MOXeT ob0o3HayaTb cCoBCceM Apyroe. HacTbimu
SABMEHNSIMU ObIBaOT «HECOCTOSIBLUASACA AEMOKPATM3aUmsa» Unu
«BO3BpalLleHNe aBTopuUTapHOro pexunmar». «HecocrtosasLuascs



AeMoKpaTnsaumsay 3To nepexon, KOTOpbIA Havancs, HoO OCTaHOBUIICS, TaK K
He JOCTUIHYB KOHCONMMAaumm, a BO3BpaLleHe aBTOPUTAPHOIoO pexmma
00bIl4HO NpoTEKaeT Nocne KpaTkoro nepunoga nubepanunsauun.

I'de nopoa? lMpobnema MOMeHMa, 8 KOmopbIli OeMOKpamusi
nepecmaém 6bimb deMokpamuel

Hdemokpatnsa cama no cebe npeacrasnseT cobon He BUHapHYyto, a
rpagyvpoBaHHYO NepeMEHHYI0, a oTKaT TpebyeT YETKOM rpaHuLbl, MOMeHTa
nepexoaa. HenpepbiBHYHO BENNYMHY NbITAKOTCSA OCMbICIIUTL YePEe3 KaTeroputo
paspbiBa. B To e Bpems amnupuyeckas pasHuua mexagy 3HavyeHuem nHaekca
0,43 n 0,42 HUYTOXHO Maria N MOXET BO3HUKATb NOrPELLUHOCTb U3MEPEHUS.
Ecnn nopor yctaHoBneH Ha otmeTke 0,425, TO 3Ta HUYTOXHAS pasHuua
npesBpaLlaeT CTpaHy U3 «AEMOKpPaTMM» B «aBTOKpaTuo». [ns pelueHus
npobnembl Nopora UCNONb3YHT pasHble MeToAbl, HO KaXabl MeTod umeeT
onpeaenéHHble Npobnembl. JMXOTOMUYECKUI, U KaK €ro HasbiBaloT MHOrAa
MUWHUMaNMCTUYECKU, NOAxXoAd, co3daHHbIn LymneTepom v passuTbin
MweBopcknum 1 Yenbybom onpepensieT 4eMOKpaTUIO Yepes pearnbHyH
CMEHSIEMOCTb BNnacTu B pe3yribTaTe KOHKYPEHTHbIX BbI6opoB. [Moporom
SIBMSIETCHA TECT Ha NOBOPOT, KOTOPLIN OnpeaenseT cnocobHa nu
AencTByoLasa BnacTb npourpaTtb BbIOOPbLI U YCTYNUTb MecTO. [JOCTONHCTBO
noaxoga B TOM, YTO OH He TpebyeT cornacus o ToM, Kakor AoSmkHa bbITb
«xopowasi» aeMokpaTtusi. Ho Bce e MMHYCcOM noaxofa siBnsieTca cnenoTta
NOCTENEHHOM 3p031mM BbIOOPOB. BbIGopbl MOryT hopManbHO COXpaHUTb
KOHKYPEHTHOCTb HECMOTPS Ha paspyLleHne He3aBMCUMOCTU cyaoB, cBoObobI
npeccbl, N N0gX04 He YYMTbIBAET 3TOT (PaKT.

BTopbiM 1 6onee pacnpocTpaHEHHbIM METOAOM ABMNAETCA KOHTUHYaNbHbIN,
rpagympoBaHHbIvM noaxon. KoHeyHo, 9TOT Noaxod oTKkasbiBaeTCcs OT e4UHON
rpaHuLbl B NOJSb3y LUKanbl, HA KOTOPOW hukcupyeTcsa noboe CHMKeHne. 3ToT
noaxopn OTNM4YaeTCs BbICOKOW YyBCTBUTENBHOCTBLIO K HIOAHCaM, OAHAKO U TyT
pelleHne o TOM, YTO CYMTaTb AeMOKpaTUEN NPUHMMAETCS METOAO0SIONOM.

Kmo 3adaém udean? HopmamueHasi npuesi3ka mo4ku omc4yéma

B 60nblUMHCTBE CryYaeB TOYKOM OTcYeTa MO YMOSYaHWUIO BbICTyNaeT He
AMMMpPUYECKOe NPOLLSIoe COCTOSIHWE KOHKPETHOW CTpaHbl, @ HOPMaTUBHbIN
ngean B Buae nubepanbHO-KOHCTUTYLIMOHHOM AEMOKpaTMM 3anagHoro
obpasua ¢ cusbHbIMU He3aBUCUMbIMKU cyaamn. ViMeHHO aTo bepmeo v
Ha3blBaeT «CO3HaTENbHbIM OTXOA0M OT ugeana». [pobnema, ogHako, B TOM,
YTO naean 3ToT ABNAETCHA BHELUHUM U YHMBEPCANM3NpOBaHHbIM. B
pesynbTate TO4Kon A ons He3anagHoW CTpaHbl OKa3blBaeTCs He eé
cobCcTBEHHAs UCTOPUSA, a NPoeKUMs 3anagHon HOPMbl Ha €€ TPaeKTopUIo.
Torga «oTkaT» U3MepsieT YXe He peanbHOe U3MeHeHne NoNnMTUYECKoro
pexuma, a guctaHumio go 3anaga. Jlobas HesanagHas koHUrypaums
BNacTu aBTOMaTUYECKM KOOMPYETCH KaK 4edUUNT, Kak OTKIIOHEHWNE OT
aTanoHa. 3gecb npobriema TOYKM OTCYETA OKOHYATESTIbHO CMbIKAEeTCs C TEM,
4yT10 YakpabapTtu (Provincializing Europe, 2000) Ha3blBaeT naMepeHnem
He3anagHoro no 3anagHomy atanoHy. KoHuent backsliding BcTtpanBaeT B
CaMO CBOE yCTPOMCTBO HOPMAaTUBHYH MepapXuto, Ha BepLUMHE KOTOPOW CTOUT



nnbepanbHasa 4eMOoKpaTus, a BCé ocTanbHOe onpeaensieTcs Yepes cTeneHb
YOANEHHOCTU OT Heeé.

Om «omkama» K mpaeKkmopuu pexuma

KpuTuka koHuenTa backsliding He o65a3aHa 3akaH4YMBaTbLCS AEKOHCTPYKUMEN.
3 Heé cnenyeT BNonHe KOHKpeTHas nccnegosaTenbckas nporpamma.
"NaBHbIN N3bSAH CyLLLECTBYHOLLLErO Noaxoaa aTo GuHapHas noruka, B KOTOPOW
pexum nnMdo «aemMokpaTusi», MMbo «oTKaTbiBaeTCs» OT He€. Ho, Kak
nokasbiBatoT JIeBUUKUI 1 Yan, Mexay 3TUMMK NoncamMmm nexuT obumpHas u
yCTOMYMBAs 30Ha KOHKYPEHTHOro aBToputapuamMa. Pexxmmel, KOTopble He
ABWKYTCS «BHU3» C HEKOEW BEPLUMHbI, @ BOCNPON3BOAAT rmbpmaHoe
paBHOBECKE MM HEMNPUMEHNM A3bIK «OTKaTay. BMecTo cpaBHeHUs cTpaHbl C
YHUBEpPCarnbHbIM 3TarloHOM (CrosSs-Case) HY)XHO OTCIeXmnBaHue eé
cobCcTBEHHOM TpaekTopun BO BpemeHu (within-case). OTOT xo4 uMeeT onopy u
BHYTPW caMOn KpUTMYECKOW Teopumn oTkata. Tak BonkeHcTanH npegnaraet
AnarHocTnpoBaTtb OTKaT MeTO4OM UMMaHeHmMHoU Kpumuku. o cyTn aTo 1o
Xe caMmoe [BWXKeHue, YTO U nepexos oT cross-case K within-case n Tam, 1 Tam
TOYKOW OTCYETA CTAHOBUTCS HE YHUBEPCArbHbIA 3TaNOH, a BHYTPEHHAS Mepa
camoro pexuma. Pasnuune B TOM, YTO MMMaHEHTHas KpUTUKa paboTaeT Ha
YPOBHE Ka4yeCTBEHHOro pa3bopa oTAernbHOro Kenca, Torga kak within-case
noaxon NepeHoCUT Ty XKe NTIOrMKY Ha CUCTEMAaTMYECKOE OTCREeXnBaHne
TpaekTopun BO BpeMeHU. Toraa ToYKom OTCYETa CTaHOBUTCA He uaean, a
AMMMpUYECKN HabntogaemMoe NpoLUioe COCTOSIHME CamMOoro pexuma, u
aHanUTUK NonyyaeT BO3MOXHOCTb Pa3BeCcTu TpU ABMEHUS: HECOCTOSBLUYHOCH
AeMoKpaTm3auuio, Bo3spaT aBToputapmama n cobCcTBEHHO OTKaT
KOHCONMMAMPOBAHHOW AEMOKpaTUN.

3aknroyeHue

UTo e npoucxogut ¢ gemokpaTtnen? KoppekTHbln OTBET TpebyeT cnepsa
nepecopmynmnposaTtb cam Bonpoc. V-Dem He aBnsetcsa otorpadumen
eMHOro npouecca, 370 HanoXeHne pasHOPOAHbLIX TPAEKTOPUIA pPasHbIX
PEXUMOB, CBEEHHbIX B OAHY JIMHUIO METOAONOrMYeckMM peLueHnem. OH
AEeNCTBUTENBLHO onpeaensieT, YTo BbIOOPbI 3POAMPYIOT, UCNOSTHUTENbHAs
BNacTb HacTynaeT Ha cyabl U npeccy. Ho HasbiBaTb 370 rnobanbHbIM
«OTKaTOM» O3Ha4yaeT NpUHUMAaTb UCTaHLUMIO 40 3anagHoW HOPMbI 3a
N3MEHEeHne pexnma Kak TakoBoro. Ecnu xxe Meputb Kaxayo cTpaHy
OTHOCUTESIbHO €€ COBCTBEHHOM NCTOPUU N YECTHO pasnuyaTth TUNbI
TpaekTopui, KapTUHa NepecTaéT ObiTb eANHON KaTacTpodon N CTaHOBUTCA
MO3aMKOW pasHOHanpaBfeHHbIX NPOLECCOoB, NULb YaCTb KOTOPbIX
3acnyxvmBaeT Ha3BaHUsA JeMOKpaTU4ecKoro otkata. [lemokpaTtnst He CTOSMbKO
NOBCEMECTHO OTCTYNaeT, CKOMbKO YCKOMb3aeT OT MHCTPYMEHTA, He
npucnocobneHHOro n3mMepsTb €€ 3a npegenamun 3anaja.
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