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Abstract.  

In the article, taking into account many thousand-year experience of humankind, a wider understanding of de-
mocracy is substantiated. The traditional sights at democracy as a form of the State order, the author com-
pletes with his own. He understands it as spirit and a condition of all public relations, as well as the power of 
the free, equal in rights, socially, economically and politically active people, differently manifesting in various 
spheres of life.  
Fundamental basics of democracy are revealed: a society’s priority before all established by it institutions, in-
cluding the State; freedom and equality of all members of a society and citizens of the State; the rule of law, 
which is an expression of will of the people; the decision of all public problems in accordance with the ‘majori-
ty’s rule’; electivity of all officials taking into account their qualification, and also their unconditional removabili-
ty. In the article an inconsistency of attempts of authoritative leaders and their environment to substitute de-
mocracy for certain surrogates is shown, and the basic criteria of true democracy, absence at least one of 
which does it incomplete and relative, are formulated.  
 
Key words: society, the State, democracy, people, majority’s rule, will of the people, liberty, human rights, elec-
tivity, the rule of law.  

 

INTRODUCTION.  

Democracy in all times was understood as the power of 
the people. The American democrats had significantly 
expanded and specified its content as "rule of the people, 
by the people and for the people". It is not difficult to see, 
the emphasis in both cases is done on whom the power 
belongs to, who is its executor and for which goals it ex-
ists. 
Throughout millennia democracy functioned in different 
forms and levels. The rulers and beneficiaries of power 
traditionally consisted of the richest and most influential 
people with high knowledge and special merits and hon-
ors. And very rarely they consisted of the representatives 
of all sections of the society. Accordingly, the power of 
these layers and groups of people were called monarchy, 
aristocracy, oligarchy, meritocracy, plutocracy, democra-
cy, and ochlocracy and so on. The researchers of the 
political systems of all times tried to establish the basis 
and criteria of these forms of government and succeeded 
in it with great difficulty, so far as in any system of social 
order there are simultaneous manifestations of them all. 
They have praised some of them and criticized others 
depending on their own political stands. In the article, we 

give our own understanding of democracy, worked out on 
the basis of comparison and matching the real state of 
democracy in different groups of countries of the world, 
conventionally consist of countries with relatively devel-
oped democracy, the countries in transition to democracy 
and countries with authoritarian and tyrannical regimes. 
Both historical and logical, and comparative research me-
thods of investigations, having in mind the variety of the 
systems, allow us to see as a main line of socio-political 
development of the mankind, and the deviations of differ-
ent societies and States from this line, as well as to es-
tablish some general criteria for real democracy. 

 
 Democracy as a universal phenomenon  
 
Democracy was and remains the best, most desirable for 
the vast majority of society and, at the same time, the 
most mysterious and not exactly determined yet social 
order. This uncertainty is the reason why some people 
praised it, attributing to democracy all imaginable and 
unimaginable dignity, and the others no less persuasively  
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criticized, blamed, and ridiculed it as if linked with all im-
aginable and unimaginable evils. 
At the same time, many researchers of democracy as a 
phenomenon cannot definitely say what it is and in what 
its main criteria consist. Some of them often limit them to 
describing of the symptoms of political power and power 
relations, or attributing democracy to the institutions, 
which by definition could not be democratic. In reality, 
democracy might be considered is a power of free, equal, 
economically and socio-politically active people, serving 
to the people, considering by the society and State as the 
main value. It is polyhedral and is manifested differently 
in the socio-economic, political, national, and spiritual 
spheres of public life. 

For nearly two and a half millennia after the first es-
timations of democracy there were numerous definitions 
of the power and the people. But, regretfully, many of 
them are incomplete, often subjective and too far from 
solving of the problem, because were made with consid-
eration mainly the political dimension of the problem – 
power as ability to coercion. Of course, compulsion is an 
essential and integral element of any authority. But coer-
cion to what, why and how? Coercion is possible only in 
certain cases and when there are some opportunities: 
credibility, strength, result of the authority‟s actions, etc. 
However, attentively going deep into the essence of hu-
man life, it turns out that that a power can be manifested 
and is often carried out without any coercion, because of 
its vital necessity and usefulness. Power of circums-
tances, power of nature, power of the beauty, friendship, 
and solidarity, as well as power of strength or an example 
play a huge role in human life. They can motivate and 
encourage people to commit certain acts voluntarily, 
without any compulsion and on their own incentive. That 
is, a power is an institute of any commonality and in every 
area of its life it becomes apparent differently, and it will 
exist until there will be any commonality of living beings.  

There are many definitions of a society [Campbell, 
(1981); Ferguson, (1966); Sociology, (2004)]. Here we 
will be guided by the understanding of society as a volun-
tary association of the human beings for joint solution of 
life's problems, which cannot be solved by them indivi-
dually. This is the first fundamental human institution. Vi-
tal problems of all societies are solved by them through 
extensive system of institutions, each of which is de-
signed to a particular range of problems of their life. Ac-
cording to the logic of life, the institutions of economic, 
social and spiritual life were formed first. At a certain 
stage of development of society other institutions for spe-
cific community‟s tasks (defense of the habitat from any 
threats from outside, protection of the lives and security 
of its members, etc.) appear. Common activity to achieve 
the objectives of any institution requires some accords, 
high responsibility and discipline of all members of the 
society; their commitment to solve social problems to-
gether. 

 

 
 
 
 
Protection of life and safety requires maximum 

concentration of the forces, subordination of all members 
of the society to the same rules, which purpose is to en-
sure a state of constant vigilance and readiness to stand 
against any threat to the society. Hence the names of the 
institution: Polis, the State, Commonwealth, Republic, 
etc. A power to establish and settle relations, necessary 
for the protection of the society, as well as for regulation 
of the relations, emerging in the course of these 
processes, is called a political one. Nature and, conse-
quently, actors of the power, are determined mainly by its 
goals. The political power always belongs to certain sec-
tors of a society that nominate their representatives, who, 
as they believe, can better use it to provide their security.  

Peculiarity of the objectives of society implies that 
the State must be very flexible, dynamic, and fluid and be 
able to amplify and shrink, depending on circumstances. 
Anyway, the society would like to see the State precisely 
such.  

Political power provides its functionaries with not 
only authority to decide, but also the right to compel 
members of the society to execute certain functions, to 
dispose with a share of the public funds, to choose ways 
and identify methods for solving of the emerging in socie-
ty, region and area problems. It is assumed that people 
with authority will act in the most beneficial to a society 
mode. Democracy is a precondition for guaranteeing 
such a course of actions. However, the authority to com-
mand and control gives to its holder some opportunities 
to use it also for personal gain and enrichment. The pos-
sibility to rise over the others, and rapid enrichment turns 
the power into an arena of competitive struggle.  

Because of these and a number of other circums-
tances, the State, willingly amplifying, does not wish to 
shrink even after disappearance of any threats to society. 
A striking example of rightness of that was shown by the 
Russian Federation. So, for 18 years after the collapse of 
the Soviet Union (1992 - 2010), after declared ending of 
the cold war and disappearance of military threat to the 
country, privatization of public property, before organized 
and managed by the State, and after significantly reduc-
ing of its social obligations before the citizens, administra-
tion of Russia, instead of expected substantial reduction 
of, increased on 70% [Primakov, (2011)].  

Possible danger to society and to life of its mem-
bers is the main factor determining the existence of the 
State. If there is no real threat, it would try to create artifi-
cial ones, inventing of the non-existing enemies and con-
tinuing its amplification and strengthen. The State, 
formed by society for the protection of human rights, first 
of all, the rights to life, liberty and security, might be 
turned into the main source of threat to the society and its 
members. Similar metamorphoses are often seeing in the 
life of disordered and badly governed societies. In well-
organized and best governed societies, every individual 
and every group of people are engaged in business, 
which they can do most efficiently. Each worker receives  



 
 
 
 

for his labor revenue, corresponding to his real contribu-
tion into social production and its protection. There, 
where not the common good but the personal gain of the 
people in power becomes the purpose of the State, some 
of their functions are substituted. The policemen, in the 
pursuit of personal profit, can enter into deals with crimi-
nals and as a result they transform from the law defend-
ers into the principal and most dangerous offenders, for 
struggle with which new structures are established in po-
lice bodies. Employees of the State‟s service for struggle 
against illegal trade in narcotics confiscated according to 
the law drugs distribute under the guise of their status 
among addicted people, converting them into source of 
own revenues.  
The societies, functioning in accordance with natural 
laws, always resist and will resist against unnatural 
claims and will return its institutions to their rightful place. 
Democracy is the optimum norm of functioning of all insti-
tutions of the society and the best way of harmonizing of 
all social processes with retaining of permanent effective 
control of the people over all established by them institu-
tions.  
Unnatural state of relations between society and its state 
was determined not by societies and their members, but 
by the states and their institutions. For thousands of 
years almost everything was estimated through the prism 
of the States or rather of the ruling in them circles‟ inter-
ests, through their vision. Even democracy often was un-
derstood only as a form of government. Social power, 
economic power, and cultural power somehow disap-
peared, even the researchers of power and power rela-
tions have refused to see any significant differences be-
tween them. Pushing off from this unnatural reality, 
someone began to consider that no social order deter-
mines the character of the institutions of a society, but the 
form of government determines the forms of the power in 
all areas of public life. To some extent it is possible to 
agree with such judgments, but only to some extent, for 
political power, being a phenomenon of later origin, ap-
pears as if a concentrated expression of power at all. It 
influences on the social, economic and spiritual power, 
but does not determine and must not specify them. On 
the contrary, the social and economic power as the pri-
mary institutions determined as specific so destination of 
the political power.  
Democracy has started as equal for all members of socie-
ty standards of relations in economic, social and spiritual 
life, equal attitude to the natural resources, which is the 
main source of existence of all animal life on the Earth, 
only one of which a human being is. Because of the dif-
ferent physical characteristics of people, economic in-
equality gradually formed, resulting also social inequality.  
Political is a fixation of the economic and social, though is 
able to effect on them backward. Genuine economic and 
social democracy always entails genuine political democ-
racy also. Moreover, it narrows the field of political and 
the last not necessarily and not immediately  
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ensures social democracy. History knows relevant demo-
cratic forms of the governments under slavery and capi-
talism, socio-economic framework which could not be 
regarded as democratic.  
We consider democracy as a multidimensional and multi-
faceted phenomenon, which pervades all aspects of life 
of the human communities. Everywhere the power exists 
there are also its participants and implementers, as well 
as the ways of its implementation. Democracy every-
where means a free and equal participation of all actors, 
or at least the majority of them, in the definition of the 
forms and objectives of the power, and in exercising and 
determining the mechanism and methods of its imple-
mentation. It existed and exists in all societies but in dif-
ferent forms, manifestations and scopes: as some germs, 
certain moments or elements of the solution of common 
problems, links and even entire systems of institutions. 
But full democracy does not exist anywhere yet. 
Direct or immediate democracy, when only heads of fami-
lies and clans, as well as free human beings with certain 
size of property meant the people, has been an initial 
form all social problems‟ solving. Then it gave way to the 
power of elite or people, dominating in these groups, 
share of which always was small. Some call it "elitist de-
mocracies", though in fact there was no democracy here 
at all.  
With formation of large republics different variations of 
representative democracy, many of which fraught with the 
risk of a return to the so-called „elitist democracies‟, arise. 
The optimum might be considered rational combination of 
direct democracy and representative democracy: direct 
democracy in solving of all local problems, and repre-
sentative − of the societies and States ones. This re-
quires an active participation of civil society in control 
over all processes. In particular, when there is no certain-
ty that the peoples‟ representatives made the best deci-
sion under the given circumstances, it can and should be 
referred to all citizens in the form of a referendum.  
Political scientist E. Heywood distinguishes also such 
form of democracy as totalitarian, characterized by an 
absolute dictatorship of a chieftain or leader under the 
guise of democracy. This mode is based on the assump-
tion that only the leader has the political wisdom and is 
able to express the true interests of the people [Heywood, 
(2004): p. 86 – 87]. Actually neither authoritarianism nor 
totalitarianism has anything of common with democracy.  
Democracy, as well as freedom and justice, is an ideal, to 
which humankind had aspire tirelessly throughout history. 
As befits any ideal, it does not exist and likely would not 
exist in perfect form. This applies to democracy as well; it 
has not been in perfect shape anywhere else in the world, 
and is unlikely to be ever. We can only discuss about dif-
ferent degrees of democracy in societies where elements 
of democracy are present only at the level of family, clans 
and local communities. Accordingly, the democracy of 
public life, as well as cleanness of water and air, measure 
of a beauty of man or nature, etc. is the notion of relative.  
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Degrees of democracy and purity (beauty, brightness) are 
numerous and differ from each other. Probably the water 
and air were absolutely clean before the outbreak of ani-
mal and human being, especially the latter, who through 
his activities affected and continues to affect their quality 
to such extent that the problem of the threat to all life on 
the Earth, including of the man himself, arose. Then 
people started to take some restrictive measures, which 
would be able to return some cleanness to them. So is 
democracy. It was a natural state of the primary societies‟ 
function at their very outset, and gradually „grow turbid‟ 
because of the socio-economic inequities and inequali-
ties, differentiation of society into layers and classes. And 
nowadays there is more democracy in public life, in the 
family and labor relations between people as members of 
society, as well as in solving of the social and spiritual 
problems of common interest. It is more in the societies 
without the State or with the weak State. It is no accident, 
therefore, Thomas Jefferson, comparing the social order 
of the Indian tribes in the North America and Europe, 
found that life of indigenous communities was more dem-
ocratic.  
It is possible to suppose that humankind, lived for hun-
dreds of thousands years in a primitive communal sys-
tem, has started its path to progress with greater democ-
racy (family, clan, community, military, etc.). Social power 
was, as if dissolved in whole society and was personified 
with it. All questions of public life were decided by the 
councils of elders or heads of families and clans. Gradu-
ally the power becomes personified. Societies have 
formed the States and delegated to these new institutions 
as much authority as, according to general understand-
ing, was necessary for its normal functioning. Thus, de-
mocracy is narrowed cone-shaped as the transition to 
politics and power relations. The bigger and stronger the 
State becomes, the weaker the societies become.  

 
 

The bases of democracy 
 

An absolute or a „pure‟ democracy as a real form of pow-
er or rule of all people has never been existed and will not 
exist because of its improbability. “If we take the term in 
the strict sense, there never has been a real democracy, 
and there never will be. It is against the natural order for 
the many to govern and the few to be governed. It is un-
imaginable that the people should remain continually as-
sembled to devote their time to public affairs, and it is 
clear that they cannot set up commissions for that pur-
pose without the form of administration being changed” 
[Rousseau, (2010): p. 80], Rousseau wrote. For a while 
democracy in its best form is the power of a relative ma-
jority.  
One of the most important synthetic indices of democracy 
is how much each member of the society and the citizen 
of the State individually and all they together are free in 
their actions, and practically solve their vital problems 
individually and freely participate in socio-political life.  

 
 
 
 
This is a direct consequence of the available degree of 
freedom in the society.  
A problem of correlation of human freedom and democ-
racy, what of them is the primary, fundamental, and what 
are secondary, derivative and dependent, and what is of 
the primary value to the human being has always inter-
ested people. Hardly anyone can deny that human free-
dom is primary, basic value and underlies all social rela-
tions. Freedom of actions in accordance with the laws of 
nature is natural condition for the human being. As it was 
already mentioned, at a certain stage the societies‟ de-
velopment, social and economic differentiation began and 
the State has formed. Economic, social, and political 
powers have been concentrated in the hands of a few 
people. All this has accompanied by restriction of free-
dom of the person up to complete denial of it for some 
groups and classes, and expulsion them from gover-
nance processes, including solving of their own lives‟ is-
sues. Political power fixed this inequality and kept it. 
However, the part of people, finding them in unequal situ-
ation, fought for freedom and equality. At this stage, the 
struggle for freedom and democracy become mutually 
connected with each other: The freedom leads to democ-
racy, and democracy leads to increasing of freedom. 
More active factor in this dual process is democracy; the 
degree of freedom society‟s member depends on it and 
therefore the struggle for freedom is equivalent to the 
struggle for democracy.  
Democracy is a soul of all social relations, emerging in 
the process of real participation of every member of so-
ciety, or at least most part of them, in common solution of 
the challenges that cannot be tackled in isolation. Each 
person can decide the problems within individuals freely 
and at his own discretion, in accordance with the norms 
of public morality.  
Relativity of democracy has some objective basis. What 
they are? First of all, each person is unique. Therefore, 
every society and every nation are differentiated into 
thousands and millions groups of people with their objec-
tives, interests, vision of societal problems and ways to 
solve them, and with determined by all this behavior. Tak-
ing part in public life, they pursue different purposes. The 
full unity of society is impossible and incomprehensible; it 
has always been, is and would be relative. But how to 
define a „public good‟ that, according to all theorists of 
democracy, should be an aim of all democratic institu-
tions of the society and how to determine a strategy for 
social development, as well as ways and means of its 
implementation? Which of the many possible directions 
and options of development should be regarded as a 
priority, and answering to the best interests of the socie-
ty? Answers of the political theorists to these questions 
are different, and often mutually excluding each other.  
Modern democracy is based on the «majority‟s rule", 
about which Aristotle wrote yet [Aristotle, 1291b 20], and 
Thomas Jefferson theoretically substantiated. But here, 
naturally, a number of quite legitimate questions beg: why  



 
 
 
 
not unanimity or consensus, but majority, why minority of 
citizens must obey the law, to which they did not give 
their consent? Most of whom and what, and how to de-
termine this majority – by strength, wealth, influence in 
society, knowledge and abilities, or somehow else? 
Certainly, unanimity is the best option for solving of any 
social problems, and the most complete embodiment of 
democracy, but, unfortunately, it is unattainable. What is 
perceived by ones as natural, to the others may seem as 
illogical and unnatural. There are problems that equally 
effect on all people, but have many solutions

i
. It is not 

surprisingly that Adam Smith wrote about chessboard of 
human society, options of moves on which are multiple 
[Smith А. (2002): p. 25]. In selecting the best variants of 
their solution people will inevitably diverge. Whose choice 
should have priority?  
In case of some aspects of personal life, performed by 
each individually, for example, how much and when to 
eat, sleep, marry, and how long to work etc., the decision 
of every individual should be decisive. If the problem is 
universal and any decision effect on interest a lot of 
people (defense of the society, use of natural resources, 
environmental impact, etc.), the right to determine the 
optimal ways of its solution belongs to a society as a 
whole, but, again, for the aforementioned reasons, to ab-
solute majority of its members. It might be supposed that 
full democracy can exist only when there is a consensus 
in the society.  
Human beings with different sizes of wealth, levels of 
knowledge, and degrees of wisdom, physical strength 
and health are the actors of all social processes. The first 
step to democracy must be recognition of freedom and 
equality of all human beings as members of society. Jef-
ferson understood the republic as governance of the citi-
zens in the mass acting directly and personally, in accor-
dance with the rules established by the majority of these 
citizens, the majority not of those only, who present and 
participate in the action, but of all adult members of the 
society and citizens of the State. In reality, everybody 
knows that now the content of the „majority‟s rule‟ almost 
everywhere is perverted. The majority only of the voting 
people are taken into consideration. In some countries, 
even „general elections‟ are considered legitimate, re-
gardless of the percentage of the voting people. At 
present almost no president and no one from ruling par-
ties have the support of an absolute majority of the citi-
zens. In response, some researchers propose even to 
reconsider the meaning of the notion „people‟. In their 
opinion, „the people‟ as a political term is used primarily in 
order to appeal to the rights set forth in the State, and 
therefore becomes moot. Therefore, they did not consider 
„people‟ as aggregate of all citizens, because this would 
mean that anyone should have full political rights [Wal-
lerstein, (2010)]. It is very dangerous for democracy sup-
position.  
„The majority‟s rule‟ does not reject and deny the minori-
ty‟s views of, since democracy presupposes respect for  
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every human being, considering as the highest value. 
And it regulates not all aspects of human life, but only 
those, which are called problems of social and public life, 
affecting the interests of all members of society. In per-
sonal life, flowing in harmony with the norms of public 
morality, an individual himself acts as a legislator, an arc-
hitect and a judge. However, the majority‟s opinion is 
considered as most preferable in social and political life. 
Minority of the citizens, of course, retain the right to argue 
their case and prioritize their opinions, to promote them 
and attract the citizens, to demand with the support of 
some part of the citizens, to put their proposals to the 
people‟s referendum. Usually a will or opinion shared by 
a minority nowadays becomes tomorrow an opinion of the 
majority and a law for the society, and the current majori-
ty can be transformed to minority. Here it is necessary to 
remember about the important criteria of democracy: Not 
people, but the law, being an expression of the will of the 
people, rule. The will of the people often changes in ac-
cordance with changing circumstances of life and appear-
ing of new conditions. Concurring will of the citizens‟ ma-
jority serves as the law of democracy at any given mo-
ment. It takes place in a democratic society, where the 
majority and the minority are constantly changing with 
their roles, receiving corresponding statuses not due to 
the State administrative apparatus and to all manner of 
vote rigging, but freely expressed by secret ballot on truly 
democratic general elections will of their citizens.  
No less important norms of democracy are eligibility and 
removability of all officials, as well as limited duration of 
their incumbents. Almost all institutions of power in the 
today's world, though not all of them can be considered 
as democratic, are formed by weans of elections. Be-
cause of distrust of a large part of the population to this 
traditionally discriminated institute, hardly one of the so-
called „representatives of the people‟ has the support of 
the majority of the electors. As a result, the „majority‟s 
rule‟ does not work, substituting by the „law of a relative 
majority‟. Moreover, in many cases, even in the so-called 
democratic States the will not of the majority of people, 
but the will of its separate „representatives‟, many of 
which even do not think about their responsibility before 
this people, becomes the basis of law. 
The main democratic right of the people is the right to 
control the activities of all officials, Henry Sumner be-
lieved. Public opinion, which means as censorship and 
praise, is the motivating force in democratic societies 
[Sumner, (1889): p. 22], he considered. The people‟s 
right to control the activities of their representatives and 
the right to withdraw them in cases of fraud are equally 
important elements of democracy, no longer implement-
ing. By illegitimate efforts of such representatives these 
rights of the citizens are often come to nothing in actual 
practice. This is done by substituting of elections of high 
officials with appointing them by the heads of the States, 
usurpation by a few political parties the right to nominate 
candidates for the role of functionaries of the State, lead 
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ing to de facto exclusion of the citizens from the electoral 
processes, falsification of ‟the majority‟s rule‟, denying the 
citizens‟ right to withdrawal those deputies, who deceived 
the trust of the people, etc.  

 

 
 Modern understanding democracy’s criteria 

 

Often democratic procedures in many cases are simply 
simulated: Parliaments debate drafts of laws and approve 
budgets of the States, occasionally declare elections; citi-
zens are urged to vote for the parties and their represent-
atives. In fact, in some countries, the electoral campaigns 
are turned into a pure formality, and representative bo-
dies became some kind of the departments of the offices 
of the first officials of the States. These latter, verbally 
postulating democracy, in fact, replace the abiding laws 
by their personal decrees, arbitrarily administer budget, 
forgetting that public money must be used strictly in ac-
cordance with the regulations of the highest representa-
tive body. The most common in the lexicon of top offi-
cials, for example of Russia, are the expression „I am‟ 
(decided, ordered, and so on) as if they are not the 
elected by the people for a period of time and serving to 
the people officials, but absolute monarchs. Someone 
from them tries to depict these blatant displays as „pecu-
liar features of Russian democracy‟. Thus, at the Forum 
on the „Modern State: standards of democracy and crite-
ria of efficiency‟ in the summer of 2010, the then Presi-
dent of the Russian Federation expressed his profound 
disagreement with those “who claims that there is no de-
mocracy in Russia, that the authoritarian traditions are 
dominated here. It is not so”, he said. “Russia certainly is 
democracy. There is democracy in Russia. Not least fan-
tastic was the claim that "the State model of Russia has 
been and continues to be democratic; it needs to be de-
mocratized. Democratization is a process of development 
inside any of the democratic model” [Ustoychivaya, 
(2010)].  
Only those, who has the vague knowledge about democ-
racy, would be able to such abstruse as “The democratic 
model needs democratization”. Or such babble: The then 
speaker of the State Duma of the Russian Federation 
seriously, as a kind of some revelation stated: ”Precisely 
an autocratic sovereignty of the people, or if translated 
from Russian into a foreign languages, sovereign democ-
racy is historically the most common thing for Russia” 
[Arguments, (2011)]. This statesman has been, probably, 
unaware that, firstly, that democracy is not a thing, but a 
real form of solving of social life‟s problems, and, second-
ly, autocracy and democracy are incompatible with each 
other antipodes.  
Only where democracy did not even spend a night, the 
chief executive may individually change the constitutional 
provisions on elections. Only there he can order to extend 
his mandate being on top, and the so-called legislative 
branch in a pose „what can we do for you?‟ immediately 
and without any discussion and debate (“the Parliament,  

 
 
 
 
according to one of its ex-speakers is not a place for dis-
cussion!”) approve it. It turns out that „autocratic democ-
racy‟ in Russia is moving not forward, but backward to 
monarchic orders.  
Democracy is a universal value with its clear criteria and 
manifestations. It has nothing common with so called 
model of democracy in Russia, determined by some ar-
guable „standards‟. In reality, these standards, as the 
chains, can further restrict democracy and strangle even 
those items or its manifestations that exist in all countries. 
Thus, „legal embodiment of humanistic values and ideals‟ 
limiting the legal framework of all those values which so-
ciety holds. If they are the values of the society, many of 
them are ruled by economic, social and moral norms, 
generated by civil society. State intervention here is poss-
ible only in order to avoid threats to them, to support and 
cultivate the moral values of society, for example, through 
the system of education and upbringing.  
„Technological level and the ability of the State to provide 
it‟ are not directly related to democracy as well. The first 
democratic societies and States in the world were formed 
before the technological era. At the time of their forma-
tion, the United States, the first democratic republic in the 
world, was an agrarian country. The same applies to 
science and knowledge, and the capacity of the State to 
protect its citizens from attacks by criminal organizations. 
Any State is able to solve these challenges, but does it 
actually do it, and how efficiently? In a period of so-called 
„transition of Russia from authoritarianism to democracy‟, 
that people rightly call „the criminal revolution‟, on almost 
all levels of power criminals ascertained them.  
It is difficult to agree with the assertion that the absence 
of poverty is the criteria of democracy. It is, first, because 
„poverty‟ is a relative notion. Each epoch has its own cri-
teria of poverty. Secondly, some still poor by modern 
standards countries, India for example, is more democrat-
ic than some relatively rich countries.  
Anyway, even by polls of sociologists, in „democratic 
Russia‟ of the beginning of the 21st century, the propor-
tion of people, who considered themselves free, was 
considerably less than in „the undemocratic Soviet Union‟. 
Well, thick metal doors with many great castles replaced 
the cardboard doors in the years of the USSR, as well as 
iron bars on the windows up to the third floor are not the 
best indicators of liberty and security of the person. Every 
day in the „democratic Russia‟ multiple more people are 
killed and disappear than in the totalitarian Soviet Union.  
Substitution of the phenomena takes place when „fight 
against terrorism considers as a manifestation of democ-
racy‟. In fact, the phenomenon of terrorism is a conse-
quence of the weakness or of total absence of democra-
cy. This might be reaction of some groups of citizens, 
whose rights, as they believe, have been grossly violated 
by various forces, including any illegal actions of the 
State‟s institutions. Losing all hope to seek protection 
from the State, they take a role of judges to themselves 
and determine the offenders‟ penalties on own mentality.  



 
 
 
 
We have to remember the judgment of an outstanding 
classic of modern democracy Jefferson about this. “The 
Moral construction of the World”, he wrote, “is such that 
ultimately, no national crime does pass without leaving a 
trace ... Their current errors would affect them in future. 
The seeds of hatred and revenge, which they sow with a 
wide hand, will bring fruits in due time” [The Writings, 
(1905): p. 130]. Terrorist acts are those fruits. In a truly 
democratic society, there should be no causes and soil 
for terrorism, with the exception of individual acts of some 
mentally unstable and ill people, left by society without 
supervision or care, as well as diversion groups acting at 
the direction of and in favors of other countries and politi-
cal forces.  
Democracy indeed has its own specific criteria, their 
number is huge, and reveal them with accuracy is often 
enough difficult. The most obvious and uncontroversial 
criteria of democracy are:The will of the people is the su-
preme law of the land, of the society and of the State.  
The rights and freedoms of citizens are the central point, 
on which all institutions of civil society and the State 
orient themselves and are implemented fully.  
Common good, peace, prosperity, happiness of citizens 
are the supreme objectives of any society and all its insti-
tutions.  
Functions of government and self-government are effi-
ciently distributed between the institutions of civil society, 
only one of which the State is. Most of the issues of hu-
man life are administered by the citizens themselves, and 
remains their private matter.  
Limits of political power are reduced to the necessary 
minimum, and it is divided into several branches, each of 
which is relatively independent from each other, but in all 
is dependent from the people and civil society.  
Authorities in the country are distributed in such a mode 
to guarantee lasting democracy and alleviate the burden 
of population to bear the costs of the authorities. A large 
part of authorities, delegated by citizens to the State, are 
administered by the regions, and only those with regard 
to other countries and peoples, belong to the central or 
federal authorities. There are compulsory eligibility and 
removability of all State officials and short duration of 
their mandates. All State institutions are formed on the 
basis of the will of the citizens, by universal and direct 
suffrage by secret ballot with constitutional majority of the 
voters. Citizens have and practically implement the right 
to recall of the representatives, fraudulently infiltrated into 
the power structures, as well as those who had lost touch 
with their voters, and failed their trust.  
The State and its officials constantly realize that the pro-
tection of the rights and freedoms of citizens and ensur-
ing their security are their primary vocation. The State is 
for the people, not people for the State; damage caused 
to citizens by public officials and institutions shall be 
compensated at the expense of the perpetrators or the 
budget of the institutions concerned, and in no case out  
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of the general budget of the country. Not the people, but 
abiding law, uniform for all citizens, rules in society.  
The rights of all citizens are equal. There are no consi-
derable contrasts in the standard of living of the members 
of the society and the citizens of the State. The differenc-
es are determined only by degrees of people‟s activity 
and its efficiency; Remuneration for public officials is de-
termined by the average wages in the organized and ma-
naged by them spheres of life. There are plurality of polit-
ical forces, without any artificial obstacles to and restric-
tions on the part of the States, participating in the social 
and political life and expressing the interest of their popu-
lation.  

Only taken together, these criteria provide democra-
cy. The absence of even one of them makes life less 
democratic. Adepts of authoritarian power try to justify 
authoritarianism and lack of democracy in Russia. They 
claim: the demos in Russia are not the same as in the 
other countries and the West puts pressure on us, etc. 
[Nikonov, (2010)]. The others complain of the weakness 
of the political culture and weak involvement of citizens 
into their own institutions. They say, "the citizens have 
the opportunity to participate, but do not participate” [Pav-
lovskiy, (2010)]. The proponents of authoritarian power 
forgot or did not dare to say that the Russian State and its 
institutions did everything to exclude people from an ef-
fective participation in political life. Let us remember 
though how the Russian Constitution was adopted in 
1993. Can anyone from the apologists of "Russian de-
mocracy" tell who its author was?  

The people of the country concerned must be an au-
thor of any legitimate Constitution. The Constitution is an 
expression of their will, but not in the Russian Federation. 
Many times in recent years under the same Constitution 
the electoral law has been changed towards expulsion of 
the citizens from the processes of the institutionalization 
of power and elections of their functionaries. The people 
executed a role of only a symbolic registrar of decision of 
the power-holdings by lowering ballots with pre-selected 
by authorities‟ names of parties and their representatives 
to the ballot boxes. In order to form a high political culture 
and involve the citizens more actively in political life, it is 
necessary to make them more convinced that their will 
has some meaning in their country and their voice is 
heard when making decisions.  

Sometimes the word democracy is added with com-
plementary definitions „guided‟, „controlled‟, „limited‟, etc. 
In fact, these terms in such combinations do not have any 
sense and are designed to mislead the people and hide 
the true essence of the existing political regime.  

Democracy is a full realization of human rights and 
freedoms, the rule of law and the legitimacy of all institu-
tions of power and their acts, the responsibility of all offic-
es before the society and a possibility of open competi-
tion.  

One can agree or disagree with opinions on different 
national models of democracy. It is possible to agree with  
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this because all democracies as statehoods are different; 
they are carried out in accordance with the relevant na-
tional values, customs and traditions. Some of them are 
federative, others are unitary. Democratic republic may 
be presidential, parliamentary and parliamentary-
presidential. And the criteria of democracy, for example, 
eligibility, take many forms. Some of them are based on 
majority‟s rule, others on proportional or mixed electoral 
systems. That is democracy is constantly evolving, mod-
ified, inventing it again, getting rid from some institutions 
and forming others, and, as they say, changing the rules 
of the game during the game.  

At the same time, the basic elements that define de-
mocracy and their essence are unchanging. The State, 
busy with fulfillment of its functions and controlled by the 
society, should be effective and not corrupt. Legislation 
guarantees equal political rights to all citizens; there must 
be authorities‟ accountability here, separation of powers, 
should be competition between the citizens and their po-
litical associations. If either of these elements is missing, 
we cannot say of full democracy [Klaus, 2010]. 
Well, full and many-sided democracy does not exist yet in 
any country of the world and its defects, manifested in 
some countries, are repeated also in the others. It is not 
because that such is the nature of democracy, but be-
cause all countries have approximately the same groups 
of people: the oligarchs, criminals, different market deal-
ers, ranks, and simple people living on their own labour.  
Each of these groups, regardless of their residence, has 
close behavior, like any race or type of animals. Oligarchs 
like wolves on land or piranhas in rivers, behave them as 
plunderers, the nomenclature as bedbugs, parasitize on 
the body of a society, draining life energy from it. And 
ordinary people are working like ants and bees, produc-
ing various material and spiritual values, which are taking 
away from them by parasitic segments of society under 
cover of making by them laws. To democratize the life of 
all societies and eliminate of the negative phenomena, it 
is necessary to change the rules and regulations for their 
operation, so that the tycoons could not be preyed, and 
officialdom and their ilk – live as parasites, and the fruits 
of creative works of people remained in their possession. 

 
 

Conclusions  
 

Thus, democracy is a state of social relations characte-
rized by rationality, freedom and equality of all partici 

 
 
 
 
pants most conducive to life, creativity, as well as to aspi-
rations of all members of the society and citizens 
of the State to happiness. In the political sphere, it is the 
rule of the people, responsible before the people for all 
actions and serving to the people. 
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