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SUMMARY

Relevance of the research

Present democracies are characterised by a wide range of internal problems:
declining participation in the elections; increasing social exclusion among ci-
tizens; systemic political parties losing the elections; weakening institution of
representation; emerging protest movements; non-parliamentary opposition
demanding a more direct democracy; governing of a formally politically equ-
al minority imitating democratic procedures. In this chain of obstacles to de-
mocracy, the impact of the increase in social inequality — social exclusion — on
democracy is outstanding.

Today, one of the threats to democracy is the internal social inequality of
democratic countries. When social inequality persists or even increases, the
egalitarian political principle of democracy — political equality — is threate-
ned. Western democracies are faced with such a threat for the first time since
the World War II. More stable economic growth, Keynesian politics, and the
creation of the welfare state had limited the extent of social inequality, but
there have been no such “controllers” since the 1990s and countries have en-
countered the opposite result — the rising social inequality that is growing even
during economic upturns. Social inequality among different strata of society
is widening and the gap is deepening. Moreover, social inequality is related to
economic inequality. Often it is conditioned by economic inequality, but social
inequality is broader and determined not only by economic disparities.

Until relatively recently, it has been argued that social inequality in, for
example, the United States is greater than in Scandinavia and Northern Euro-
pe, but democracy in the United States has been considered no worse. Recent
studies of American democracy no longer confirm such “equality” and show
that American democracy is lagging behind the standards of Scandinavian de-
mocracy. The walls of the “Fortress of Democracy” collapsed significantly
following not smooth transfer of presidential power at the end of 2020—the
beginning of 2021. Furthermore, about two decades ago, another extremism
was displayed: the assertion that the existing social inequality is undermining
democracy all over the world, whereas democracy today does not cease to
exist in the face of even greater inequality.

The relevance of the research is evident due to the decline of democracy
that has been continuing for several years in a row and due to the proces-
ses of democratic erosion that are being observed not only in new and fragile
but also in old democracies that have always been considered strong. While
acknowledging that the era of the triumph of democracy is over, there are con-



cerns about the threats to democracy and the phenomenon of the “paradox of
democracy”.

While not denying that democracy is constantly threatened, it is important
to assess the threat posed by growing social inequality. The perception of soci-
al inequality allows not only to acknowledge the fact of its existence but also
to assume it as a threat to democracy and to one of the values of democracy —
political equality.

Political discourse and the media increasingly mention social threats that
are broadening the perception of security and drawing attention to the aspects
of not only external but also internal (national) security. The latter aspect is
also important to assess in the discourse of political science. It is relevant to
analyse the threats to democracy not only due to external factors but also due to
limitations to prevent the emerging threats lying within the national state and
even within the nature of democracy itself.

Thus, the development of democracy is described as slowing down, stuck
or even in the state of crisis. In the list of threats to democracy, the existing
and, in most cases, growing social inequality that is increasingly difficult to
combine with the ideal of democracy — political equality — is highlighted. In
the context of such (in)compatibility, political participation can be seen as both
a cause and a consequence of social inequality. The relevance of the contra-
diction between social inequality and political equality in both the established
and fragile democracies as well as the need for the research of this contra-
diction are noted.

Overview of the research topic

Scientific research reflects on the problems of the development of democra-
cy that are noted in both mature and young democracies. The argument that
the development of democracy is problematic is demonstrated by the fact that
even in Europe, where “democracy is an important objective of most societies
and a form of present government, <...> in recent years a great disappointment
and dissatisfaction with democracy is observed™!.

In the current research on democracy, two paradigms can be distinguished.
In one case, the state of democracy is described by ascribing the characteristics
of a crisis and democratic future is referred to as hardly possible; in another
case, it is described by using the categories of challenges to democracy where

! Algis Krupavi¢ius, Ligita Sarkuté. Apie demokratijq Lietuvoje. Kokia ji yra ir

kokia turéty buti? Svarbiausiy nacionaliniy EST rezultaty serija Nr. 1 (Kaunas:
Kauno technologijos universitetas): 3. Retrieved from https://www.vdu.lt/cris/
bitstream/20.500.12259/127333/5/ISSN2669-2589 2017 N_1.pdf



the perspectives of democracy are not doubted but the emergence of a different
democracy is noted.

In the scientific research on internal problems of democracy, the assertion
of the crisis of democracy is common. The terminology of the crisis of de-
mocracy has its own history of “modern times™. The scope of recent mani-
festations of the crisis of democracy is wide: ranging from confrontation or
even polarisation of the elite, weak governance by democratic governments,
contradictions between the capitalist and working classes to the technocra-
tisation of politics, and the disappearance of ideological alternatives®. In the
studies, the crisis of democracy is described rather ambiguously because the
crisis itself is multifaceted and individual studies emphasise its different as-
pects. According to Russell J. Dalton, there are various crises of democracy:
the crisis of conventional forms of participation; the crisis of the institution
of representation; the crisis of trust in democracy (support for democracy)*.
Wolfgang Merkel and Sascha Kneip® accurately describe the situation by re-
ferring to the discourse on the crisis of democracy as a difficult question of
relationship between theory and empirics. They start the assessment of the
crisis of democracy from the challenges to democracy and investigate to what
extent different spheres of democracy such as participation, representation, ci-

2 Michel Crozier, Samuel P. Huntington and Joji Watanuki, The Crisis of Democracy.

Report on the Governability of Democracies to the Trilateral Commission (New
York: New York University Press, 1975). Retrieved from http://trilateral.org//
download/doc/crisis_of democracy.

Different aspects of the crisis of democracy are analysed by: Steven Levitsky and
Daniel Ziblatt, Kaip mirsta demokratijos. Istorijos pamokos ateiciai (Vilnius:
Baltos lankos, 2019): 30. Roberto Stefan Foa and Yascha Mounk, “The Democratic
Disconnect”, Journal of democracy 27, 3 (2016): 5-17. Retrieved from https://www.
journalofdemocracy.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/FoaMounk-27-3.pdf; Chantal
Mouffe, For a Left Populism. (London: Verso, 2019); Charles Tilly, Democracy
(Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo,
Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico City: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Simon Tormey,
“The Contemporary Crisis of Representative Democracy”, Papers on Parliament
no. 66, 13 May 2016. (2016). Retrieved from https://www.aph.gov.au/About
Parliament/Senate/Powers_practice n_procedures/pops/Papers_on_Parliament 66/
The Contemporary Crisis_of Representative Democracy.

Russell J. Dalton, Democratic challenges, democratic choices. The erosion of
political support in advanced industrial democracies (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2004).

Wolfgang Merkel, Sascha Kneip S. (ed.), Democracy and Crisis: Challenges in
Turbulent Times (Berlin: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018). Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72559-8 1.



vil rights, accountability, and the effective power to govern have deteriorated.
After assessing how these hallmarks of democracy have changed over time, it
can be determined whether the underlying democratic logic has changed. And
only when it is established that the democratic logic has changed, can we speak
of the crisis of democracy. Among the research on the challenges to democra-
cy, but not in the general discourse on the crisis of democracy, there should be
mentioned the studies by Ronald Inglehart “How Much Should We Worry™®,
Wolfgang Merkel (2013)7, (2014)8, and Pippa Norris’.

It is probably impossible to list all the researchers analysing the threats to
democracy and considering whether democracy is in crisis, but it is important
to mention the proponents of the crisis of democracy: David Runciman and
his study “How Democracy Ends”!?; Roberto Stefan Foa and Yascha Mounk'!;
Thomas Carothers'?; and José Alvaro Moisés®. The interpretation of the cri-
sis of democracy can be supplemented by the impact of globalization that is
analysed in detail by Anthony Giddens who agrees with the aforementioned
researchers that the crisis of democracy does not bypass countries with deep
democratic traditions. Even in the Western countries, that are considered stable
democracies, over the past few years trust in politicians has declined, fewer
than usual people vote, more and more people say they are uninterested in poli-
tics, and apoliticalism is especially expressed among the younger generation'®.

¢ Ronald F. Inglehart, “How Much Should we Worry?”, Journal of Democracy 27, 3
(2016): 18-23.

Wolfgang Merkel, “Is there a crisis of democracy? Can we answer the question?”
(Presentation at the conference Annual Meeting of the American Political Science
Association, 29 August-1 September 2013). Retrieved from  https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/269906448 Is there a_ crisis_of democracy Can_
we_answer_the_question.

Wolfgang Merkel, “Is there a crisis of democracy?”, Democratic Theory 1,2 (2014):
11-25.

Pippa Norris, Democratic Deficit: Critical Citizens Revisited (Cambridge, New
York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico
City: Cambridge University Press, 2011).

10" David Runciman, How Democracy Ends (New York: Basic Books, 2018).

Roberto Stefan Foa and Yascha Mounk, “The Democratic Disconnect”, Journal of
Democracy 27, 3 (2016): 5-17.

Thomas Carothers, “Is Democracy the Problem?”, American Interest, 16
January 2019. Retrieved from https://carnegieendowment.org/2019/01/16/
is-democracy-problem-pub-78137.

José Alvaro Moisés, “On the Crisis of Democracy”, Journalism and Mass
Communication, 9 (Jan.-Feb. 2019, Vol. 9, 1 (2019).

Anthony Giddens, Runaway World: How Globalization is Reshaping Our Lives
(New York: Routledge, 2000).



This discussion of whether democracy is in crisis or not is also joined by
other researchers studying the peculiarities of new democracies: Raj Kollmor-
gen's, Zenonas Norkus'®, Thomas Carothers!'”.

In the scientific discourse, the relationship between democracy and social
inequality is more and more often explored. Normative research on the re-
lationship between democracy and social inequality has the deepest traditions:
assertions of the democratisation of democracy' in order to achieve greater
political equality; the securitisation of democracy through social inequality
increased by markets, as it is stated by Robert Dahl' who used the term of
democracy to describe actual political equality, which is practically unattai-
nable ideal of democracy, and who introduced the term of polyarchy into the
scientific discourse. Larry Bartels* pays much attention to the factor of income
inequality in democracy. The topic of democracy and inequality is comple-
mented in various respects by the aforementioned Ronald F. Inglehart as well
as by Francis Fukuyama?', Adam Przeworski*?>, Christian Houle?, and Carles
Boix?*. Chiara Binelli et al.>® have developed social inequality index that helps
to more deeply understand the concept of social inequality and the significance

5 Raj Kollmorgen, “Theories of Postcommunist Transformation. Approaches,
Debates, and Problems of Theory Building in the Second Decade of Research”,
Studies of Transition States and Societies, 5,2 (2013).

16 Zenonas Norkus, Kokia demokratija, koks kapitalizmas? (Vilnius: VU leidykla,
2008).

17 Thomas Carothers, “The End of the Transition Paradigm”, Journal of Democracy
13, 1 (2002): 5-21.

18 Claus Offe, Herausforderungen der Demokratie (Frankfurt a. M.: Campus, 2003).

19 Robert A. Dahl, On Political Equality (New Haven, London: Yale University Press,

2006).

Larry M. Bartels, Unequal Democracy. The Political Economy of the New Gilded

Age (Princeton and Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2008).

2l Francis Fukuyama, “Dealing With Inequality”, Journal of Democracy, 22,3 (2011):

79-89.

Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Limits of Self-Government (Cambridge, New

York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico

City: Cambridge University Press, 2010).

2 Christian Houle, “Inequality and Democracy: Why Inequality Harms Consolidation
but Does Not Affect Democratization”, World Politics 61, 4 (2009).

2 Carles Boix, Democracy and Redistribution (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003).

% Chiara Binelli, Matthew Loveless and Stephen Whitefield “What Is Social Inequality
and Why Does it Matter? Evidence from Central and Eastern Europe”, World
Development, Elsevier 70 (2015): 239-248.
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of social inequality to individuals and political actions. Data obtained by using
this inequality model differ significantly from data obtained by evaluating only
data on income inequality. The developed social inequality index is oriented
towards capabilities and includes disparities in income, education and health
services, and the perceived access to these services.

The concept of social inequality and its different theoretical approaches
are presented by Jan Servaes and Toks Oyedemi®; Scott R. Harris?’. They are
referred to in order to provide a deeper understanding of social inequality.
When inequality is mentioned alongside democracy, it is widely perceived
that democracy is a tool for eliminating or at least reducing inequality, but
the relationship between democracy and social inequality is not necessarily
one-way: both the impact of social inequality on democracy and the impact of
democracy on social inequality can be evaluated.

Research on political inequality refer to the studies by Joshua Kjerulf Du-
brow, Kay Lehman Schlozman, Sidney Verba, and Henry E. Brady. Political
participation can be seen as a result of the interaction between social inequality
and democracy. When assessing the threat of social inequality to democra-
cy, it is political participation that can reasonably be an indicator enabling to
perceive how democracy functions under conditions of social inequality or
how they coexist even though they should eliminate each other. Armingeon
and Schidel?® have found out that the impact of social inequality on political
participation has changed compared to the second half of the 20th century;
this change has occurred mainly due to modernisation processes because so-
cial integration and social control have declined. At the same time the number
of research of a broader context — on the relationship between social inequ-
ality (differences in social status) and political inequality — is growing. One
of the most significant researchers of recent years in the field is Russell J.

26 Jan Servaes and Toks Oyedemi (ed.), Social Inequalities, Media, and Communication:

Theory and Roots (Communication, Globalization, and Cultural Identity) (London:
Lexington Books, 2016); Jan Servaes and Toks Oyedemi (ed.), The Praxis of Social
Inequality in Media: A Global Perspective (Lanham MD, Boulder CO, New York,
London: Lexington Books, 2016).

Scott R. Harris, “Critiquing and Expanding the Sociology of Inequality: Comparing
Functionalist, Conflict, and Interactionist Perspectives”, 2003. Retrieved from
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/238105299 CRITIQUING_AND _
EXPANDING THE SOCIOLOGY_OF INEQUALITY COMPARING
FUNCTIONALIST CONFLICT AND INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVES.
Klaus Armingeon, Lisa Schidel “Social Inequality in Political Participation:
The Dark Sides of Individualisation”, West European Politics 38,1 (2014): 1-27.
Retrieved from https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2014.929341.
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Dalton®. His study focuses on the participation gap among generations and
reviews how democracy can address the growing inequalities between the po-
litically rich and the politically poor individuals. In the present dissertation
research, this is important because the relationship between social inequality
and democracy helps to assess not only the impact of social inequality on de-
mocracy but also its opposite direction — the threat to democracy; quantitative
analysis helps to evaluate the impact of democracy on social inequality: its
reduction and growth. It is necessary to assess how new forms of political
participation contribute to this. New forms of political participation are often
expressed as unconventional forms of participation that gain new opportunities
due to the progress of information and communication technologies (ICTs).
When assessing how political participation and political behaviour in general
can be predetermined by social media, a study by Joshua A. Tucker et al.* is
distinguished. The ability of new information technologies to compensate the
consequences of inequality is analysed by Markus Prior*'; Marco M. Skoric
and Nojin Kwak?®?; and in the study by the Pew Research Center*® that reveals
expert views on the future of democracy in the age of digitization.

When assessing the phenomenon of social inequality, the component of
economic inequality is one of the most relevant and cannot be eliminated. The
significance of economic inequality is revealed in the assessment of outcomes
and opportunities. It is often difficult to draw the line between economic and
social inequalities, especially when their impact is evaluated. In the present
work, the context of social and economic inequality is chosen, as it seeks for
a broader assessment of the impact of inequality. Social inequality refers to
differences in the structure of the society that respond to different situations

2 Russell J. Dalton, The Participation Gap: Social Status and Political Inequality

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).
30 Joshua A. Tucker et al. Social Media, Political Polarization, and Political
Disinformation: A Review of the Scientific Literature. (2018). Retrieved from
https://www.hewlett.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Social-Media-Political-
Polarization-and-Political-Disinformation-Literature-Review.pdf.
Markus Prior, Post-Broadcast Democracy: How Media Choice Increases Inequality
in Political Involvement and Polarizes Elections (Cambridge, New York, Melbourne,
Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi: Cambridge University Press, 2007).
Marco M. Skoric, Nojin Kwak, “Contextualizing the Role of Technologies in the Process
of Civic and Political Change in Asia”, Telematics and Informatics 33,2 (2016).
Pew Research Center, “Many Tech Experts Say Digital Disruption Will Hurt
Democracy”, 21 February 2020. Retrieved from https://www.pewresearch.org/
internet/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2020/02/P1_2020.02.21  future-democracy
REPORT.pdf.

31

32

33

11



and different access to resources. Economic inequality is usually measured
by determining income inequality®, although there are other indicators that
identify economic inequality: wealth inequality and consumption inequality.

In the course of the research on the relationship between democracy and
social inequality, it is obviously relevant to distinguish the factor of social jus-
tice, often with inherent implication: from social inequality to social justice (cf.
Marcuse®). It should be noted that two interrelated approaches of the research
on social justice are distinguished: the normative approach (field of research
in ethics, political philosophy, and theology) and the socio-analytical approach
(field of research in history, sociology, and political sciences). The motif of the
relationship between democracy and social inequality is common not only in
classical studies of the theory of justice (Rawls*; Barry®”) but also in the scien-
tific works of other direction criticizing political liberalism (Schéfer®; Schafer
and Streeck®) where social injustice is described as a component part of the
content of political conflict. Research works analysing the issues of creation or
demolition of the social state (welfare state) can be attributed to the themes of
social justice, social inequality, and the development of democracy.

Studies based on empirical analysis are dominated by the research on the
impact of economic and income inequality on democracy (political equali-
ty, participation in the elections, trust in democratic institutions, etc.) most-
ly in the OECD and EU countries (Bartels*’; Nikoloski*'; the aforementioned
Schafer; Schifer and Streeck).

3% Drew DeSilver, “The Many Ways to Measure Economic Inequality”. 22 September

2015. Retrieved from  https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/09/22/

the-many-ways-to-measure-economic-inequality/.

Marcuse, Peter, “From Inequality to Social Justice”. Twenty-First Century

Inequality & Capitalism: Piketty, Marx and Beyond. Compiled by Lauren

Langman and David A. Smith 116 (2018): 334-349. Retrieved from https://doi.

org/10.1163/9789004357044_021.

3¢ John Rawls, A4 Theory of Justice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971).

Brian Barry, Teisingumo teorija. Socialinio teisingumo traktatas T.1 (Vilnius:

Eugrimas, 2002).

Armin Schéfer, “Consequences of Social Inequality for Democracy in Western

Europe”, Zeitschrift fiir Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft, 6 (2012): 23-45.
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Polity Press, 2013).
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41 Zlatko Nikoloski, “Democracy and income inequality: revisiting the long and
short-term relationship”, Review of Economics and Institutions, 6 (2) (2015): 1-24.
Retrieved from http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/60562/.
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Research findings and conclusions on the impact of social inequality on de-
mocracy (and vice versa) are not only different but also contradictory. Studies
that are based on normative and qualitative analysis identify the threat of social
inequality to democracy, while the studies based on quantitative analysis are
focused on associating the growth of social inequality mainly with the fact of
growing economic inequality and stating that democracy does not significantly
limit (overcome) social inequality, i.e., democracy coexist with social inequa-
lity more or less successfully (?).

The problem of the research

Evaluating the impact of social inequality on democracy and the impact
of democracy on social inequality, the analysis of the scientific literature su-
ggests a contradiction between the normative theory of democracy and the
development of functioning democracies. When the research on democracy is
not limited to the approach “must be” and delves into what actually “is”, the
relationship between democracy and social inequality is seen as much more di-
verse and complex. Proponents of a strong relationship between social inequ-
ality and democracy rely on the analysis of data of individual, usually small
group of democratic countries. Holistic empirical research does not confirm
a strong relation between democracy and social inequality unless the latter
becomes marginal — extreme or even categorical. The relationship between
democracy (democratization in general) and social inequality (its increase)
is more complex than it is described in normative (essentialistic) theory of
democracy (supposedly, democracy is directly weakened by increasing or
already high social inequality). Thus, the real impact (securitisation) of social
inequality (except categorical inequality) on the development of democracy is
not clear, as unclear are the special features of functioning democracy in redu-
cing social inequality. In the dissertation, the analytical distinction between the
crisis of democracy and the challenges to democracy are analysed by focusing
on the impact of persistent and in some cases even increasing social inequality
on the transformation of formal (de jure) political equality — an essential nor-
mative feature of democracy — into actual (de facto) political inequality.

How and to what extent social inequality distorts political equality and
becomes a threat to democracy is a scientific problem addressed in this
dissertation.

The object of the research is the relationship between the socioeconomic
inequality and democracy.

The purpose of the research is to determine the nature of the impact of
the socioeconomic inequality on political equality, when there is a distinction
between the de jure and de facto of political equality.

13



The defended statements:

1.

The threat of socioeconomic inequality to democracy, when the limits
of categorical inequality are not trespassed, is expressed in the form
of a challenge and should not be equated with the perspective of crisis
or even catastrophe, because there is no way democracy can avoid
socioeconomic inequality that is functionally justified and does not go
beyond the limits of social justice.

Socioeconomic inequality leads to unequal political participation.
When political equality coexists with social inequality, de jure politi-
cal equality relies on new forms of political participation, the content
of which in an environment of universal mediatisation is not just de-
mocratic and requires additional efforts.

The securitisation of democracy through socioeconomic inequality
varies across different groups of countries. The nature of the relations-
hip between democracy and socioeconomic inequality depends on the
peculiarities of the development of democracy, especially on the so-
ciety’s perception of political equality and socioeconomic inequality
in individual groups of countries, and it is not universal. The claim that
socioeconomic inequality poses a threat to democracy must always be
specified by identifying a particular group of countries.

To achieve the above mentioned purpose of the research, the following
tasks have been set up:

1.

To describe the extent of the threats to democracy posed by social
inequality, by critically assessing the discourse on the crisis of de-
mocracy and highlighting challenges to democracy that lead to uncer-
tainty over the prospects of transformation of democracy.

To analyse the multidimensional concept of social inequality by dis-
cussing different sources and results of social inequality as well as the
context of social (in)justice.

To describe the impact of socioeconomic inequality on political par-
ticipation based on the analysis of changes in mediatised politics and
forms of political participation.

To determine the nature of the relationship between democracy and
socioeconomic inequality.

To formulate an analytical tool of the zones of securitisation of de-
mocracy through socioeconomic inequality and to use it to identify
the zones of the relationship between democracy and socioeconomic
inequality in the countries.
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Novelty of the research:

1. In the course of the assessment of the factor of socioeconomic inequ-
ality in the securitisation of democracy, the contradiction between
the theory of normative democracy and the theorization on existing
democracies is actualised. When applying the methods of qualitati-
ve and quantitative research, the contradiction in the description of
the relationship between democracy and socioeconomic inequality is
highlighted.

2. Four groups of countries — zones — where democracy is securitised
through socioeconomic inequality are distinguished.

3. The so-called “methodology of waiting” for a more sustainable de-
mocracy is denied. A better future of democracy is possible, but when
the indicators of democracy decrease, it is more meaningful to focus
on understanding the nature of challenges to democracy and on theori-
zing how to overcome them so that they will not develop into a crisis,
especially an irreversible one.

Limitations of the research

The dissertation does not consistently analyse:

1. The consistent impact of democracy (neither institutional nor proce-
dural) on social inequality, when social inequality is compensated by
political means — due to the expansion of the research and the potential
risk of its unreliability;

2. The role of capitalism in promoting social inequality — due to large
amount of research on this problem. Without eliminating or denying
the impact of capitalism, but after the evaluation of the research car-
ried out by, for example, Piketty*, it would be impossible to satisfy the
requirement of the novelty of the research within the framework of the
dissertation. The dissertation takes an approach that in today’s world,
nothing happens without capitalism; unfortunately, much is happening
without democracy.

3. The impact of political participation on reducing the de facto political
inequality is limited to a qualitative analysis of the scientific discourse
and an overview of forms of protest participation.

42 Thomas Piketty, Capital and Ideology (Cambridge, Massachusetts, London,
England: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2020).
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Methodology and methods of the research

Kvale’s* argumentation on the significance of qualitative research is appro-
priate: the research begins from a qualitative analysis of the existing know-
ledge about the object (social threats); then qualitative concepts and the defen-
ded statements are formulated. Therefore, the theoretical models that would
include the study of the scientific literature, the description and interpretation
of concepts, the systematization and evaluation of statements and approaches
are needed. The study of the scientific literature and previously accomplished
research helps to understand the research problem, to delve into it, to distin-
guish the most characteristic aspects, and to reveal the concepts.

In the present research, first of all the discourse on the crisis of democra-
cy and the challenges to democracy are described, then the theoretical factor
of social inequality as a threat is explored. The assessment of the relations-
hip between democracy and social inequality is based on authoritative data
sources of research on democracy and social inequality; the data obtained by
nonlinear regression are presented, interpreted, and summarised; the defended
statements are validated.

Algimantas Valantiejus left a meaningful concept of the methodology of
social sciences:

“Today, the essential task of social science is to develop thoughtful methods
that would close the “gap” between explanation and interpretation. The ideal
scientific explanation is the establishment of a cause-and-effect relationship ba-
sed on formal logic and repetitive procedures. The ideal interpretive research is
the restoration of a meaningful link of social interaction referring to insightful,
well-thought-out, risky and methodically revising methods of thick description
or other thoughtful ways. The methodology is a self-reflection of the logic of
social research which encourages: a) to look back sceptically to the domain of
assumptions and to recall alternative possibilities that existed before the logic of
applying specific procedural rules; b) to purposefully continue the specialised
professional skills and abilities applied in the specific — empirical and theoreti-
cal — research. The methodology is an analysis of the way of cognition, a meta-
methodological provision, the purpose of which is to deconstruct and reconstruct
the rules of thinking, and the method of which is a reflectively thought-out appli-
cation of the rules in specific domains of the research of social reality”.*

# Steinar Kvale, Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing
(Thousand Oaks, California: Sage, 1996).

Algimantas Valantiejus, Sociologijos istorija: teorinés idéjos, problemos ir sgvokos
(Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, 2007), 274-280. Retrieved from https:/
www.vu.lt/site_files/LD/I tomas. Sociologijos_filosofija.pdf.
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The structure of the “thoughtful way” of research primarily includes the
analysis of the scientific literature and statistical data. In order to achieve a
more comprehensive and versatile research, an epistemological approach is
applied; it is valuable in assessing knowledge that already existed before the
research, designing the direction of the research, and seeking novelty.

If analyses of the scientific literature and statistical data are self-evident
elements of the methodology of the research, then other elements of the met-
hodological framework of the dissertation must be described additionally. The
dissertation uses deductive research technology. It is chosen in order to examine
and define the relationship between democracy and social inequality in a broad
sense and to form a holistic image of the relationship between these phenomena.

The model of analysis of the factor of social inequality in the development
of democracy is formed by combining the views by Dahl’s polyarchy, Tilly,
Bartels, Inglehart, and Mounk. The formation of this holistic image in the
dissertation is disciplined by neo-institutionalism. It is known for protecting
against methodological extremes: it does not encourage “behavioural stupidi-
ties” (the term by Sartori*); it does not invite, in the hope of more democracy,
only to create better constitutions, but rather to reduce inequality by taking
concrete actions, etc. (Tilly’s position*).

The “middle-level” theoretical approach of the dissertation consists of a
combination of conflictological and resource approaches. From a conflict point
of view, social inequality polarizes political interests and the costs for all par-
ticipants of the political process are increased. The approach of the access to
resources, which is very common in the research, states that the division of
political power and, ultimately, its inequality are related to the greatest soci-
oeconomic resources: education, competences, and income. Social inequality
downplays political engagement of the socially weak; socially weak are also
politically weak (cf. Brady et al*’; Brady*®).

Finally, before the empirical research is begun, from the methodological pers-
pective of the dissertation it is decided on the three models of democracy. The
first model is minimalist: procedural electoral democracy. The second model is

4 Giovanni Sartori, Lyginamoji konstituciné inZinerijja (Kaunas: Poligrafija ir

informatika, 2001), 192.
4 Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town,

Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico City: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 205.
47 Henry E. Brady, Sidney Verba, Lehman Schlozman, “Beyond SES: A resource model of
political participation”, American Political Science Review, 89 (2), (1995): 271-294.
Henry E. Brady, “An analytical perspective on participatory inequality and income
inequality”, In Social inequality. ed. K. Neckerman. (New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 2004): 667—702.
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the middle one: democracy of decision-making and control of governors where
not only participation in the elections is important but also the effectiveness of
political decisions and control of governors. This model integrates deliberative,
monitoring, and similar theories of democracy that do not ignore the problems of
representative democracy and absenteeism. The third model is maximalist: subs-
tantive democracy when internal and external security is important; economic
welfare, social guarantees of the state, decency in sharing (redistributing) ba-
sic goods (income, social security, and life opportunities) when social justice is
institutionalised as a component of democracy. Substantive democracy is when
social democracy is no less important than political democracy (cf. Merkel®).

The first model is widely applied in the scientific research and, therefore, it
can hardly report anything new about the development of democracy. The mass
withdrawal of citizens from electoral procedures as well as no less manipulation of
the electoral institute by political parties, big businesses, and the media have led to a
number of theoretical versions of post-democracy. The third model is ideal, norma-
tive; in terms of the research it implies that maximum democracy means avoiding
extreme (polarizing) inequalities when income, basic goods, and life opportunities
are redistributed. As Dahl has repeatedly pointed out, this only confirms how far real
existing democracies are from the ideal of democracy; when all citizens have equal
political power, they are actually, not merely de jure, politically equal. Therefore,
the second model is more appropriate for the empirical research. The second model
is the model of the embedded democracy; actually, it also covers the first model.
In this study, it is also relevant because it actualizes persistent, non-decreasing, and
polarizing social inequality.

The dissertation does not apply the so-called method of “waiting”, according
to which if the third model of democracy has little in common with the reality of
democracy, it does not mean that its relevance cannot be soon confirmed: only
some(?) time is needed for the most maximum (or maybe indeed utopian) prin-
ciples of democracy to start operating. However, speaking about the perspective
of democracy, although in the near future, two commonly used methodological
approaches can be applied: extrapolation and the known “if..., then” approach. The
extrapolation of the models of democracy occurring in the course of its develo-
pment (i.e., the recognition of the persistence of past trends in the future) implies
the recognition of the fact that the causes of these trends will operate unchanged.
However, the extrapolation does not take into account that past trends of democracy
may change and are already changing. The “if..., then” approach may offer less defi-

# Wolfgang Merkel, Sascha Kneip S. (ed.), Democracy and Crisis: Challenges in
Turbulent Times (Berlin: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018). Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72559-8 1.
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ned models of the development of democracy, but it is open to possible alternatives
of democracy itself (cf. Tilly*®). When choosing the “if..., then” approach, it must
be acknowledged that not only the alternatives of democracy itself (transformation
variants) but also alternatives to democracy are possible. Studying the impact of
social inequality on the development of democracy, extrapolation does not receive
any slightly greater attention in the dissertation. The perspective of democracy is
defined in terms of the “if..., then” approach: if social inequality does not become
categorical inequality, the basic institutions of democracy will not cease to function
and the main processes will reproduce it in every critical situation. And vice versa: if
categorical inequality prevails in some democratic country or their group, the crisis
of democracy will grow into its collapse. The fact that the distinction between the
challenges to democracy and the crisis of democracy is a relevant scientific problem
is witnessed by the content of the theoretical construct of post-democracy: from the
consistent continuation of post-democracy as a history of democracy to the collapse
of post-democracy as democracy.’!

In the dissertation, when performing the zoning of the relationship between
democracy and social inequality, a comparative method is applied; especially
at the “borders” of the distinguished four zones of this relationship, when there
are no strong arguments as to which of the distinguished zones one or another
country should be ascribed.

In the present work, the methods of graphical representation and classi-
fication are used. They help to present the generalizations and the obtained
results more thoroughly.

To achieve the purpose of the research transgression of methods is used.
Although the object of the research presupposes the need to use qualitative
methods (and appropriate methodologies of description and interpretation), in
order to assess the relationship between social inequality and democracy a
regression model by using statistical data and presented indices is employed;
this model is used to analyse democracy’s dependence on income inequality.

The scope of data covered by the empirical study include the Economist
Intelligence Units (hereinafter the EIUs), Democracy Index of the Freedom
House Institute (FHI), the World Inequality Database, the World Bank Data-
base (GINI index), and the Oxfam Database (the Commitment to Reducing

50 Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town,
Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico City: Cambridge University Press,
2007): 203-205.

1" Vaidutis Laurénas, “Kuri postdemokratija?”, in Gerové ir saugumas XXI amZiuje:
postdemokratijos kontekstai: collection of research papers, ed. Kestutis Serpetis,
Saulius Siliauskas (Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidykla, 2018), 13-80.
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Inequality (CRI index). Statistical data from authoritative and representative
research provide preconditions for ensuring the objectivity of the research. The
research data provided in the databases are recognised, freely available, and
easily verified, thus the objectivity and reliability of the data are ensured.

Structure of the dissertation. The purpose and the formulated tasks have
determined the logical structure of the dissertation (Fig. 1).

The first part of the dissertation is dedicated to the theoretical discourse of
securitisation of democracy through social inequality. Although the develo-
pment of democracy is getting stuck and there are processes of deconsolida-
tion, this does not necessarily mean a crisis of democracy. Democracy is faced
with challenges that may eventually evolve into a crisis of democracy. One of
those challenges is social inequality.

The second part of the dissertation analyses the complexity of the content
of social inequality and the ability of socioeconomic inequality to threaten and
disrupt the development of democracy. The purpose is to critically assess the
impact of social inequality on democracy by choosing the variable of political
participation, i.e., it is considered how social inequality affects political par-
ticipation. New forms of expression of socioeconomic inequality in the me-
diatised politics are also taken into account. Assessing the multiplicity of the
concept of social inequality and the contradictions revealed in the research,
the consequences of social inequality for democracy are discussed. A two-way
relationship is also assessed: the impact of social inequality on democracy and
inconsistent assessment of the impact of democracy on social inequality.

The third part of the dissertation is devoted to empirical research. Using
the Democracy Index by the Economist Intelligence Unit, GINI Index of the
World Bank, and CRI Index by Oxfam International, a four-zone model of the
relationship between democracy and socioeconomic inequality is developed
and used to typologize the countries of the world. It is determined that securi-
tisation of democracy through socioeconomic inequality and the directions of
democratic transformation are different both in separate groups of countries
and in different regions of the world.

The fourth part of the dissertation is devoted to the scientific discussion,
when the interpretation of the results of empirical research is aimed to assess
the reliability of individual theoretical statements about the relationship betwe-
en democracy and socioeconomic inequality, to suggest further direction of
the research of securitisation of democracy through socioeconomic inequality.

At the end of the dissertation, conclusions are presented; they summarise
the theoretical and empirical results of the research and substantiate the defen-
ded statements.
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CONCLUSIONS

Solving the scientific problem formulated in the dissertation — how and to
what extent social inequality distorts political equality and becomes a threat to
democracy — the following conclusions have been drawn:

The concept of social inequality is defined in various ways in the scientific
literature, usually with an emphasis on social differences that determine human
choices, behaviour, access to and use of resources. Economic inequality in its
impact is one of the most significant types of inequality, but it is not the only
one that determines a person’s situation and life outcomes. The assessment of
the significance of social inequality is not possible if economic inequality is
eliminated, so the term socioeconomic inequality is more accurate in analysing
the threat of inequality to democracy.

In the list of factors of securitisation of democracy, socioeconomic inequ-
ality occupies a special place due to the historical inevitability of its impact
on democracy. The ideal of democracy is inseparable from the principle of
political equality, the expression of which inevitably takes place in the presen-
ce of greater or lesser social inequality. However, such coexistence ultimately
means that the fundamental principle of democracy has two dimensions: de
Jure and de facto. Political equality in a context of de facto social inequality
remains a constant pursuit.

The theoretization of the securitisation of democracy through socioecono-
mic inequality is contradictory in describing social inequality and in assessing
its consequences for democracy. Three levels of growing threat are distinguis-
hed: the challenges to democracy, the crisis of democracy, and the collapse
of democracy. Securitisation of democracy through social inequality, within
the limits of categorical inequality, does not directly mean a crisis or even a
collapse of democracy. The motif of the crisis of democracy is emphasised in
normative-qualitative statements. In analytical-quantitative research, the se-
curitisation of democracy through social inequality is more often described
in terms of challenges, problems, etc. Such difference is indeed normal. This
is the difference between describing the ideal of democracy and the practices
of democracy. Changes in the socioeconomic, technological, and ecological
environment of democracy also require changes in democracy itself. Changes
in democracy encompass the forms of participation, the expression of soci-
al democracy, and the actualization of social justice. Democratic change is
multiple and multidirectional; with democracy weakening in some countries
or groups of countries and strengthening in others, sometimes even “inversely
proportionally” to changes in social inequality. The problem remains depen-
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ding on the fact to what extent and for how long social inequality remains a
challenge, and to what extent and for how long not decreased social inequality
can become a factor in the crisis of democracy. The research points out that
the challenges of democracy do not necessarily escalate into a crisis, and crises
are not necessarily unmanageable. However, it is not denied that a democracy
that does not cope with the challenges may, in the long term, and in some cases
does experience a crisis. Individual cases of the collapse of democracy do not
mean the collapse of democracy in general — democracies taken in isolation
know many historical cases of their collapse and restoration. It can be stated
that if inequality does not grow into categorical inequality, the history of de-
mocracy continues. The research data show that in 2005 (06) — 2017 (18), in
41.9 percent of the analysed countries there existed a higher or lower genera-
lised relationship between the development of democracy and inequality. The
situation of inequality then improved in 69.8 percent of countries. At the same
time, the situation of democracy deteriorated in 65.1 percent of countries. The
research does not confirm that socioeconomic inequality is only increasing and
democracy is only weakening; the process is both more complex and diverse.
The statement that was correct in the first decade of this century — that inequ-
ality is on the rise in about two-thirds of countries — cannot be confirmed. On
the contrary, in about two-thirds of countries, the situation of inequality has
improved. However, the situation of democracy has not improved to the same
or close extent; contrarily, the situation of democracy has deteriorated. Thus, a
new segment of the contradiction between social inequality and democracy is
noted: when the reduction of social inequality does not necessarily mean the
consolidation of democracy.

The study confirms the nature of the nonlinear regression of the relations-
hip between democracy and socioeconomic inequality. In the course of the re-
search it has been found out that there is no universal link between democracy
and socioeconomic inequality. The relationship between democracy and soci-
oeconomic inequality has variations that are influenced by: 1) the length of the
history of democracy; 2) the material well-being of the country; 3) the extent
of political participation; 4) perception of social justice.

The above formulated conclusions would not be fully reasoned if the im-
pact of social justice on the relationship between democracy and social inequa-
lity was not actualised. The impact of inequality on democracy cannot be fully
assessed without the factor of social justice. The foundation of the stability of
democracies, no less smaller than de jure political equality, is social justice.
The problem of the continuity of the history of democracy has become not
only social inequality leading to de facto political inequality but also a sense of
diminishing social justice and, indeed, a pervasive social injustice. In the latter
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sense, social justice is not only a moral norm but also a fact. But the perception
of social (in)justice of the society cannot be left alone “face to face” with social
and de facto political inequality. The pillar of de jure political equality, when it
coexists with social inequality, may become new forms of political participa-
tion, the content of which in the environment of universal mediatisation is not
a priori democratic. Therefore, it can be stated that the first defended statement
has been confirmed.

It is a known and reflected fact that the citizens of democracies consider
each other more or less unequal. However, when there is no at least moderate
relationship (dependence) between the level of democracy and the extent of
socioeconomic inequality, it is not clear to what extent citizens are politically
unequal. Using the three models of democracy described in the dissertation —
procedural election, political decision-making and control of rulers, and subs-
tantive democracy — it should be emphasised that the most argumentative sta-
tement of political equality is possible in the case of a minimalist or electoral
democracy model. However, seeing the “more real reality” through the prism
of the second model of democracy, it can be supposed that the socially weaker
social groups have less opportunities to participate in decision-making and to
control the rulers, due to their lack of education and time to discuss and ma-
nage public affairs. It can be argued that if income, wealth, economic and so-
cial situation are also political resources, and if they are unevenly distributed,
citizens cannot be politically equal. And if citizens are not politically equal,
democracy is threatened. Facts of political participation have shown that more
voters are voting in countries with both high levels of democracy and lower
inequality, but the dynamics of participation in protests has shown that protest
participation is growing in the third and fourth groups and reaches the activity
of the first group. In the absence of democratic self-control, this political acti-
vism can become a threat to democracy. This confirms the second defended
statement of the dissertation.

The analytical tool on the relationship between democracy and social
inequality opens up the perspective of exploring in more detail the transfor-
mations of established and other democracies — responses to the challenges
to democracy in different groups of countries perceiving and expressing soci-
al inequality. Although there is no universal and strong relationship between
democracy and social inequality, similarities can be noted in different groups
of countries. This has been observed through the “zoning” of the relationship
between democracy and social inequality — an analytical tool that identifies
zones of securitisation of democracy through social inequality.

Four different zones of securitisation of democracy through social inequa-
lity have been distinguished and described; their coordinates have been iden-
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tified in the index scales of democracy and inequality. The first and the fourth
zones are characterised by only an unexpected and unanticipated threat of
inequality to democracy, as the democracies of these zones are characterised
by inequalities of <0.35 on the GINI scale and > 60.0 on the CRI scale. Such
inequality can be called normal, as it does not directly threaten the balance of
the existing socioeconomic or political regimes. The first zone includes coun-
tries with an EIU Democracy Index of > 8.00, and the fourth zone includes
countries with an EIU Democracy Index of 8.00 — 6.00. In countries in the first
and fourth zones, the threat to democracy would become apparent if they “fell”
into the second and third zones. The latter are characterised by inequality with
a GINI Index of > 0.35 and a CRI Index of < 60.0. Five democracies that are
in the second zone, where the EIU Democracy Index is > 8.0, are exceptions.
Meanwhile, half of the analysed democracies of the world are concentrated in
the third zone, where the EIU Democracy Index is 8.0 — 6.0, the GINI Inequa-
lity Index is > 0.35, and the CRI Index is < 60.0. Assessing the obtained results
of the research, it can be stated that the third defended statement has been also
confirmed.

The accomplished analysis of the relationship between democracy and so-
cial inequality also confirms that one-vector access does not mean that one of
the main factors in the development of democracy can be detected. However,
gathering at one factor, in the case of this research, at social inequality, reveals
the limits of this factor in more detail, and thus does not allow it to be empha-
sised or downplayed; on the contrary, it leads to a description of its real impact
on democracy.
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SANTRAUKA

Tyrimo aktualumas

Dabarties demokratijos charakterizuojamos kaip turinéios vidiniy problemy,
kuriy spektras platus: mazéja dalyvavimas rinkimuose, didéja socialinés skirtys tarp
pilieciy, sisteminés politinés partijos pralaimi rinkimuose, atstovavimo institutas
silpnéja, kyla protesto judéjimai, o neparlamentiné opozicija reikalauja daugiau tie-
sioginés demokratijos, valdo formaliai politiSkai lygi mazuma, imituodama demo-
kratines procediiras. Sioje demokratijos kliuviniy grandinéje isskirtinas socialinés
nelygybeés — socialinés skirties didéjimo poveikis demokratijai.

Viena i§ Siandieniniy grésmiy demokratijai yra demokratinése Salyse eg-
zistuojanti vidiné socialiné nelygybé. Kai socialiné nelygyb¢ islieka ar net di-
déja, kyla grésmé demokratijos egalitariniam politiniam principui — politinei
lygybei. Vakary demokratijos su tokia grésme susiduria pirma karta po Antrojo
pasaulinio karo. Stabilesnis ekonominis augimas, keinsizmu paremta politika
ir socialinés valstybés kiirimas ribojo socialinés nelygybés masta, ta¢iau nuo
XX amziaus 9-o0jo desimtmecio tokiy socialinés nelygybés kontrolés priemo-
niy nebeliko, o Salys susidiiré su prieSingu rezultatu — jos iSaugimu, kuris didé-
ja net ekonominiy pakilimy metu. Socialiné nelygybé tarp skirtingy visuome-
nés sluoksniy didéja, atotrukis giléja. Ji yra susijusi su ekonomine nelygybe.
Neretai socialiné nelygybé nulemta ekonominés nelygybés, taciau yra platesné
ir nulemta ne tik ekonominiy skirtumy.

Dar santykinai neseniai buvo teigiama, kad socialiné nelygybé, pavyzdziui, JAV
yra didesné nei Skandinavijoje ir Siaurés Europos 3alyse, bet dél to demokratija
JAV laikyta né kiek ne blogesne. Pastarojo meto amerikietiskos demokratijos ty-
rimai jau tokios ,,lygybés® nepatvirtina ir rodo jos atsilikimg nuo skandinaviskos
demokratijos standarty. ,,Demokratijos tvirtovés™ sienos gerokai apgriuvo 2020 m.
pabaigoje—2021 m. pradzioje jvykus nesklandziam prezidentinés valdzios perda-
vimui. Be to, mazdaug prie$ du deSimtmecius pulta j kita krastutinuma — teigiant,
kad esama socialiné nelygybé zlugdo demokratija visame pasaulyje, nors Siandien
demokratijos nenustoja egzistuoti esant dar didesnei nelygybei.

Tyrimo aktualumas akivaizdus dél demokratijos nuosmukio, kuris tesiasi
kelerius metus i§ eilés, o jos erozijos procesai pastebimi ne tik naujose, netvir-
tose, bet ir senose, tvirtomis laikytose demokratijose. Sutinkant, kad pasibaigé
demokratijos triumfo laikmetis, tenka susirfipinti grésmémis, kurios jai graso
ir lemia ,,demokratijos paradokso® reiskinj.

Negincijant, kad demokratija su grésmémis susiduria nuolat, svarbu jver-
tinti, kokig grésme kuria auganti socialiné nelygybé. Socialinés nelygybés su-
vokimas leidzia ne tik pripazinti jos egzistavimo fakta, bet ir jvertinti jg kaip
grésme demokratijai ir demokratijos vertybei — politinei lygybei.
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Politiniame diskurse, Ziniasklaidoje vis dazniau minimos socialinés grés-
mes, kurios i$plecia saugumo suvokimg ir atkreipia démesj ne tik j iSorinj, bet
ir j vidinj (nacionalinj) saugumo aspekta, kurj reik§minga jvertinti politikos
mokslo tyrimuose. Aktualu demokratijai kylanc¢ias grésmes analizuoti ne tik
dél iSorés veiksniy, bet ir dél nacionalinés valstybés viduje ir net pacios demo-
kratijos prigimtyje gludincio ribotumo uzkardyti kylancias grésmes.

Taigi, demokratijos raida jvardijama kaip sulétéjusi, jstrigusi ar net esanti
krizés biisenos. O grésmiy demokratijai sgrase i$skirtina egzistuojanti ir dau-
geliu atvejy didéjanti socialiné nelygybé, kuri vis sudétingiau derinama su
demokratijos idealu — politine lygybe. Esant §iam (ne)suderinamumui, poli-
tinis dalyvavimas gali buti vertinamas ir kaip socialinés nelygybés priezastis,
ir kaip pasekmé. Konstatuojamas priestaravimo tarp socialinés nelygybés ir
politinés lygybés aktualumas tiek jsigaléjusiose, tiek netvirtose demokratijose
ir jo moksliniy tyrimy reikmé.

Temos iStirtumo apZvalga

Moksliniuose tyrimuose atsispindi demokratijos raidos problemos, kurios
analizuojamos ir brandziose, ir jaunose demokratijose. Kad demokratijos raida
susiduria su problemomis, byloja faktas, jog net Europoje, kur ,,demokratija yra
svarbus daugumos visuomeniy siekinys ir esama valdymo tvarka, <...> pasta-
raisiais metais stebimas didelis nusivylimas ir nepasitenkinimas demokratija‘“2,

Demokratijos dabarties moksliniuose tyrimuose galima isskirti dvi paradigmas.
Vienu atveju demokratijos buisena apiblidinama krizés charakteristikomis ir sun-
kiai jmanoma demokratiné ateitis, kitu — i§$tikiy demokratijai kategorijomis, kur jos
perspektyvomis neabejojama, taciau kalbama apie kitokios demokratijos tapsma.

Demokratijos vidiniy problemy tyrimuose daznas jos krizés konstatavimas.
Demokratijos krizés terminija turi savo ,,naujyjy laiky“ istorija>. Naujausiyjy
demokratijos krizés apraiSky spektras platus: nuo elito susiprieSinimo ar net
poliarizacijos, demokratiniy vyriausybiy silpno valdymo, kapitalisty ir darbi-
ninky klasés priestaravimy iki politikos technokratizavimo ir ideologiniy al-
ternatyvy nunykimo®. Demokratijos krizé tyrimuose apibiidinama skirtingai,

2 Algis Krupaviéius, Ligita Sarkuté. Apie demokratija Lietuvoje. Kokia ji yra

ir kokia turéty buti? Svarbiausiy nacionaliniy EST rezultaty serija 1 (Kaunas:
Kauno technologijos universitetas): 3. Prieiga internetu: https://www.vdu.lt/cris/
bitstream/20.500.12259/127333/5/ISSN2669-2589_2017_N_1.pdf.

Michel Crozier, Samuel P. Huntington ir Joji Watanuki, The Crisis of Democracy.
Report on the Governability of Democracies to the Trilateral Commission (New
York: New York University Press, 1975). Prieiga internetu: http://trilateral.org//
download/doc/crisis_of democracy.

Demokratijos krizes jvairiais aspektais analizuoja: Steven Levitsky ir Daniel Ziblatt,
Kaip mirsta demokratijos. Istorijos pamokos ateiciai (Vilnius: Baltos lankos, 2019);
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kadangi pati krizé yra daugialypé, o atskiruose tyrimuose labiau akcentuojami
skirtingi jos aspektai. Kaip teigia Russellas J. Daltonas, yra jvairios demokra-
tijos krizés: konvenciniy dalyvavimo formy kriz¢, atstovavimo instituto krizé,
pasitikéjimo demokratija (paramos demokratijai) krizé®. Situacijg taikliai api-
budina Wolfgangas Merkelis ir Sascha Kneipas®®, demokratijos krizés diskur-
sa vadindami sunkiu teorijos ir empirijos santykio klausimu. Jie demokratijos
krizés vertinima pradeda nuo i$§tkiy demokratijai ir tiria, kiek pablogéjo skir-
tingos demokratijos sferos, tokios kaip dalyvavimas, atstovavimas, pilietinés
teisés, atskaitomybe ir faktiné galia valdyti. [vertinus, kaip bégant laikui pakito
Sie demokratijg identifikuojantys pozymiai, galima vertinti, ar pakito pagrin-
diné demokratiné logika. Ir tik nustacius, kad ji pakito, galima kalbéti apie
demokratijos krize. IS demokratijos 188tikiy tyrimy, taciau ne apskritai demo-
kratijos krizés diskurso, paminétini Ronaldo Ingleharto ,,How Much Should
We Worry?*s7, Wolfgangas Merkelis (2013)%®, (2014)*, Pippa Norris®.

30; Roberto Stefan Foa ir Yascha Mounk, ,,The Democratic Disconnect®, Journal of

democracy 27,3 (2016): 5-17. Prieiga internetu: https://www.journalofdemocracy.

org/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/FoaMounk-27-3.pdf; Chantal Mouffe, For a

Left Populism. (London: Verso, 2019); Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge,

New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi,

Tokyo, Maexico City: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Simon Tormey, ,,The

Contemporary Crisis of Representative Democracy* Papers on Parliament no. 66,

2016 m. geguzés 13 d. (2016). Prieiga internetu: https://www.aph.gov.au/About

Parliament/Senate/Powers_practice n_procedures/pops/Papers_on_Parliament 66/

The Contemporary Crisis_of Representative Democracy.

Rusell J. Dalton, Democratic challenges, democratic choices. The erosion of political

support in advanced industrial democracies (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

6 Wolfgang Merkel, Sascha Kneip S. (red.), Democracy and Crisis: Challenges in
Turbulent Times (Berlin: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018). Prieiga
internetu: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72559-8 1.

57 Ronald F. Inglehart, ,,How Much Should we Worry?“, Journal of Democracy 27, 3

(2016): 18-23.

Wolfgang Merkel, ,,Is there a crisis of democracy? Can we answer the question?

(pranesimas konferencijoje Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association,

2013 m. rugpjucio 29-rugséjo 1 d.). Priciga internetu: https://www.researchgate.

net/publication/269906448 Is there a crisis of democracy Can we answer the
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% Wolfgang Merkel, ,,Is there a crisis of democracy?*, Democratic Theory 1,2 (2014):
11-25.

8 Pippa Norris, Democratic Deficit: Critical Citizens Revisited (Cambridge, New
York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, Sio Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Mexico
City: Cambridge University Press, 2011.
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Turbiit visy tyréjy, analizuojanciy grésmes demokratijai ir svarstanciy, ar
demokratijg iStiko krizé, nejmanoma iSvardinti, taciau reikSminga paminéti de-
mokratijos krizés Salininkus: Davidg Runcimang ir jo darbg ,,How Democracy
Ends“®!, Roberto Stefang Foa‘g ir Yaschg Mounka®, Thomasg Carothersg®,
José Alvaro Moisésg®, analizuojanéius demokratijos krize ir jos prieZastis.
Prie demokratijos krizés aiskinimo galima pridéti globalizacijos jtaka, kurig
i$samiai analizuoja Anthony‘is Giddensas, pritardamas anks¢iau minétiems
tyréjams, teigusiems kad demokratijos krizé neaplenkia ir gilias demokratijos
tradicijas turin¢iy Saliy. Net Siose, stabiliomis demokratijomis laikomose Va-
kary Salyse pasitikéjimas politikais per pastaruosius metus sumazgjo, balsuoja
maziau zmoniy nei jprastai, vis daugiau zmoniy sako, kad nesidomi politika ir
ypa¢ apolitiSkumas matomas tarp jaunosios kartos atstovy®.

I Sig demokratijos krizés—nekrizés diskusija jsiterpia naujyjy demokra-
tijy specifikg tiriantys Rajus Kollmorgenas®, Zenonas Norkus®’, Thomas
Carothersas®®.

Demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rySys moksliniame diskurse tyriné-
jamas vis intensyviau. Giliausias tradicijas turi normatyviniai demokratijos ir
socialinés nelygybés rysio tyrimai: demokratijos demokratizavimo®, siekiant
didesnés politinés lygybés, reikmés konstatavimas; demokratijos sugrésmi-
nimas rinky didinama socialine nelygybe, — teigia Robertas Dahlis™, kuris
demokratijos terminu jvardijo praktiskai nepasickiamg jos idealo — realios
politinés lygybés — apibiidinima, ] mokslinj diskursg jtraukdamas poliarchi-
jos terminijg. Daug démesio pajamy nelygybés veiksniui demokratijoje skiria

¢! David Runciman, How Democracy Ends (New York: Basic Books, 2018).

2 Roberto Stefan Foa ir Yascha Mounk, ,,The Democratic Disconnect, Journal of

democracy 27,3 (2016): 5-17.
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sausio 16 d. Prieiga internetu: https:/carnegieendowment.org/2019/01/16/

is-democracy-problem-pub-78137.

José¢ Alvaro Moisés, ,,On the Crisis of Democracy, Journalism and Mass

Communication, 9 (Jan.—Feb. 2019, Vol. 9, 1 (2019).

Anthony Giddens, Runaway World: How Globalization is Reshaping Our Lives

(New York: Routledge, 2000).

Raj Kollmorgen, ,,Theories of Postcommunist Transformation. Approaches,

Debates, and Problems of Theory Building in the Second Decade of Research®,

Studies of Transition States and Societies, 5,2 (2013).
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13, 1(2002): 5-21.
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Larry‘is Bartelsas”'. [vairiais pozitriais demokratijos ir nelygybés tema papil-
do minétas R. F. Inglehartas, taip pat Francis Fukuyama’, Adamas Przewors-
kis™, Christianas Houle‘as™, Carlesas Boixas”, Deividas Campbellas’, Chiara
Binelli”” ir kt. Sudarytas socialinés nelygybés indeksas padeda giliau suvokti
socialinés nelygybés sampratg ir socialinés nelygybés reik§me individams bei
politiniams veiksmams. Sio nelygybés modelio duomenys reik§mingai skiriasi
nuo duomeny, gauty vertinant tik pajamy nelygybe. Jy sukurtas socialinés ne-
lygybés indeksas yra orientuotas j geb¢jimus ir apima pajamy, i$silavinimo ir
sveikatos paslaugy skirtumus bei suvokiama prieiga prie jy.

Socialinés nelygybés sampratg ir jos skirtingg teorinj vertinimg pateikia
Janas Servaesas ir Toksas Oyedemi‘is,” Scottas R. Harrisas™. Jais remiamasi
pateikiant socialinés nelygybés gilesne suvoktj. Kai Salia demokratijos jvardi-
jama nelygybé¢, populiariai suvokiama, kad demokratija yra jrankis nelygybei
panaikinti ar bent suSvelninti, taciau rysys tarp demokratijos ir socialinés ne-
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lygybés nebitinai yra vienkryptis: galima vertinti, ir kaip socialiné nelygybé
veikia demokratija, ir kaip demokratija daro jtaka socialinei nelygybei.
Politinés nelygybés tyrimuose remiamasi Joshua‘os Kjerulfo Dubro-
wo, taip pat Kay‘aus Lehmano Schlozmano, Sidney‘io Verba‘os ir Henry*‘io
E. Brady‘io darbais. Socialinés nelygybés ir demokratijos tarpusavio sgveikos
rezultatu galima laikyti politinj dalyvavima. Bitent jis vertinant socialinés ne-
lygybés grésme demokratijai pagrjstai gali biiti laikomas rodikliu, leidzian¢iu
suvokti, kaip demokratija funkcionuoja socialinés nelygybés salygomis arba
kaip jos egzistuoja tuo pat metu, nors turéty viena kita Salinti. Armingeonas
ir Schidelis® nustaté, kad socialinés nelygybés jtaka politiniam dalyvavimui
pakito lyginant su XX a. antrgja puse, ir daugiausiai dél modernizacijos pro-
cesy, nes sumazéjo socialiné integracija ir socialiné kontrolé. Drauge kaupiasi
platesnio konteksto — socialinés nelygybés (socialinio statuso skirtumy) ir po-
litinés nelygybés rysio — tyrimai, kuriy vienas reikSmingiausiy pastaryjy mety
tyréjas — R. J. Daltonas®!. Jo tyrimas orientuotas j dalyvavimo skirtj tarp karty,
apzvelgiant, kaip demokratija gali spresti didéjancia nelygybe tarp politiskai
turtingy ir politiskai skurdziy asmeny. Disertacijos tyrime tai yra svarbu, nes
analizuojant socialinés nelygybés ir demokratijos santykj vertinama ne tik so-
cialinés nelygybés jtaka demokratijai, bet ir prieSinga kryptis — demokratijos
jtaka socialinei nelygybei, ieskant atsakymuy, ar demokratija pajégi mazinti ar
didinti socialing nelygybe. Bitina jvertinti, kaip prie to prisideda naujosios
politinio dalyvavimo formos. Nauji politinio dalyvavimo biidai dazniausiai pa-
sireiskia kaip nekonvencinio dalyvavimo formos, kurios naujas galimybes igy-
ja deél informaciniy komunikaciniy technologijy (IKT) progreso. IKT poveikj
politiniams ginéams bei galios kaupimui analizuoja Manuelis Castellsas®?. 18-
skirtinas J. A. Tuckerio ir kt.** tyrimas, vertinant, kaip politinis dalyvavimas ir
apskirtai politiné elgsena gali biiti nulemta socialiniy medijy. Naujy informa-
ciniy technologijy gebé¢jima kompensuoti nelygybés padarinius padeda jver-

80 Klaus Armingeonas, Lisa Schédel ,,Social Inequality in Political Participation: The

Dark Sides of Individualisation, West European Politics 38,1 (2014): 1-27. Prieiga
internetu: https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2014.929341.
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(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017).
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galia (Kaunas: poligrafija ir informatika, 2006).

8 Joshua A. Tucker ir kt. Social Media, Political Polarization, and Political
Disinformation: A Review of the Scientific Literature. (2018). Prieiga internetu:
https://www.hewlett.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Social-Media-Political-
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tinti Markusas Prioris®, Marco M. Skoricas ir Nojinas Kwakas®, taip pat Pew
tyrimy instituto tyrimas®, atskleidziantis eksperty pozitrj j demokratijos ateitj
skaitmenizacijos amziuje.

Ekonominés nelygybés démuo yra vienas aktualiausiy ir negali biti eli-
minuojamas vertinant socialinés nelygybés reiskinj. Jos reikSmingumas atsi-
skleidzia vertinant rezultatus ir galimybes. Daznai sunku nubrézti riba tarp
ekonominés ir socialinés nelygybés, ypa¢ vertinat jy poveikj. Siame darbe
pasirenkamas socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés kontekstas, nes sickiama pla-
tesnio nelygybés poveikio jvertinimo. Socialiné nelygybé reiskia visuomeneés
struktiiros skirtumus, kurie atliepia skirtingg padétj ir galimybes naudotis iSte-
kliais. Ekonominé nelygybé dazniausiai matuojama pajamy nelygybés nusta-
tymu®’, nors yra ir kity ekonoming nelygybe identifikuojanéiy rodikliy — turto
nelygybé, vartojimo nelygybé.

Demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rySio tyrimuose, be abejo, aktualus
socialinio teisingumo veiksnio i§skyrimas, daznai su biidinga potekste: nuo
socialinés nelygybés link socialinio teisingumo (plg. Marcuse®®). Pastebétina,
kad iSskiriamos dvi tarpusavyje susijusios socialinio teisingumo moksliniy
tyrimy perspektyvos: normatyviné perspektyva (etikos, politinés filosofijos,
teologijos tyrimy laukas) ir socioanalitiné perspektyva (istorijos, sociologijos
ir politikos moksly tyrimy laukas). Demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rysio
motyvas yra daznas ne tik klasikinése teisingumo teorijos studijose — Johno
Rawlso®, Briano Barry‘i0®, bet ir kitos pakraipos — politinj liberalizma kriti-
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REPORT.pdf.
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Smith 116 (2018): 334-349. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004357044_021.
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kuojanéiuose mokslo darbuose — Armino Schéferio®', A. Schéferio ir Wolfgan-
go Streecko®, kuriuose socialinis neteisingumas apibiidinamas kaip politinio
konflikto turinio sudedamoji dalis. Socialinio teisingumo, socialinés nelygy-
bés ir demokratijos raidos tematikai priskirtini mokslo darbai, analizuojantys
socialinés valstybeés (gerovés valstybés) kiirimo / demontavimo klausimus.

Empirine analize paremtuose tyrimuose vyrauja ekonominés, pajamy ne-
lygybés poveikio demokratijai (politinei lygybei, dalyvavimui rinkimuose,
pasitikéjimui demokratijos institutais etc.), dazniausiai EBPO ir ES Salyse, ty-
rimai (L. Bartelsas®®; Zlatko Nikoloskis*, jau minéti A. Schéferis ir Schéferis,
Schwanderis).

Socialinés nelygybés poveikio demokratijai (ir atvirksciai) moksliniy tyri-
my rezultatai bei iSvados ne tik skirtingi, bet ir priestaringi. Normatyviniai ir
kokybine analize gristi mokslo darbai konstatuoja socialinés nelygybés grésme
demokratijai, o kiekybine analize gristuose darbuose yra susitelkiama j socia-
linés nelygybés augimo siejimg daugiausiai su ekonominés nelygybés augimo
faktu ir konstatavimu, kad demokratija reikSmingai neriboja (nejveikia) socia-
linés nelygybés, t. y. daugiau maziau sékmingai (?) su ja koegzistuoja.

Moksliné problema. Mokslinés literattiros analizé byloja apie priestaravi-
ma tarp demokratijos normatyvinés teorijos ir veikian¢iy demokratijy raidos
analizés, vertinant socialinés nelygybés poveikj demokratijai, kaip ir demo-
kratijos poveikj socialinei nelygybei. Kai demokratijos tyrimuose neapsiribo-
jama nuostata ,,turi biiti“, o gilinamasi j tai, kas faktiskai ,,yra®, demokratijos
ir socialinés nelygybés rySys atsiskleidzia daug jvairiau ir komplikuociau.
Socialinés nelygybés ir demokratijos tvirto rysio teigéjai remiasi atskirai pa-
imtos, paprastai nedidelés demokratiniy Saliy grupés duomeny analize. Ho-
listiniai empiriniai tyrimai nepatvirtina stipraus rysio tarp demokratijos ir
socialinés nelygybés, jeigu pastaroji netampa kraStutine — ekstremalia ar net
kategoriska. RySys tarp demokratijos (demokratizacijos apskritai) ir socialinés
nelygybés (didéjimo) yra sudétingesnis, nei jis apiblidinamas normatyvinéje
(esencialistinéje) demokratijos teorijoje (lyg didéjant ar jau esant didelei so-
cialinei nelygybei, tiesiogiai menksta demokratija). Taigi neaiskus tikrasis so-

°l Armin Schifer, ,,Consequences of Social Inequality for Democracy in Western
Europe®, Zeitschrift fiir Vergleichende Politikwissenschaft, 6 (2012): 23-45.

2 Armin Schifer, Wolfgang Streeck (Eds.), Politics in the Age Austerity (Cambridge:

Polity Press, 2013).

Larry M. Bartels, Unequal Democracy. The Political Economy of the New Gilded

Age (Princeton ir Woodstock: Princeton University Press, 2008).

Zlatko Nikoloski, ,,Democracy and income inequality: revisiting the long and short-

term relationship, Review of Economics and Institutions, 6 (2) (2015): 1-24. Prieiga

internetu: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/60562/.
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cialinés nelygybés (iSskyrus kategoriska nelygybe) poveikis (sugrésminimas)
demokratijos raidai, kaip neaiskios ir ypatingos egzistuojancios demokratijos
savybés mazinant socialing nelygybe. Disertacijoje demokratijos krizés ir iS-
stkiy demokratijai analitiné perskyra analizuojama susitelkiant j isliekancios
ir atskirais atvejais net didéjancios socialinés nelygybés poveiki formalios (de
Jure) politinés lygybés — esminio demokratijos normatyvinio poZymio — taps-
mui realia (de facto) politine nelygybe.

Kaip ir kokiu mastu socialiné nelygybé iSkreipia politing lygybe ir tampa

grésme demokratijai, yra $ioje disertacijoje sprendziama moksliné problema.

Tyrimo objektas — socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés ir demokratijos

rySys.

Tyrimo tikslas — nustatyti socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés poveikio po-

litinei lygybei, kai yra pastarosios de jure ir de facto skirtis, pobudj.

Ginamieji teiginiai:

1. Socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés grésmé demokratijai, kai neperzen-
giama kategorinés nelygybés riba, pasireiskia i$Siikio forma ir néra
tapatintina su krizés ar net katastrofos perspektyva, kadangi demo-
kratijai néra galimybés iSvengti funkciskai pateisinamos ir socialinio
teisingumo ribos, neperzengiancios socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés.

2. IS socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés kyla nelygus politinis dalyvavi-
mas. Politinés lygybés de jure atrama, jai koegzistuojant su socialine
nelygybe, tampa naujos politinio dalyvavimo formos, kuriy turinys vi-
suotinés mediatizacijos aplinkoje néra tik demokratiskas ir reikalauja
papildomy pastangy.

3. Demokratijos sugrésminimas socialine-ekonomine nelygybe yra skir-
tingas atskirose $aliy grupése. Demokratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés
nelygybés rysio pobidis priklauso nuo demokratijos raidos ypatumy,
ypac nuo visuomenés politinés lygybés ir socialinés-ekonominés nely-
gybés suvokimo atskirose Saliy grupése, ir néra universalus. Teiginys,
kad socialiné-ekonominé nelygybé kelia grésm¢ demokratijai, visada
turi biiti konkretizuojamas nurodant Saliy grupe.

Tikslui pasiekti disertacijoje sprendziami Sie tyrimo uZdaviniai:

1. apibudinti socialinés nelygybés demokratijai keliamy grésmiy masta,
kritiskai vertinant demokratijos krizés diskursg ir aktualizuojant i$§0-
kius demokratijai, kurie lemia demokratijos transformacijos perspek-
tyvy neaiSkuma;

2. iSanalizuoti socialinés nelygybés sampratos daugiadimensiskuma, ap-
tariant skirtingus socialinés nelygybés isteklius ir rezultatus, taip pat
socialinio (ne)teisingumo konteksta;
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3. apibudinti socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés poveikj politiniam da-
lyvavimui, remiantis mediatizuotos politikos ir politinio dalyvavimo
formy kaitos analize;

4. nustatyti demokratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rySio
pobudj;

5. suformuluoti demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine-ckonomine nely-
gybe zony analitinj instrumentg ir juo nustatyti demokratijos ir socia-
linés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio Saliy zonas.

Tyrimo naujumas:

1. Aktualizuojamas prieStaravimas tarp normatyvinés demokratijos
teorijos ir egzistuojanciy demokratijy teorizavimo, vertinant socia-
linés-ekonominés nelygybés veiksnj sugrésminant demokratijg. I$-
rySkinamas demokratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio
apibiidinimo prieStaringumas taikant kokybinius ir kiekybinius tyrimo
metodus.

2. I8skiriamos keturios demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine-ekonomine
nelygybe Saliy grupés — zonos.

3. Neigiama vadinamoji tvaresnés demokratijos ,,laukimo metodologi-
ja“. Geresné demokratijos ateitis galima, taciau, kai demokratijos ro-
dikliai menksta, prasmingiau susitelkti j jai iskilusiy i§§tkiy prigimties
supratima ir jy jveikimo teorizavima, kad jie neperaugty j krizg, juolab
negrijztama.

Tyrimo ribotumas. Disertacijoje nuosekliai neanalizuojami:

1. nuoseklus demokratijos poveikis (nei institucinis, nei procesinis)
socialinei nelygybei, kai socialiné nelygybé kompensuojama politiné-
mis priemonémis, — dél tyrimo i$siplétimo ir galimos jo nepatikimumo
rizikos;

2. kapitalizmo vaidmuo skatinant socialing nelygybe — dél pakankamai
gausiy §ios problemos tyrimy. Neeliminuojant ir neneigiant kapita-
lizmo poveikio, taiau jvertinus atliktus tyrimus (pvz., T. Piketty®),
disertacijoje nebiity jmanoma iSpildyti tyrimo naujumo reikalavimo.
Joje laikomasi pozitirio, kad dabarties pasaulyje nickas nevyksta be
kapitalizmo; be demokratijos, deja, daug kas vyksta;

3. politinio dalyvavimo poveikis politinés nelygybés de facto sumazini-
mui, apribotas kokybine mokslinio diskurso analize ir protesto dalyva-
vimo formy apzvalga.

% Thomas Piketty, Capital and Ideology (Cambridge, Massachusetts, London,
England: The Belknap Press, of Harvard University Press, 2020).
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Tyrimo metodologija ir metodai. Priimtinas S. Kvale‘io® kokybinio tyri-
mo reik§mingumo pagrindimas — tyrimas pradedamas kokybiskai analizuojant
esamas zinias apie objektg (socialines grésmes), formuluojant kokybines sgvo-
kas ir hipotez¢ (ginama teiginj). Todél reikalingi teoriniai modeliai, kurie api-
ma mokslinés literatiros studijas, sgvoky apraS§ymga ir interpretavima, teiginiy,
poziiiriy sisteminimg ir vertinima. Mokslinés literattros ir atlikty tyrimy studi-
javimas padeda tiriama problema suprasti, j ja jsigilinti, i§skirti buidingiausius
aspektus, atskleisti sgvokas.

Siame tyrime pirmiausia apibidinamas demokratijos krizés ir demokratijai
kylanéiy i88tikiy diskursas, véliau tiriamas teorinis socialinés nelygybés kaip
grésmés veiksnys. Vertinant demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés santykj, re-
miamasi autoritetingais demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés tyrimy duomeny
Saltiniais, ir taikant netiesing regresijg, gauti duomenys pateikiami, interpre-
tuojami, apibendrinami ir pagrindziami ginamieji teiginiai.

Algimantas Valantiejus paliko prasmingg socialiniy moksly metodologijos
samprata:

,.Siandiena esminis socialinio mokslo uzdavinys — kurti maslius metodus,
kurie uzglaistyty susidariusj ,,jtrikj“ tarp aiSkinimo ir interpretacijos. Idealus
mokslinis aiSkinimas — prieZasties ir padarinio rySio nustatymas remiantis for-
maligja logika ir kartojamomis procediiromis. Idealus interpretacinis tyrimas —
prasmingo socialinés sgveikos ry$io atkiirimas remiantis jzvalgiais, kruopsciai
apgalvotais, rizikingais ir metodiskai tikslinanciais tankiojo aprasymo ar kitais
masliais biidais. Metodologija yra socialiniy tyrimy logikos savirefleksija, ska-
tinanti a) skeptiskai atsigrezti | prielaidy sritj, prisiminti alternatyvias galimy-
bes, kurios egzistavo dar prie§ konkreciy procediiriniy taisykliy taikymo logika,
b) kryptingai testi specializuotus profesinius jgiidzius ir gebéjimus, kurie taiko-
mi konkreéiuose — tick empiriniuose, tiek teoriniuose — tyrimuose. Metodologija
yra pazinimo biido analizé, metametodiné nuostata, kurios paskirtis — dekons-
truoti ir rekonstruoti mastymo taisykles, o metodas — reflektyviai apmastytas tai-
sykliy taikymas konkreciose socialinés tikrovés tyrimy srityse.*"’

Tyrimo ,,maslaus btido* struktiira pirmiausiai apima mokslinés literatiiros
ir statistiniy duomeny analiz¢. Siekiant iSsamesnio ir visapusiSkesnio tyrimo,
taikoma epistemologiné prieiga — kuri vertinga tiek siekiant jvertinti Zinojima,

% Steinar Kvale, Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing
(Thousand Oaks, California: Sage, 1996).

Algimantas Valantiejus, Sociologijos istorija: teorinés idéjos, problemos ir sqvokos
(Vilnius: Vilniaus universiteto leidykla, 2007): 274-280. Prieiga internetu: https://
www.vu.lt/site_files/LD/I tomas. Sociologijos_filosofija.pdf.
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kuris jau egzistuoja iki pradedant tyrima, tiek projektuojant tyrimo kryptj ir
siekiant naujumo.

Jeigu mokslinés literatiiros ir statistiniy duomeny analizé yra savaime su-
prantami tyrimo metodologijos démenys, tai kitus disertacijos metodologinio
karkaso démenis privalu apibiidinti papildomai. Disertacijoje taikoma dedukciné
tyrimo technologija. Taip siekiama iSnagrinéti ir apibrézti demokratijos ir socia-
linés nelygybés rysj placiaja prasme, siekiant susidaryti Siy reiskiniy rysio holis-
tinj vaizdinj. Demokratijos raidos socialinés nelygybés veiksnio analizés mode-
lis formuojamas derinant R. Dahlio poliarchijos, Charleso Tilly‘io, L. Bartelso,
R. Ingleharto ir Y. Mounko paziiiras. Sio holistinio vaizdo sudaryma disertacijoje
disciplinuoja neoinstitucionalizmas. Jis, kaip Zinoma, apsaugo nuo metodologi-
niy krastutinumy: neskatina ,,bihevioristiniy kvailys¢iy“ (G. Sartori terminas®),
bet ir nekviedia, tikintis daugiau demokratijos, tik kurti geresnes konstitucijas, o
konkrecéiais veiksmais mazinti nelygybe etc. (C. Tilly‘io pozicija®).

Disertacijos ,,vidurinio lygio“ teoriné prieiga susideda i§ konfliktologi-
nés ir istekliy prieigy derinio. Konfliktologiniu poziiiriu, socialiné nelygybeé
poliarizuoja politinius interesus, o visy politinio proceso dalyviy sgnaudos
didéja. Istekliy prieiga, kuri labai dazna tyrimuose, konstatuoja, kad politi-
nés galios dalybos ir, galiausiai, jos nelygybé susijusi su didZiausiais socia-
liniais-ekonominiais i$tekliais: iSsilavinimu, kompetencijomis ir pajamomis.
Socialiné nelygybé menkina socialiai silpnyjy politinj angazuotuma; socialiai
silpnieji yra ir politiSkai silpni (plg. Brady et al'®, Brady'"").

Galiausiai, disertacijos metodologinés perspektyvos (iki empirinio tyrimo)
pozitiriu, apsisprendziama dél trijy demokratijos modeliy. Pirmasis modelis —
minimalistinis: procediriné rinkiminé demokratija. Antrasis modelis — viduri-
nysis: sprendimy priémimo ir valdanciyjy kontrolés demokratija, kai svarbus
ne tik dalyvavimas rinkimuose, bet ir priimamy politiniy sprendimy efektyvu-
mas ir valdangiyjy kontrolé. Sis modelis integruoja svarstomosios, stebéjimo
(monitoringo) ir panaSias demokratijos teorijas, neignoruojancias atstovau-

% Giovanni Sartori, Lyginamoji konstituciné inZinerija (Kaunas: Poligrafija ir

informtika, 2001), 192.

9 Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town,
Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Maexico City: Cambridge University Press,
2007), 205.

1% Henry E. Brady, Sidney Verba, Lehman Schlozman, ,,Beyond SES: A resource
model of political participation, American Political Science Review, 89 (2), (1995):
271-294.

11 Henry E. Brady, ,,An analytical perspective on participatory inequality and income
inequality”, In Social inequality. ed. K. Neckerman. (New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 2004): 667—702.
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jamosios demokratijos ir absenteizmo problemy. Treéiasis modelis — maksi-
malistinis: substanciné demokratija, kai svarbus vidinis ir iSorinis saugumas,
ekonominé gerove, valstybés socialinés garantijos, padorumas dalijantis (per-
skirstant) pagrindines gérybes (pajamas, socialinj sauguma ir gyvenimo gali-
mybes), kai socialinis teisingumas yra institucionalizuotas kaip demokratijos
komponentas. Substanciné demokratija — kai socialiné demokratija ne maziau
svarbi nei politiné demokratija (plg. W. Merkelis!'??).

Pirmasis modelis, kadangi placiai taikomas moksliniuose tyrimuose, jau
vargu ar gali ka nors naujo pranesti apie demokratijos raida; masinis pilieciy
traukimasis 1§ rinkimy procediiry, kaip ir né kiek ne maZzesnis politiniy parti-
Ju, stambiojo kapitalo ir ziniasklaidos manipuliavimas rinkimy institutu, pa-
skatino ne viena postdemokratijos teoring versija. Treciasis modelis — idealus,
normatyvinis, tyrimo atzvilgiu reiskiantis, kad maksimali demokratija leidzia
i8vengti ekstremalios (poliarizuojanc¢ios) nelygybés perskirstant pajamas, pa-
grindines gérybes ir gyvenimo galimybes. Tai, kaip ne kartg yra pastebgjes
R. Dahlis, tik patvirtina, kiek toli yra realiai egzistuojancios demokratijos nuo
ju idealo; kai visi pilieciai turi lygia politing galia, jie yra i$ tikryjy, o ne tik de
Jjure politiskai lygiis. Tad empiriniam tyrimui tinkamesnis yra antrasis modelis.
Jis — jsigaléjusios demokratijos (angl. embedded democracy) modelis, beje,
aprépia ir pirmajj modelj. Siame tyrime jis aktualus dar ir todél, kad aktuali-
zuoja isliekancig ir nemazéjancia, taip pat poliarizuojancia socialing nelygybe.

Disertacijoje netaikomas vadinamasis ,,laukimo® metodas, anot kurio, jei
treciasis demokratijos modelis dar mazai kg bendro turi su demokratijos tikro-
ve, tai visiskai nereiSkia, kad jo relevantiSkumas netruks pasitvirtinti — reikia
tik kazkiek (?) laiko, kad pradéty veikti ir patys maksimaliausi (o gal i$ tikryjy
utopiniai) demokratijos principai. TaCiau kalbant apie demokratijos perspekty-
va, kad ir artimiausig, galima pasitelkti dvi daznai naudojamas metodologines
prieigas: ekstrapoliavima ir zinoma ,,jeigu ... tai* prieigg. Demokratijos raidoje
susiklosciusiy jos modeliy ekstrapoliavimas, t. y. praeityje susiklosc¢iusiy ten-
dencijy islikimo ateityje pripazinimas, reiskia pripazinimg ir to fakto, kad Siy
tendencijy priezastys ir toliau veiks nepakitusios. Taciau ekstrapoliuojant nej-
vertinama, kad praeityje susiklosCiusios demokratijos tendencijos gali pakisti
ir jau kinta. Prieiga ,,jeigu ... tai* gali pasitilyti maziau apibréztus demokratijos
raidos modelius, bet ji yra atvira galimoms pacios demokratijos alternatyvoms

12 Wolfgang Merkel, Sascha Kneip S. (red. ), Democracy and Crisis: Challenges
in Turbulent Times (Berlin: Springer International Publishing AG, 2018). Prieiga
internetu: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72559-8 1.
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(plg. Tilly'®). Pasirenkant ,,jeigu ... tai“ prieiga, biitina pripazinti, kad galimos
ne tik pac¢ios demokratijos alternatyvos (transformacijos variantai), bet ir alter-
natyvos demokratijai. Disertacijoje, tiriant socialinés nelygybés poveikj demo-
kratijos raidai, ekstrapoliacijai nesuteikiama nors kiek didesné reiksmé. De-
mokratijos perspektyva apibiidinama vadovaujantis ,,jeigu ... tai* prieiga: jeigu
socialiné nelygybé netaps kategoriska nelygybe, tai demokratijos pagrindinés
institucijos nenustos veikusios, o pagrindiniai procesai ja reprodukuos (atkurs,
atgamins) kiekvienoje kritinéje situacijoje, ir, prieSingai, jeigu kurioje nors de-
mokratinéje Salyje ar jy grupéje isigalés kategoriska nelygybé, tai demokrati-
jos krizé peraugs i jos zlugima. Kad demokratijos i$§tkiy ir jos krizés perskyra
yra aktuali moksliné problema, byloja postdemokratijos teorinio konstrukto
turinys: nuo postdemokratijos kaip demokratijos istorijos nuoseklaus tgsinio
iki postdemokratijos kaip demokratijos Zlugimo'*.

Disertacijoje pasitelkiamas lyginamasis metodas atliekant demokratijos ir
socialinés nelygybés rySio zonavimo darbus, ypac¢ iSskiriamy $io rysio keturiy
zony ,,pasieniuose, kai néra svariy argumenty, kuriai i§ isskirty zony tinka-
miausia priskirti vieng ar kitg salj.

Darbe duomenys vaizduojami grafiskai, taikomas klasifikavimo metodas,
tai padeda iSsamiau pateikti apibendrinimus ir gautus rezultatus.

Tyrimo tikslui pasiekti pasitelkiama metody transgresija. Nors tyrimo
objektas suponuoja biitinybe naudoti kokybinius metodus (ir atitinkamas apra-
Symo bei interpretacijos metodikas), taciau socialinés nelygybés ir demokrati-
jos rysiui jvertinti, pasitelkiant statistinius duomenis ir pateikiamus indeksus,
naudojamas regresinis modelis, kuriuo analizuojama demokratijos priklauso-
mybé nuo pajamy nelygybés.

Atlikto empirinio tyrimo duomeny apréptj sudaro The Economist Intelli-
gence Units (toliau — EIU), Freedom House Institute (FHI) demokratijos in-
deksas, taip pat World Inequality Database, Pasaulio banko duomeny bazé
(GINI indeksas), Oxfam duomeny bazé (Commitment to Reducing Inequality;
CRI indeksas). Autoritetingy ir reprezentatyviy tyrimy statistiniai duomenys
sudaro prielaidas tyrimo objektyvumui uztikrinti. Duomeny bazése pateikiami
tyrimy duomenys yra pripazinti, laisvai prieinami, lengvai patikrinami, todél
uztikrinamas duomeny objektyvumas ir patikimumas.

103 Charles Tilly, Democracy (Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town,
Singapore, Sao Paulo, Delhi, Tokyo, Maexico City: Cambridge University Press,
2007): 203-205.

14 Vaidutis Laurénas, ,,Kuri postdemokratija?“, i§ Gerové ir saugumas XXI amZiuje:
postdemokratijos kontekstai: mokslo darby rinkting, sud. Kestutis Serpetis, Saulius
Siliauskas (Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidykla, 2018), 13—80.
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Disertacijos struktiira. Tikslas ir suformuluoti uzdaviniai jam pasiekti nu-
lémé disertacijos loging struktiirg (1 pav.)

Pirmoji disertacijos dalis skirta demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine ne-
lygybe teoriniam diskursui. Nors demokratijos raida stringa, biidingi dekon-
solidacijos procesai, tai nebutinai reiskia jos kriz¢. Demokratija susiduria su
nelygybé.

Antroje disertacijos dalyje analizuojami socialinés nelygybés turinio kom-
pleksiskumas bei socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés geba sugrésminti, sutrik-
dyti demokratijos raidg. Siekiama kritiSkai jvertinti socialinés nelygybés jtaka
demokratijai, pasirenkant politinio dalyvavimo kintamajj, t. y. svarstoma, kaip
socialiné nelygybé veikia politinj dalyvavima. Taip pat atsizvelgiama | naujas
socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés raiskos formas mediatizuotoje politikoje.
Ivertinus socialinés nelygybés sampratos daugialypiSkuma ir tyrimuose iSrys-
kéjusius priestaravimus, aptariamos socialinés nelygybés pasekmés demokra-
tijai. Taip pat jvertinamas dvikryptis rySys: socialinés nelygybés jtaka demo-
kratijai bei nenuoseklus demokratijos jtakos socialinei nelygybei vertinimas.

Trecia disertacijos dalis skirta empiriniam tyrimui. Pasitelkus The Econo-
mist Intelligence Units demokratijos indekso ir Pasaulio banko GINI bei Oxfam
international CRI indeksus, sudaromas demokratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés
nelygybés rysio keturiy zony modelis bei juo tipologizuojamos pasaulio Salys.
Nustatoma, kad demokratijos sugrésminimas socialine-ekonomine nelygybe ir
demokratijos transformacijos kryptys yra skirtingos tiek atskirose $aliy grupé-
se, tiek ir atskiruose pasaulio regionuose.

Ketvirta disertacijos dalis skirta mokslinei diskusijai, kai interpretuojant
empirinio tyrimo rezultatus siekiama jvertinti atskiry teoriniy demokratijos ir
socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio teiginiy patikimuma, pasitlyti tolimes-
niy demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine-ekonomine nelygybe tyrimy kryptis.

Disertacijos pabaigoje pateikiamos iSvados.
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ISVADOS

SprendZiant disertacijoje suformuluotg moksling problemg — kaip ir kokiu
mastu socialiné nelygybé iSkreipia politing lygybe ir tampa grésme demokrati-
jai — prieita prie tokiy i$vady:

Socialinés nelygybés samprata mokslinéje literattiroje apibréZiama jvairiai,
dazniausiai akcentuojant socialinius skirtumus, kurie nulemia Zzmogaus pasi-
rinkimus, elgseng, prieigg prie iStekliy ir galimybes jais naudotis. Ekonominé
nelygybé savo daroma jtaka yra viena reik§mingiausiy nelygybés rasiy, taiau
ji néra vienintelé, lemianti Zmogaus padétj ir gyvenimo rezultatus. Socialinés
nelygybés reik§mingumo vertinimas nejmanomas eliminuojant ekonoming ne-
lygybe, todél socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés terminas yra tikslesnis anali-
zuojant nelygybés grésme demokratijai.

Demokratijos sugrésminimo veiksniy sgrase socialiné-ckonominé nelygy-
bé uzima ypatingg vieta dél jos poveikio demokratijai istorinio nei§vengiamu-
mo. Demokratijos idealas neatskiriamas nuo politinés lygybés principo, kurio
raiSka nei$vengiamai vyksta esant maZesnei ar didesnei socialinei nelygybei.
Taciau toks koegzistavimas galiausiai reiskia, kad pamatinis demokratijos
principas turi dvi dimensijas: de jure ir de facto. Politiné lygybé socialinés
nelygybés salygomis de facto islicka pastovia sickiamybe.

Demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine-ekonomine nelygybe teorizavimas
yra prie§taringas: ir apibiidinant socialing nelygybe, ir vertinant jos padarinius
demokratijai. ISskiriamos trys didéjancios grésmés pakopos: i$§tikiai demokra-
tijai, demokratijos krizé ir jos zlugimas. Demokratijos sugrésminimas sociali-
ne nelygybe, pastarajai neperzengiant kategorinés nelygybés ribos, tiesiogiai
nerei$kia demokratijos krizés ar net Zlugimo. Demokratijos krizés motyvas
akcentuojamas normatyviniuose kokybiniuose teiginiuose. Analitiniuose kie-
kybiniuose tyrimuose demokratijos sugrésminimas socialine nelygybe dazniau
yra normalus. Tai — skirtumas tarp demokratijos idealo ir jos praktikos api-
btdinimo. Demokratijos socialinés-ekonominés, technologinés ir ekologinés
aplinkos poky¢iai reikalauja ir jos pacios kaitos. Demokratijos kaita apima da-
lyvavimo formas, socialinés demokratijos raiskg ir socialinio teisingumo ak-
tualizavimg. Demokratijos kaita yra daugybiné ir jvairiakrypté, vienose Salyse
ar jy grupése demokratija susilpnéja, tuo paciu metu kitose — sustipréja, kartais
net savotiSkai ,,atvirk§¢iai proporcingai‘ socialinés nelygybés poky¢iams. Pro-
blema islieka priklausomai nuo to, kokio masto ir kiek ilgai socialiné nelygybé

fww—

gali tapti demokratijos krizés veiksniu. Tyrimas atkreipia démes;j | tai, kad de-

mokratijos i$§tikiai nebiitinai perauga j krize, o krizés nebiitinai nesuvaldomos.
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Taciau neneigiama, kad nesusitvarkanti su i$Sukiais demokratija ilgainiui gali
patirti ir atskirais atvejais patiria krize. Atskiri demokratijos zlugimo atvejai
nereiSkia demokratijos apskritai zlugimo — atskirai paimtos demokratijos zino
ne vieng savo zlugimo ir atgimimo istorinj atvejj. Galima konstatuoti, kad nely-
gybei neperaugant | kategoriska nelygybe, demokratijos istorija tesiasi. Tyrimo
duomenys byloja, kad demokratijos ir nelygybés raidos 2005(6)-2017(18) m.
didesnis ar mazesnis apibendrintas rySys egzistavo 41,9 proc. analizuoty Saliy.
Nelygybés situacija tada pageréjo 69,8 proc. Saliy, tuo paciu metu demokra-
tijos situacija suprastéjo 65,1 proc. Saliy. Tyrimas nepatvirtina, kad sociali-
né-ekonominé nelygybé tik didéja, o demokratija tik menksta; procesas yra
ir sudétingesnis, ir jvairesnis. Negalima patvirtinti $io Simtmecio pirmajame
desimtmetyje teisingu buvusio teiginio, kad mazdaug dviejuose trec¢dalivose
Saliy nelygybé didéja. Priesingai, mazdaug dviejuose tre¢daliuose Saliy nely-
gybés situacija pageréjo. Taciau tokiu paciu ar artimu mastu nepageréjo, prie-
Singai — demokratijos situacija suprastéjo. Taigi, konstatuojamas naujas pries-
taravimo tarp socialinés nelygybés ir demokratijos segmentas, kai socialinés
nelygybés mazéjimas dar nebitinai reiskia demokratijos tvirtéjima.

Tyrimas patvirtina demokratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio
netiesinés regresijos pobtd]. Tyrimu nustatyta, kad néra universalaus demo-
kratijos ir socialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio. Esama demokratijos ir so-
cialinés-ekonominés nelygybés rysio variacijy, kurioms reikSmes turi: pirma,
demokratijos istorijos trukmé; antra, Salies materialiné gerové; trecia, politinio
dalyvavimo mastas; ketvirta, socialinio teisingumo suvokimas.

Anksciau suformuluotos i§vados biity nevisiskai argumentuotos, jeigu ne-
biity aktualizuojamas socialinio teisingumo poveikis demokratijos ir socialinés
nelygybés rysiui. Nelygybés poveikis demokratijai negali bti iki galo jverti-
namas be socialinio teisingumo veiksnio. Demokratijy stabilumo pamatas, né
kiek ne menkesnis nei politiné lygybé de jure, yra socialinis teisingumas. De-
mokratijos istorijos testinumo problema tapo ne tik socialiné nelygybé¢, vedanti
link politinés nelygybés de facto, bet ir nykstantis socialinio teisingumo poju-
tis, o 18 tikryjy — tarpstantis socialinis neteisingumas. Pastaraja prasme sociali-
nis teisingumas yra ne tik moraliné norma, bet ir faktas. Bet visuomenés soci-
alinio (ne)teisingumo suvokimo nereikia palikti vieno ,,akis j akj“ su socialine
ir politine de facto nelygybe. Politinés lygybés de jure ramsciu, jai koegzistuo-
jant su socialine nelygybe, gali tapti naujos politinio dalyvavimo formos, kuriy
turinys visuotinés mediatizacijos aplinkoje néra a priori demokratiskas.

Todél galima patvirtinti, kad pirmasis ginamasis teiginys pasitvirtino.

Kad demokratijy pilieciai laiko vieni kitus daugiau ar maziau nelygiais,
yra zinomas ir reflektuojamas faktas. Taciau, kai néra bent vidutinio stiprumo
ry$io (priklausomybés) tarp demokratijos lygio ir socialinés-ckonominés nely-
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gybés masto, neaisku, kokiu mastu pilieciai yra politiskai nelygis. Pasitelkiant
disertacijoje apibtdintus tris demokratijos modelius — procedirinj rinkiminj,
politiniy sprendimy priémimo ir valdanciyjy kontrolés, substancinés demo-
kratijos — pabréztina, kad labiausiai argumentuotas politinés lygybés teigimas
galimas minimalistinio arba rinkiminés demokratijos modelio atveju. Taciau
»realesng tikrove* matant per antrojo demokratijos modelio prizmeg, galima
jzvelgti, kad socialiai silpnesniyjy socialiniy sluoksniy galimybés kvalifikuotai
dalyvauti priimant sprendimus ir kontroliuoti valdanc¢iuosius yra mazesnés dél
juy menkesnio i§prusimo ir laiko vieSiesiems reikalams svarstyti bei tvarkyti
stokos. Galima teigti: jei pajamos, turtas, ekonominé ir socialiné padétys taip
pat yra politiniai iStekliai ir jei jie paskirstyti netolygiai, pilieCiai negali biti
politiskai lygts. O jei pilieciai néra politiskai lygiis — demokratijai yra iskilusi
grésmé. Politinio dalyvavimo faktai parodé, kad rinkimuose balsuoja daugiau
ty Saliy rinkéjy, kurios pasizymi ir aukstu demokratijos lygiu, ir Zemesne ne-
lygybe, taciau protesto dalyvavimo dinamika parod¢, kad pastarasis auga III ir
IV grupése ir pasiekia I grupés aktyvuma. Nesant demokratinés savikontrolés,
Sis politinis aktyvumas gali tapti grésme demokratijai. Tai patvirtina antrajj
disertacijos ginamajj teiginj.

Demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rysio zony analitinis instrumentas at-
veria perspektyva iSsamiau tyrinéti jsigaléjusiy ir kity demokratijy transforma-
mo ir raiskos Saliy grupése. Nors néra universalaus ir stipraus demokratijos ir
socialinés nelygybés rysio, atskirose Saliy grupése galima jzvelgti tokio rysio
panaSumus. Tai pastebéta pasitelkus demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rysio
,»zonavimo* — demokratijos sugrésminimo socialine nelygybe zony i$skyri-
mo — analitinj instrumenta. ISskirtos ir apibiidintos keturios skirtingos demo-
kratijos sugrésminimo socialine nelygybe zonos ir jvardintos jy koordinatés
demokratijos ir nelygybés indeksy skalése. Pirma ir ketvirta zonos pasizymi
tik netikéta ir nelaukta nelygybés grésme demokratijai, kadangi Siy zony de-
mokratijoms biidinga nelygybé, kurios dydis GINI skaléje <0,35, o CRI skalé-
je =60,0. Tokia nelygybé vadintina normalia, kadangi pati tiesiogiai negraso
nei egzistuojanciy socialinio-ekonominio, nei politiniy rezZimy pusiausvyrai.
Pirmajai zonai priklauso $alys, kuriose E/U demokratijos indeksas > 8,00, o
ketvirtajai zonai — Salys, kuriy £/U demokratijos indeksas yra 8,00—6,00. Pir-
mos ir ketvirtos zony Salyse grésmé demokratijai tapty akivaizdi, jeigu jos
»smukty® | antrg ir tre¢ig zonas. Pastarosioms btidinga nelygyb¢, kurios GINI
indekso dydis yra > 0,35, o CRI indekso dydis yra < 60,0. Antroje zonoje, ku-
rioje EIU demokratijos indeksas > 8,0, esancios penkios demokratijos yra is-
imtys. O trecioje zonoje, kurioje E/U demokratijos indekso dydis yra 8,0-6,0,
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GINI nelygybés indekso dydis > 0,35, CRI indekso dydis < 60,0, susitelkusi
pusé tyrinéty pasaulio demokratijy.

Ivertinus gautus tyrimo rezultatus, galima teigti, kad treciasis ginamasis
teiginys taip pat pasitvirtino.

Atlikta demokratijos ir socialinés nelygybés rysio analizé patvirtina ir tai,
kad vienavektoriné prieiga nereiskia, jog galima aptikti vieng pagrindinj de-
mokratijos raidos veiksnj. Taciau susitelkimas ties vienu veiksniu, $io tyrimo
atveju — ties socialine nelygybe, i§samiau atskleidzia jo ribas, vadinasi, nelei-
dzia jo sureikSminti ar sumenkinti; priesingai, veda link jo realaus poveikio
demokratijai apibudinimo.

48



Mokslinio tyrimo rezultaty aprobavimas ir sklaida

Disertacijos rengimo metu paskelbtos publikacijos, susijusios su disertaci-
jos tematika:

1.

Obrikiené, Alvyda. Teisés vaidmuo pasaulinéje politikoje: i$Stkiai de-
mokratijai. Regional formation and development studies: journal of
social sciences. Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidykla. ISSN 2029-
9370. eISSN 2351-6542. 2020, no. 1 (30), p. 41-51. DOIL: 10.15181/
rfds.v30i1.2033.

Obrikiené, Alvyda. Socialinés nelygybés grésmé demokratijai: dinggs
dalyvis. Gerové ir saugumas XXI amziuje: postdemokratijos konteks-
tai: mokslo darby rinktiné. Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidykla,
2018. ISBN 9786094810275. p. 109—-120.

Dvorak, Jaroslav; BurkSiené, Valentina; Duda, Mantas; Obrikiené,
vivaldai: mokslo studija. Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidykla,
2020. 99 p. ISBN 9786094810855.

Obrikien¢, Alvyda; Siliauskas, Saulius. Legitimation of democracy
under the conditions of crisis: theoretical approach // Social innova-
tions for sustainable regional development: abstracts of reports. 16th
international conference: 29 April, Klaipéda, 2020. Klaipéda: Klaipé-
dos universiteto leidykla, 2020. ISBN 9786094810688. p. 63—65.
Obrikiené, Alvyda. Socialinés nelygybés matrica: priezas¢iy ir pase-
kmiy pjiiviai. Moksliné konferencija ,,Is$tkiai vadybos moksle ir stu-
dijose skirta prof. habil. dr. Antanui Seiliui atminti: teziy rinkinys.
2019 gruodzio 5 d., Klaipéda,. Klaipéda: Klaipédos universiteto leidy-
kla, 2020. ISBN 9786094810633. p. 12—-13.

Mokslinio darbo tarpiniai rezultatai disertacijos tema buvo paskelbti moks-
linése konferencijose:

1.

2.

,»Transformations of Democracy: An Impact of Inequality”. IV ISA
Forum of Sociology, 2021 porto Alegre, Brasil. (online)
,Legitimation of Democracy under the Conditions of Crisis: Theoreti-
cal Approach®. Tarptautiné konferencija ,,Social Innovations For Sus-
tainable Regional Development®, 2020 Klaipéda, Lithuania.
»docialinés nelygybés matrica: priezaséiy ir pasekmiy pjuviai®.
Nacionaliné konferencija ,,I$Slikiai vadybos moksle ir studijose®,
2019, Klaipéda, Lietuva.

49



4. ,Can Democracy Survive the Damage of Social Inequality®.
Tarptautiné konferencija ,,Changing Democracies in an Unequal
World®, 2019, Viterbo, Italy.

5. ,.Social threats and democracy: tensions and alternatives*. Tarptautiné
konferencija ,,Welfare and Security in the 21 st Century: the Contexts
of Post-Democracies*, 2018, Klaipéda, Lithuania.

6. ,,.Democracy in Lithuania: the Impact of Social Insecurity*. Tarptautiné
konferencija ,,Regional Development and Social Welfare: Problems
and Solutions®, 2017, Klaipéda, Lithuania.

7. ,,The Fate of Democracy Under the Conditions of Lithuania‘s non-
participation®. Tarptautiné konferencija ,,Democracy and Participation
in the 21st Century*, 2017, Lisbon, Portugal.

Disertacijos rengimo metu stazuotasi:
1. Savivaldos mokymy centras (Ryga, Latvija), 2018 m. liepos—rugséjo mén.

APIE AUTORE

Alvyda Obrikiené gimé 1982 m. balandzio 1 d. Pajiiryje, Silalés rajone.
2000 m. su pagyrimu baigé Pajirio viduring mokykla (dabar — Silalés raj. Pa-
jurio Stanislovo Birziskio gimnazija). 2005 m. Klaipédos universitete jgijo
politikos moksly bakalauro laipsnj. 2007 m. Klaipédos universitete apgyné
magistro darbg ir jai suteiktas politikos moksly (politikos teorijos programa)
magistro laipsnis. 2016 m. Mykolo Romerio universitete jgijo teisés ir valdy-
mo magistro laipsnj. Nuo 2014 m. — jungtinés Generolo Jono Zemaiio Lie-
tuvos karo akademijos, Kauno technologijos universiteto, Klaipédos universi-
teto ir Vytauto DidZiojo universiteto politikos moksly krypties doktorantiiros
doktorante.

Disertacijos rengimo laikotarpiu publikuoti 3 jos straipsniai, 1 i§ jy pa-
ruostas kaip bendraautorés. 2017-2021 m. pristaté 5 praneSimus tarpautinése
konferencijose ir kaip bendraautoré 2 konferencijose.

Alvyda Obrikiené yra Klaipédos universiteto VieSojo adminsitravimo ir
politikos moksly katedros asistenté. Désto politikos mokslo jvado dalyka. Yra
tarptautinés sociology asociacijos ISA naré. Ji yra bendruomeniskai aktyvi,
viena i§ Klaipedos Zvejybos uosto bendruomenés steigéjy.

Tyrimy interesai: demokratija, politinis dalyvavimas, politinis rastingu-
mas, socialiné nelygybé.

Uz viska labiausiai ji mégaujasi biidama savo vaiky — siinaus Herkaus ir
dukros Liepos — mama.

50



Kontaktai: Klaipédos universitetas, Socialiniy ir humanitariniy moksly fa-
kultetas, VieSojo administravimo ir politikos moksly katedra, S. Néries g. 5,
LT-92227 Klaipéda. Tel. 846398655.

El.p.: alvyda.obrikiene@ku.lt, alvyda.kairyte@gmail.com

51



Klaipédos universiteto leidykla

Alvyda Obrikiené

SECURITISATION OF POLITICAL DEMOCRACY IN THE CONTEXT OF
SOCIOECONOMIC INEQUALITY

Summary of doctoral dissertation

POLITINES DEMOKRATIJOS SUGRESMINIMAS
SOCIALINES-EKONOMINES NELYGYBES KONTEKSTE
Daktaro disertacijos santrauka

Klaipéda, 2021

SL 1335. 2021 07 26. Apimtis 4,25 sal. sp. 1. Tirazas 20 egz.

Klaipédos universiteto leidykla, Herkaus Manto g. 84, 92294 Klaipeda

Tel. (8 46) 398 891, el. pastas: leidykla@ku.lt, interneto adresas: http://www.ku.lt/leidykla/
Spausdino UAB ,,Druka“, Mainy g. 5, 94101 Klaipéda



	1_dalis_Obrikiene
	2_dalis_Obrikiene

