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         Abstract 
After a time of the world becoming more and more democratic, in the last few decades a 
worrying trend of autocratization seems to have set in. This thesis will study the causes of 
this new wave of autocratization. It does so in a unique way by not just looking at what 
contributes to autocratization, but by looking for a condition without which this 
autocratization does simply not exist. It does so by trying to find a necessary condition for the 
gradual autocratization that is typical of this new (third) wave of autocratization by way of a 
statistical analysis, based on existing theories. This analysis is executed by a combination of a 
descriptive analysis of the variables present in autocratization episodes and a cox survival 
analysis. A strong civil society is found as a necessary condition within the descriptive 
analysis, however the effect on the hazard of autocratization for this variable is statistically 
not significant. Thus, in the end, this thesis does not find a statistically significant necessary 
condition. But it does show that looking further into a strong civil society as a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur, might still reveal that as a necessary condition. 
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1. Preface and Introduction 
 

1.1 The shattered democratic dream of Atatürk 
“No country is free unless it is democratic” this is a quote by the in Turkey beloved father of 
the Turkish nation, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk. Himself an autocrat, he envisioned a free and 
democratic country for his people as the legacy he wanted to leave behind. Proclaiming “my 
people are going to learn the principles of democracy, the dictates of truth and the teachings 
of science”. He left behind a country heading for democracy, and after his death in 1938, for 
a while his dream of a democratic Turkey slowly but surely became more and more a reality. 
In 2004 even reaching a score above the 0,5 out of 1 in the liberal democracy index ranking 
as a respectable 62th most democratic country in the world. A child born in Turkey that year 
could look forward to a democratic country, one where their voice would count for 
something, and their rights were protected. Now on their 18th birthday, the day he was 
promised he would get the right to get a say in politics, his country ranks at 103 on the liberal 
democracy index with a score of around the 0,1 out of 1. The voice he was promised he 
would have, the voice Atatürk dreamed his people all would have, taken from him…. Sadly, 
his story is one many children around the world know all too well. Despite the increasing 
number of democracies worldwide after the end of the Cold War, in recent years it appears 
democracy is once again in retreat. The battle for democracy, as it seems, is by no means 
over, and the fact is, it seems that autocracy is making a comeback.  
 

1.2 Motivation for writing this thesis 
The thing with a phenomenon like autocratization is that it is a very difficult problem to 
tackle effectively. Unlike a military takeover or something of that nature, it is often not 
something you can fight directly. The way to stop autocratization instead is to make policy’s 
and systems to prevent and combat it. Why I choose to write this thesis, and what motivated 
me, is a hope that this thesis can help those who need to make these policies and design these 
systems. My motivation is thus that the knowledge this thesis can provide might just help 
these people trying to prevent autocratization, focus on the right places and give them the 
knowledge to more effectively combat autocratization. My ultimate hope is that all of us 
academics together than can provide the knowledge necessary to prevent someone like the 
person in the story above, from growing up to see their freedoms and democratic rights taken 
away from them. 
 

1.3 Mission and structure 
Specifically, what this thesis is interested in is seeing if there is a factor that autocratization 
just can't do without. That is to say, are there things that are necessary for autocratization to 
occur and thrive. This is done so that if found, policymakers have a specific field/indicator 
they can try and focus on when trying to prevent autocratization. Again, this won't be a silver 
bullet, since these necessary conditions would still be hard factors to control with policy, but 
it would point policymakers in the right direction to stop autocratization. This thesis will look 
at a specific type of autocratization, in that this thesis is interested in the gradual process of 
autocratization, since this is the form of autocratization that is hardest for governments to 
recognize and prevent. For this reason, this thesis will look to find a necessary condition for 
this type of autocratization to occur. The expectations are that it is unlikely to find a fully 
necessary condition. However, this thesis is also meant to open this line of research, to lay a 
foundation for research on what conditions, or combination of conditions together, are 
necessary for autocratization to occur. 
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In order to do this, this thesis will firstly create an identifier for when gradual autocratization 
takes place in a country. This identifier will then give a number of cases where this 
autocratization occurred. Then this thesis will see if these cases all have certain conditions 
present that following from existing literature have a good chance to be necessary for 
autocratization to occur. If then in all these cases indeed that condition is present, it can be 
assumed to be a necessary condition (as long as the effect of that variable is also statistically 
significant). 
 
The thesis will consist of first a short discussion on the academic relevance of the thesis and 
what the research question is going to be. Then the second chapter will be an exploration of 
the existing literature on the topic of autocratization. Defining what autocratization is, and 
subsequently looking at what is already known on the topic, and about what can cause 
autocratization to occur, and what predicts autocratization to become present in a country. In 
this literature review chapter, in addition to discussing the literature, this chapter will also lay 
out the precise parameters of the definition of autocratization that this thesis will use. This 
will be done by looking at how other literature use the term autocratization, as well as 
discussing what definition of autocratization best fits the phenomenon this thesis is trying to 
find a necessary condition for. Then the literature review chapter will go into where the gap 
in knowledge is that this thesis will try to fill, coming to a set of hypothesizes following from 
the literature. After this, the methodology chapter will explore how these concepts and 
conclusions from the literature can be quantified into empirically researchable concepts. Then 
the next third chapter will explore how exactly this thesis will try and answer the research 
question. This means there the method that will be used will be discussed and explored, as 
well as what data will be used and why. Following this will be the results and analysis 
chapter (chapter four), where the results of the analysis will be shown and shortly explained, 
showing if the results are strong enough to make strong claims, and what these claims can be 
in regard to necessary conditions. This chapter will then explore what these results mean, and 
what conclusions can be drawn from then. It will then discuss what the weaknesses and 
strengths were in the analysis done, and the results that come from them. That chapter will 
also look at the hypotheses presented in the second chapter and either reject or accept them 
based on the results. Finally, then the Conclusion and discussion chapter will give a short 
recap of the thesis and come to an answer of the main research question of the thesis and 
conclude the thesis, as well as discuss the implications, strength, weakness of the thesis and 
the research done. This chapter will also give recommendations on what further research on 
the topic could focus on, and what shortcoming of the research they should avoid, and what 
strengths of this research they should take into account. 
 

1.4 The academic relevance and research question 
Before we delve into the contemporary debate and existing research in the next chapter, it is 
good to discuss what the academic relevance is, and what the final research question this 
thesis will try to answer is going to be.  
 
Something characterizing this debate seems to be that there is a consensus that autocratization 
is increasingly taking place and that it changed from a sudden change to a gradual 
degradation of democracy and slow, gradual and often legal autocratization in general. 
However, contemporary academics can not agree on what is(/are) the root cause(s) behind 
this autocratization. There exists a plethora of research identifying factors that have an effect, 
however, there does not seem to be a clear idea of what factors are necessary for 
autocratization to occur. That is to say, there is no research attempting to identify factors or 
combination of factors that need to exist in a system or be absent from a system in order for 
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autocratization to take place, where if these conditions are not met it will not occur. In writing 
this thesis, there is not the illusion that there will be one concrete single factor that is the root 
cause of it all. However, to fill this gap in the academic debate, this thesis will try to find 
some factors that seem to be central and necessary to setting countries off on a path to of 
autocratization. This thesis will first try and determine if a factor or factors like these even 
exist, and if so, attempt to identify (some of) these factors. In order to do this, the research 
question that this thesis will try and answer is: “Are there necessary conditions for 
autocratization to occur in a country, without which autocratization will not take 
place?” In order to answer this question, this thesis will also look at the sub-question: “What 
is, or are, (some of the) necessary conditions for a country to be able to experience 
autocratization?”. Further explanation of what exactly a necessary condition is and is not, 
will be discussed in detail in the methodology chapter of this thesis. 

2. Literature review 
Before this thesis discusses the issue of what is causing autocratization to take place, it is 
good to discuss existing literature and research on the topic to identify what we know and 
don’t know yet about autocratization, as well as discuss the academic debate currently being 
held on the topic. To do this, this thesis will first, using contemporary literature, come up 
with a comprehensive and fitting definition of autocratization. After that, this chapter will 
give an overview of the existing theories of what causes autocratization, and what the 
contemporary academic debate is. Here the development of autocratization, in general, will 
also be discussed to some extent. What hypothesis will be tested will also follow from the 
research discussed, and will also be listed at the end of the chapter. With this, this chapter 
hopes to give a good basis for the rest of the research done in the thesis, making it add to and 
fit within the current literature and academic debate.  
 

2.1 Defining autocratization 
In order to be able to study autocratization, first, autocratization needs to be defined very 
clearly. To do this, first this thesis will discuss some ways contemporary literature defines 
autocratization, and cover the academic debate held on the term and its definition. It will then 
discuss what the exact definition of autocratization will be for this thesis, on which the 
operationalization will be based later on in the thesis. Then finally, this part will go into why 
the choice is made for this definition of autocratization as the main indicator for this thesis. 
 
To start, this thesis will present a brief look at the current debate surrounding the definition of 
autocratization. This starts with a look at what can be called the exact opposite of 
autocratization, namely democratization. This is seen as political systems becoming more 
democratic, and especially between 1974 and 2000 this was a hot topic to study as that period 
was notable for its many democratic transitions in Latin America, Asia, sub-Saharan Africa 
and the former communist republics (Diamond, 2002)). Here, democratization was even 
redefined to be possible in systems that don't become full-on liberal democracies by the end 
of it, but create mixed or hybrid regimes. Regimes where despite it not being a democratic 
system, steps are taken to include democratic input in some way, without going full 
democracy (Diamond, 2002). However, shortly after the new millennium had started, 
worrying signs of democratic rollback inspired research on the opposite side of 
democratization (Diamond, 2008). However, what exactly this reverse of democratization 
was, did not get much consensus, or attention in general (Cassani, 2019). A debate arose if 
this inverse of democratization should include only democratic breakdown or collapse, or if it 
should also include forms of democratic backsliding, where the outcome was not a full 
collapse of democracy, but just a deterioration of democracy (Waldner, 2018). Another 
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debate arising from this was also if this reverse process of democratization was possible in 
non-democratic regimes, but also in the aforementioned hybrid regimes or even in regimes 
with some form of authoritarianism to begin with, deepening their authoritarianism instead of 
democratizing it (Walker 2016). The other side of this debate is the claim that the deepening 
of authoritarianism is only an illusion of reverse democratization and should not be seen as a 
roll-back of democracy, it only having the appearance of being reverse democratization 
instead of actually being an example of reverse democratization (Levitsky, 2015). In other 
words, there was no real clear idea of what this opposite of democratization should be, with 
terms like democratic backsliding and democratic breakdown meaning different parts and 
situations that could be seen as the reverse process of democratization (Cassani, 2019). What 
is clear despite the discussion, however, is that democratization was defined as a movement 
toward something, in this case towards democracy. With that knowledge, it is perhaps good 
to look at the reverse of democratization in the way of a movement towards a certain regime 
type. This then comes to the term autocratization, which in its most basic form is a movement 
towards autocracy, in the same way as democratization is a movement towards democracy 
(Cassani, 2019). Important to note is that according to Cassani (2019) this should however 
not be seen as a movement away from democracy (though this still is the case in a large 
number of cases), but as a movement toward autocracy. Some authors, like Lührmann and 
Lindberg (2019) would argue that because of this it is not really the reverse of 
democratization. However like Cassani (2019) they do also argue that the distinction is an 
important one to make and that this is also where autocratization differs from, and has an 
advantage over, something like democratic backsliding. Clearly, autocratization is not only a 
phenomenon that can occur in democratic systems, but also in hybrid or even autocratic 
regimes (Cassani, 2019). The term thus does pick a side in the discussion earlier pointed out, 
where it sees (further) erosion in democratic institutions and rights as being able to occur in 
(partially) autocratic regimes.  
 
When looking at finding a more specific definition of autocratization that could be used as 
the definition that would best fit the research question of this thesis, it is good to further 
explore the definition of autocratization given by Cassani (2019). They define autocratization 
in the following way: “Autocratization is a process of regime change towards autocracy that 
entails a modification of the formal and informal institutions regulating political 
participation, public contestation and executive limitation. Specifically, it consists in the 
weakening of executive constraints, civil and individual liberties and of political rights, in the 
restriction of political competition, and in the limitation of political participation.” (Cassani, 
2019, p. 10). They also specify some cases that are not to be considered autocratization 
according to their definition, which they use to show the boundaries of this definition. These 
exceptions are that they exclude an autocratic system that is being replaced by another form 
of an equally oppressive autocratic system (so for instance a military dictator replacing a 
civilian dictator). They also stress that things like less trust in the democratic system shown 
through things like electoral turnout, or calls for deliberative democracy are not 
autocratization either. They also exclude the reversing of short-lived democratization. An 
interesting exclusion is that of external autocratization, that is to say, a country being 
absorbed into another country, or coming under military occupation by another state 
(Cassani, 2019). This last one is interesting as it goes against Lührmann and Lindberg (2019), 
who also include military occupation as a (very sudden) process of autocratization.  
 
Now that the current academic debate has briefly been laid out, and a basis for the definition 
of autocratization for this thesis has been laid out (namely the one from Cassani’s text 
(2019)) this thesis will, starting from this definition, come up with the best definition that 
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captures what this thesis wants to measure in order to answer the main research question of 
this thesis. The first part of this means that the term will be defined as a movement toward 
autocracy since it is important in giving a good and complete answer to the research question. 
For this purpose, it is important that all cases of autocratization can be included in the 
research, regardless of what the starting point of the regime is before the autocratization 
occurs. As discussed earlier, seeing autocratization as a movement toward autocracy instead 
of a movement away from democracy achieves this goal of being able to include all cases of 
autocratization. This is done since it will be very interesting for answering the research 
question to look not only at established democracies' backsliding, but also at the 
autocratization of hybrid regimes and autocratic regimes.  
 
The definition of autocratization used for this thesis however should answer the research 
question in a way that it gives new relevant information, by specifically looking at gradual 
change. The choice for this is made, since (military) coups and military takeovers are wholly 
different phenomena than the form of autocratization this thesis wants to look at. The choice 
for only looking at this type of autocratization is made because as literature further on will 
also explain, this type of autocratization is currently more relevant, and present in the world. 
Therefore, studying this type of autocratization will answer the research question in a way 
that it will provide an answer to the research question specified to what this thesis actually 
wants to study, and that can be applied to current events in the world. This means this thesis 
will take the definition by Cassani (2019) mentioned earlier, but will specifically focus on 
gradual autocratization.  
 

2.2 Current trends in the third wave of autocratization: A Change from coups to 
backsliding 

What is seen in contemporary literature is that there is a change in how autocratization comes 
to pass, and how democratic breakdown takes place. This is in essence a change from the 
sudden regime change by coup d'etats that used to be prevalent during the Cold War to an 
often more gradual process of autocratization in the period after the Cold War (Waldner, 
2018). This process is a gradual degradation of democratic systems and institutions. Still, 
there are more direct instances of autocratization, however, these are now often in the form of 
promissory coups. A promissory coup is a kind of coup, where fair elections are promised 
(after allegations that the previous regime did not provide those), however, these elections are 
then not held, or not held fairly and instead skewed/manipulated to the benefit of those 
involved in the coup (Bermeo, 2016). However, most autocratization in recent decades takes 
place through more subtle methods. That is then done through manipulating democratic 
institutions to benefit the elite to retain and more effectively utilize and increase their power, 
often with an initial popular mandate. Another method used for autocratization is through 
manipulation of electoral laws (think gerrymandering or closing polling stations in districts 
where people vote for the opposition or controlling the media to favour one party over others) 
(Bermeo, 2016). 
 
This phenomenon of gradual autocratization is seen more and more in recent times. 
Lührmann and Lindberg (2019) talk about a new wave of autocratization. They theorize that 
this is the third such a wave of autocratization (in modern times). They particularly point to 
2017 when for the first time since 1940 autocratization outnumbered democratization. This 
wave is characterized by the fact that it seems to mostly affect democracies, which is a 
unique (and worrying) aspect of this wave of autocratization, as before mainly hybrid and 
autocratic regimes experienced autocratization. This however can partially be explained by 
the fact that there are many more democracies in the world compared to earlier episodes of 
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autocratization. As well as this, the earlier mentioned gradual nature of the observed 
autocratization marks this third wave. This also leads to an interesting observation, where up 
until this point this wave of autocratization seems to be less severe in countries it hits, often 
not leading to a complete democratic breakdown (Lührmann, 2019). However, this might 
also have to do with the fact that this wave of autocratization is still ongoing. About 80% of 
countries observed that seem to have finished their process of autocratization ended up an 
autocracy, so odds are that this wave will turn out to still lead to a democratic breakdown in 
the future for those countries it seems to hit less severe for now (Lührmann, 2019). It should 
be noted also that this wave of autocratization also often comes in the form of (or at least 
starts that way) of gradual undermining of democratic norms, leaving democratic institutions 
intact (though often weakened by the breaking of democratic norms). 
 

2.3 Why is autocratization happening? 
In general, there seems to be an academic consensus that there is an increase in 
autocratization (Lührmann, 2019). But the big question then is why is it happening? An 
important book in this field is “How democracies die” by the authors Levitsky and Ziblatt 
(2017). Their main finding is that autocratization is often done in a (semi) legal way by 
despots or would-be despots. They propose a litmus test to see if someone might have 
ambitions to weaken democratic institutions for advantages in their election. These are: the 
rejection or weak commitment to democratic rules, degrading the legitimacy of political 
opponents, tolerance (or worse) of violence and readiness to curtail civil liberties of 
opponents (including the media). They also note that one of the main things they see is that 
existing elites often help/support the future demagogue hoping to further their own political 
career, ambitions or interests. They also describe the process these would be despots use in 
order to make the system they are in more authoritarian and degrade democracy and its 
institutions. They put this in four stages, the first of these is trying to make (democratic) 
institutions loyal to their party, instead of the neutral position they are supposed to have. The 
second stage is silencing opposition, this is not only opposition parties or political 
movements, but also critical media and civil society opposing their (party’s) rule. This is (at 
least in recent examples) usually to the point where opposition is in a weak state, where they 
can't really oppose the ruling parties and political elite but are not banned outright. The third 
and final stage is then for the despot and his/her party to take full control over the state and 
the polity, making it so that there is no actual chance that the incumbent (and his/her party) 
will lose an election, and thus their power. If done fully, the system should function in a way 
where further election fraud should not be necessary to stay in power (Levitsky, 2017). Riaz 
(2021) also tests this in the fairly unique case of Bangladesh and finds that the steps 
themselves (if not necessarily the order) seem to hold up in this case (Levitsky, 2017).  
 
However, this literature mostly shows how the process of autocratization is happening. What 
is still not clear is exactly what is the cause behind it. What are/creates the conditions for 
someone to be able to initiate this process of autocratization. Waldner and Lust (2018) 
identify six leading families of theories on what causes autocratization. Using these six 
theoretical ‘families’, this thesis will discuss the debate on what causes autocratization 
exploring literature in all six of these fields as well as some additional explanations that don’t 
fit as clearly in one of these six perspectives. From these discussions and explorations of the 
literature will also follow the hypothesizes of this thesis. 
 

2.3.1 Agency based theories 
The first one is the family of the agency-based theories, which claim that the main 
explanation of why autocratization takes place in a country is the individual agents trying to 
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claim power, degrading democracy in the process. The opposite side in this argument also 
exists, where individual actors implementing things like last-minute anti-extremism laws and 
laws or practices to defend democracy, can also be very instrumental in preventing 
autocratization (Capoccia, 2001). Many works in this field however combine their theories 
with theories of (some of) the other five families of theories, not only looking at individual 
actors but for instance, at individual actors acting unrestrained by weak or dysfunctional 
institutions or enabled by a certain political culture (Waldner, 2018). An example would be 
the situation in much of Africa, where individual actors could be very well held responsible 
for the breakdown of effective multi-party systems (Van de Walle, 2003). However, this is 
only possible because it is facilitated by a political culture of clientelism, and a social system 
of thinking in individual clans/ethnic groups before the country as a whole (Van de Walle, 
2003). 
  

2.3.2 Political culture based theories 
The second are the theories of political culture, these claim that if and how autocratization 
takes place is mainly based on the existing (political) culture of a country. However, this 
family of theories is weakly supported at best. Studies like Fish (2002) show that there is 
some connection between democracy and culture, showing that Muslim countries are on 
average less democratic. However, this does not look at autocratization in general, just that 
they are less democratic. But some theories in this field are more focused on aspects of 
culture, such as how involved and active civil society is (Leonardi, 2001). There are two sorts 
of theories on the effect of civil society, there are the theories claiming that a strong and 
active civil society is crucial in having democracy succeed and not slide back into 
autocratization. But on the other hand there are also theories claiming a strong civil society 
does not have this protecting effect on democracy, and might instead actually even lead to 
autocratization (Berman, 1997). This second sort of theory looking at (political) aspects of a 
culture rather than trying and looking at a whole culture seems to have a lot more merit 
(Waldner 2018). This is why this way of looking at the civil society’s effect on 
autocratization has led lead to the first hypotheses of this thesis. Since there are opposing 
theories in contemporary literature on its effect on autocratization there will also be two 
opossing hypothesese tested in this thesis. These are: H1 “A weak civil society is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur” and H2 “A strong civil society is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”. The details of how this hypotheses will be tested and 
how the data for testing these hypotheses will be collected and operationalized will be 
discussed in chapter 3 of this thesis on data and methods. 
 
 2.3.3 Political institutions based theories 
The third are those theories looking at political institutions as being the strongest 
determinants in whether autocratization will occur. With strong (democratic) institutions 
making autocratization harder, and weak ones making autocratization more likely. This 
family of theories usually revolves around what institutions or what democratic system of 
institutions prevents autocratization the best. An example would be that majoritarian systems 
seem to be more susceptible to autocratization than systems based on proportional 
representation (Reynolds, 2010). This field seems rather promising for finding a necessary 
cause, however, it should be noted that there are many scholarly works that suggest that 
individual actors have a large impact on the functioning of democratic institutions. That is the 
criticism that institutions themselves are not nearly as important for democratic or autocratic 
resilience (and thus with that in explaining autocratization) as the factors influencing the 
functioning of these institutions (Pepinsky, 2014). However, despite this criticism, there 
seems to be a lot of merit to this family of theories. There is much contemporary research that 
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suggests there is a substantial link between which form the political institutions take, and how 
well these function in a system (Waldner 2018). From looking at which form the institutions 
take, and their effect on autocratization we make the following hypothesis: H3 “A 
presidential system is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. Looking 
specifically at whether an active presidential system exists in a country when autocratization 
takes place. However, as the theory also looks at the functioning of institutions this thesis will 
also look at one of these institutions. The institution this thesis chooses to look at is the one 
that hangs somewhere between the systems that autocratize and the people that the regime 
takes the democratic freedom from; a hypothesis looking at the functioning of the press. 
Haggard (2021) points out that media becoming unfree or distorted for people causes 
autocratization. This is to say misinformation, or not trusting the media that traditionally held 
a check on those in power, helps the would-be despot to freely pursue a path of 
autocratization. In addition to this misinformation, and not trusting information that does not 
come from a very small, usually in-group source, leads to polarization, which as will be 
discussed further also can lead to autocratization. In other words, if would-be despots have 
control over the information people get to see or will believe, they have a much easier time 
initiating a path of autocratization (Haggard, 2021). Some literature even claims that this has 
in many cases replaced the need for violence or other traditional methods by which autocrats 
come to power, stay in power, and consolidate their power (Guriev, 2019). In other words if 
the political institution of the press is not functioning properly this is theorised to cause 
autocratization. From this, this thesis derives another hypothesis it will test, namely: H4 “An 
unfree press is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
 
 2.3.4 Economicly based theories 
The fourth are the (political) economically based theories that look at economic factors (such 
as the source of income for a country, inequality or the (relative) state of an economy) 
(Waldner 2018). One of the most famous claims that is an example of this theory is that 
economic prosperity usually leads to better democratic resilience, and that a poorer country is 
more vulnerable to autocratization because of it (Boix, 2003). However, there are sources that 
dispute this claim, and authors like Przeworski (1997) argue that instead it is economic 
growth that determines how vulnerable a country is to autocratization. Another theory looks 
more at the distribution of wealth when trying to explain why autocratization occurs. 
Claiming that an increase of inequality of economic resources within a country increases the 
probability that autocratization will occur. Claiming that this inequality, rather than how rich 
a country is, can be blamed for causing autocratization (Houle, 2009). There also exist 
theories that claim that how an economy is structured is also a factor in whether 
autocratization is more or less likely to occur. A good example would be the debate whether 
having lots of natural resources such as oil in a country's economy causes autocratization. 
Mazzuca (2013) claims that having large oil industries in a country gives regimes (mostly 
extremely left-wing regimes) the chance to take effective control of a country. They do this 
through mass mobilization by promising to “distribute” the wealth, often leading to a blank 
check for these regimes, which leaves the door right open for autocratization to occur. This is 
a phenomenon mostly seen in South America where many countries with large oil industries 
took this path, or similar paths, to autocratization (Mazzuca, 2013). From these factors, this 
thesis will come to a collection of hypotheses that it will test. The first of these will be based 
on the possible effect the economic state of a country might have. As discussed, mainly 
changes in economic fortune seem to be a factor that has the potential to be a necessary 
condition, thus two hypotheses are derived to test this. The first is simply looking at a 
reduction in economic wealth and is: H5 “economic shrinking is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur”. The second looks not only at a reduction in wealth, but at any 
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downturn in the economy, even if this is merely a slowing down of growth, the hypothesis 
being: H6 “A decrease in economic growth is a necessary condition for autocratization to 
occur”. The theory also makes a claim about the effects of the dependency of an economy on 
natural resources, thus a hypothesis is made to test that theory as well, being: H7 “A high 
resource dependency is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. Finally, there is 
contemporary literature theorizing the effect economic inequality has on autocratization. To 
test this theory, two hypothesizes will be tested by this thesis. The first one simply looking at 
a country being unequal, and seeing if that is a necessary condition, this hypothesis is, H8: 
“high inequality is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. The other hypothesis 
looks again not only as if inequality is high, but at an increase in inequality, seeing if this is a 
necessary condition to happen (this can be in very unequal countries or in very equal 
countries). The hypothesis for increase in economic inequality is: H9 “An increase in 
economic inequality is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”.  
 
 2.3.5 Social structure and political coalitions based theories 
The fifth are the theories based on social structures and political coalitions. This one is more 
focused on explaining democratization rather than autocratization, but also looks at what 
causes autocratization in a more indirect way. These theories look at the social groups (or 
classes) when looking at what causes autocratization, determining based on the existence and 
democratic weight of certain social groups whether democratisation or autocratization might 
occur (Waldner 2018). A theory that pertains to autocratization is that social 
structures/political coalitions along things like ethnic lines can cause a system where a form 
of clientelism and enormous division becomes the norm. In Africa for instance, this is a big 
problem, where ethnic social structures become what politics is based around, creating a 
system where working together in politics gets replaced with an ethnic competition for power 
and resources. This then often leads to politics becoming extremely divided and chauvinistic. 
This in turn leads to autocratization as democratic institutions and practices get eroded in the 
attempt to pull one ethnic group ahead of the other (Bates, 1974). However since these are 
more based on case specific factors they are unlikely to be necessary conditions, and thus no 
hypothesis has been connected to these theories. 
 
 2.3.6 International factors based theories 
The sixth of these families is focused on international factors, these theories claim that 
international factors such as trade (and the political system of trade partners) and foreign aid 
are causes of autocratization (Waldner 2018). Of course, things like military occupation can 
radically change the system of a country, and when occupied by an autocratic regime this 
leads to sudden autocratization, but as discussed in the definition of autocratization for this 
thesis, this is not the type of autocratization this thesis focuses on, as the key interest here is 
to study gradual autocratization. An interesting theory is that economic and diplomatic ties 
with democracies, and especially the economic ties, make the cost of remaining or becoming 
more autocratic higher. Thus, being interconnected with democratic regimes (and especially 
those in the western sphere of influence) also makes autocratization less likely (Levitsky, 
2006). However, the opposite also appears to be the case. Where autocratic regimes export 
their model of government to other countries through diplomatic and economic ties, using 
their economic weight and promises to help autocratic entrenchment or even cause 
autocratization in more democratic systems (Haggard, 2021). A rather unexpected theory 
might be however that help from outside also can cause autocratization instead of preventing 
it. This theory rests on a similar basis as some economically based theories in that it creates a 
similar situation as with the curse of natural resources. When easy to extract wealth like 
foreign aid or natural resources becomes a large enough part of a government's budget or a 
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country's GDP, it causes significant autocratization to occur (Djankov, et al., 2008). Thogh 
interesting, it is rather hard to get reliable data on and not that likely to be a necessary 
condition, thus no hypothesis will be based on this subgroup of theories. 
 
 2.3.7 Polarization based theories 
A theme that comes up a lot in these theories and others is also the effect polarization has on 
autocratization occurring. With more polarization leading to more, or a larger chance of 
autocratization. An example of this would be the increasing polarization that you see in the 
US, leading to a decrease in democratic integrity (less and less doing things like accepting 
others' opinions as legitimate, even if you disagree). This polarization leads to a “us versus 
them” model of democracy (Haggard, 2021). This situation then leads to the breaking of 
democratic conventions (and sometimes rules) which leads, as earlier discussed in this 
chapter, to autocratization (Ziblatt, 2018). Extreme polarization also breaks down or limits 
one of the strongest checks against autocratization. This check is that in a non-polarized 
political system, people can remove the incumbent and replace them with a different 
candidate. This acts as a way of stopping an incumbent if they are doing things, or enacting 
policies, that fit with autocratization. However, when the polarization is strong enough, then 
the cost of voting for the other candidate becomes too costly in their mind. The polarized 
other side has, in their minds, become so bad that voting them in power will be so undesirable 
that it might not be worth voting for them to stop the leader of their side from becoming a 
despot. In other words, some autocratization might become acceptable if it means that the 
others do not get into power (Svolik, 2018). I think looking at the behaviour of Trump voters 
in 2020 alone shows this effect. These voters were willing to accept the autocratic rhetoric of 
not accepting the election results in the US without any evidence to do so. This is just a single 
example showing there is certainly some merit to this theory. Polarization is however in 
addition to a cause of autocratization also something that would-be despots try to actively 
pursue, so sometimes it can be hard to truly pin down how much polarization was the cause 
of autocratization, and what part was a result of actions by the despot. It should also be noted 
that there is an argument to be made that this effect of polarization on accepting despotism 
instead of the “wrong” side gaining power is much stronger in a system where there is only 
one (real) opponent. This would thus suggest multiparty systems would then be less 
vulnerable to this than a two-party system, though they are by no means immune (Haggard, 
2021). To test this this thesis has split polarization into two types, namely the polarisation of 
politics, and the polarisation of society, creating a hypothesis for both types, being: H10 
“polarized politics is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur” and H11 “a 
polarized society is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur” 
 
Another interesting point that Haggard (2021) makes, which is also seen in other literature 
such as the work of Cassani & Tomini (2020) is that the point of departure is also very 
influential on if and how much autocratization will take place. Systems further away from 
liberal democracy (even if only in some areas) are more vulnerable to autocratization than 
those that are more fully a functioning liberal democracy, when a threat of autocratization 
rears its head. 
 

2.4 Hypotheses 
To summarize, there are a lot of theories on what can cause autocratization, which can be 
roughly separated in six different families of theories: agency-based, political culture based, 
political institutions based, economically based, political coalition/social structure based, and 
international factors. Based on these discussed theories, a selection of hypothesizes is made 
that have a potential to be necessary conditions. To give a clear overview of what these 
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hypotheses that will be tested are, they have also been listed below, with the Null-Hypothesis 
(H0) always being that the condition is not a necessary condition: 
 
The first hypothesis for civil society (H1) is: “A weak civil society is a necessary condition 
for autocratization to occur”.  
The second hypothesis for civil society (H2) is: “A strong civil society is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur” 
The hypothesis (H3) for the form of the political system is: “A presidential system is a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis for the functioning of political institutions, specifically the functioning of the 
press as political watchdog (H4) is: “An unfree press is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur” 
The hypothesis (H5) for the reduction in wealth is: “economic shrinking is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H6) for Economic downturn is: “A decrease in economic growth is a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H7) for Resource dependency is: “A high resource dependency is a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H8) for inequality is: “high inequality is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H9) for increased inequality is: “An increase in economic inequality is a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H10) for the polarization of society is: “a polarized society is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”. 
The hypothesis (H11) for the polarization of politics is: “polarized politics are a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”. 
 
If any of these hypothesizes can be proven, then the main research question has to be 
answered positively, while if none of them are proven to be true, the answer to the main 
research question has to be negative. 
 

2.5 Societal relevance 
In addition to the academic relevance, and the gap in knowledge that this thesis hopes to fill 
within the contemporary academic debate, it is also important to discuss the partial 
implications answering this research question would have for the global society at large. So 
what implications does the answer to this research question have for the wider society outside 
academia? This does depend on the outcome of the analysis to an extent, but if the research 
finds that there is a (or are multiple) necessary condition(s) for autocratization, then this can 
have far-reaching consequences. This is to say that if this thesis can find out a singular 
condition whose absence will prevent autocratization, policymakers and other actors can 
focus on that point(s) to have a clear way of preventing autocratization from occurring in a 
country. If however, the research question will be answered in the negative, the social impact 
will be smaller. Then the impact will be that policymakers know that a focus on a single point 
to try and prevent autocratization is not enough to fully prevent it. A result showing an almost 
necessary condition (so the variable having an effect in almost all cases but not all) of course 
also will still have the effect of giving policymakers a focus, but just to a lesser extent, as it 
won't prevent autocratization completely. In addition to better equipping policymakers and 
other actors trying to prevent autocratization, increasing the knowledge on what causes 
autocratization might also help people recognize the early signs of it occurring better. Making 
politicians, organizations, and even the polity themselves able to recognize it earlier and stop 
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it before it comes to a point where those who want to stop it are no longer in a position where 
they can do so. In short, this thesis hopes to give those trying to prevent autocratization a 
better chance to do so effectively and successfully. 
 

3. Data and methods 
In order to answer the research question “Are there necessary conditions for autocratization 
to occur in a country, without which autocratization won't take place?” and the follow-up 
question “What is, or are, (some of the) necessary conditions for a country to be able to 
experience autocratization”, first it might be good to explain what exactly the meaning of 
necessary conditions is. To do this, this chapter will first discuss what a necessary condition 
is, and how that is different from conditions that are merely sufficient or altogether non-
necessary conditions. After this, the chapter will look at what conditions/factors will be tested 
as candidates for necessary conditions, to test the research question. Why these are the ones 
being chosen will be justified, based on the literature discussed in the previous “literature 
review” chapter. In addition to this, the chapter will operationalize these factors and discuss 
what data will be used to measure the factors. The chapter will then also justify this 
operationalization and sources, and the strengths and shortcomings of the chosen 
operationalization. Then finally the method that will be used to do the final analysis will be 
discussed, here as well the strengths, weaknesses and justification for choosing this method 
will be discussed. 
 

3.1. Necessary and sufficient conditions 
So first there needs to be a clear understanding of what exactly is meant by a necessary 
condition. This will be discussed here, as well as what is then not a necessary factor. This 
needs to be clear since this is the main point that will determine the answer to the research 
question of this thesis.  
 
A necessary condition is in its most basic form, “independent variable X is always present 
when Y occurs”. Or put the other way around (which, in my opinion, more clearly illustrates 
exactly what a necessary condition is) Y does not occur in the absence of X (Braumoeller, 
2000, p. 846). Put into words, this means that something is a necessary condition for 
autocratization if there are no cases of autocratization that exist, that do not also have that 
condition/variable present, (partially) causing that autocratization. Assuming this thesis were 
to find for example that there are no cases of autocratization where polarisation did not help 
cause the autocratization, then polarisation could be seen as a necessary condition for 
autocratization. However, this then reversely also means that if there is at least one case 
found where polarisation did not have a hand in causing autocratization, that polarisation is 
not a necessary condition. This is then also the main difference between a necessary and a 
sufficient condition, where a sufficient condition Z causes Y, but Y can also occur without Z 
being present (as long as another sufficient condition is present). It is also good to note that a 
necessary condition is not always (and often is not) sufficient. This would be a situation 
where Y won't occur without necessary condition X being present, but that same condition X 
being present does not mean that Y must now occur. This would in this thesis for example be 
if there are no cases of autocratization found, where polarisation is not a factor, but there 
might well be cases where polarisation is present, but autocratization does not occur. The 
thesis seeks only to find a necessary condition, and in fact only deems them so if it can be 
proven that it is not a constant by their being non autocratization cases that also have the 
variable present. 
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3.2 Dependent and independent variables 
Now that necessary and sufficient conditions have been defined, the next step is to make a 
selection of what variables this thesis will look at to see if any of those are necessary 
conditions. The selection of these variables is based on contemporary literature, as discussed 
in the “literature review” of this thesis. 
 
 

3.2.1 Dependent variable 
First, of course, is the dependent variable of autocratization, the definition and justification of 
which is discussed at length in the literature review. However, the question of how to 
operationalize this variable is perhaps one of the most difficult and at the same time 
important decisions that needs to be made in this thesis. To start off, operationalizing a 
movement of a country towards autocracy starts with a lowering of a score of 
democraticness. The score this thesis will use for that will be the V-dem Liberal democracy 
index, this choice of data is also based on contemporary research preferring the V-dem index 
as a source because it shows clearly when autocratization starts, and is a very reliable and 
methodologically strong source, that is also trusted and recommended in contemporary 
research (Pelke, 2021)1.This same methodological text by Pelke (2021) also recommends 
using a change of 10% (so 0.1 difference in the V-Dem liberal democracy score that varies 
from 0 to 1) as a threshold since this should prevent conceptual stretching of autocratization 
as a concept, a recommendation this thesis will take to heart, also using a change of 0.1 as the 
cut-off point for autocratization occurring. One of the important factors not yet accounted for 
in this definition of autocratization is that it should exclude sudden takeovers and coups, as 
we are interested in gradual autocratization. For this reason, the operationalization needs to 
reflect this, looking at a sustained episode of autocratization over a (not too short) time 
period. This will be done by excluding drops in democraticness of 0.3 in a single year to filter 
out these sudden takeovers. To identify episodes/periods of gradual autocratization this thesis 
will look at a period of four years to detect a change in the liberal democracy index score. 
This is done by creating a variable that looks at the change in liberal democracy score in the 
last four years ((Yt-4)-Yt), giving a value of democratic change compared to four years 
earlier, if this has a positive score it indicates autocratization. The choice for four years has 
been made since it is a time period that often corresponds to at least one (normal) 
government/election cycle in more democratic countries. This will then allow thisthesis to 
first filter out all sudden takeovers, as well as filter out as many known coups and military 
takeovers as there is reliable data for. Subsequently, this thesis will look only at episodes of 
gradual autocratization, which is the phenomenon this thesis wants to focus on, as this has 
more relevance for the research question and current world events. Another advantage of this 
way of operationalizing autocratization is that any autocratization that is just a temporary 
effect that bounces back very quickly is also not counted, it must at least to some extent be 
sustained autocratization. This is to say that autocratization has to hold for at least 4 years, or 
it won't be detected as an autocratization episode. 
 
 

3.2.2 Independent variables 
Then this thesis must select some factors/variables that have the potential to be a necessary 
factor for autocratization. Of course, with unlimited time and resources, every possible factor 

 
1 The definition of a liberal democracy used in the V-dem liberal democracy index: Electoral democracy that 
also has the protection of individual liberties, and well-functioning checks and balances between institutions 
(Electoral democracy in V-dem is a political system with: high quality elections, individual rights, well-
functioning media and freedoms of association) (V-dem Institute 2021). 
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could be tested to see if they are a necessary factor. However, this is simply not the case, 
therefore this thesis will focus the analysis on 10 possible factors (and one combination 
factor) selected on the basis of the literature discussed in the literary review. Mostly taking 
the six families of theories discussed there and taking factors that are the most promising in 
that family of theories, or best represent the general argument of the families of theories.  
 
 

3.2.2.1 Civil society 
The first independent variable this thesis will measure is one in the political culture side of 
theories to explain autocratization. This is looking at civil society being or not being strong in 
a country, this will then look at civil society being above a threshold of 0.5 (out of 1) and see 
if this is either all above or all below this threshold. For the data the V-dem liberal democracy 
dataset will be used, as this is a trustworthy source, with a lot of data points measured using 
(expert) surveys (V-dem, 1789–2021). In this case, the variable is a combination of measured 
variables, with the core question represented here being “how robust is civil society?” 
(Coppedge 2021). 
 

 
3.2.2.2 Presidential system 

The second one this thesis will look at is one based on the political institutions, namely if 
being a presidential system is a necessary condition. For this reason, using data from V-dem 
on presidential elections, a variable whether a presidential system is a necessary condition for 
autocratization, will be used. V-dem (1789–2021) data will here be used since though it is not 
the perfect data this variable would look at, it covers a much larger period and many more 
countries than other sources looking more exact at whether a country has a presidential 
system or not. Now a dummy is used to see if there was a presidential election in the past 5 
years or if this was not the case. The thesis will then test if having a presidential election in 
the past 5 years is a necessary condition for autocratization to take place (and thus if it is 
present in all cases of autocratization). 
 
 

3.2.2.3 Freedom of the press 
The third variable will be looking at freedom of the press. Here again, the analysis will look 
at the period directly preceding the episode of autocratization in a country, looking at whether 
a country falls beneath a threshold of 0,5 (out of 1) with regard to freedom of the press. This 
choice of threshold is fairly arbitrary, but is chosen as cutting it off in the middle seemed the 
most impartial way of creating a threshold. However, this being somewhat arbitrary will 
weaken any claims made on this variable. For the data, the source Reporters without borders 
press freedom index will be used, a source that combines a large amount of variables into a 
score determining how free the press is in a country. This is because it is a reliable index, and 
it has a fairly large amount of cases, though not too many time points (the data will be 
retrieved from the World Bank) (The World Bank, 2001–2021). The N might be smaller than 
desired because the data is somewhat limited in regard to the time points when it is measured. 
It might therefore be possible that the N for this variable will be too small to draw a strong 
conclusion. 
 
 
 3.2.2.4  negative growth and economic downturn 
The fourth and fifth variables this thesis will look at are two economic factors, namely 
negative growth and economic downturn. To operationalize this, this thesis will look at the 
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growth of GDP, this way a drop in growth can be measured for the negative growth variable. 
The threshold will simply be if this growth is negative or not. for the economic downturn 
variable it will look at a negative change in growth (so without necessary going into the 
negative growth). This way, a wealthy or growing economy losing its growth is measured, 
and not just poor countries sinking further into low income. This can be tested by looking at 
all the cases of autocratization, and testing if they are preceded by a drop in GDP growth in 
the two years preceding the episode of autocratization and during the autocratization. The 
choice to here also test the two years preceding the autocratization is to avoid us measuring 
the effect of autocratization on GDP growth, instead of the other way around. The period of 
two years preceding the episode of autocratization is chosen since this thesis wants as large a 
sample size as possible, without measuring something this thesis does not want to measure. If 
the measurement was taken 1 year before the episode of autocratization this measurement can 
be diluted by the interval only being 1 year. This happens if the moment in the year of 
autocratization and GDP growth don't match, and therefore the onset of autocratization might 
already influence the growth of GDP without the data showing that effect. The data for this 
variable will be taken from the World Bank GDP growth indicator, which simply measures 
the difference of a countries GDP compared with the preceding year. This data is preferred 
because of the large number of cases and a fairly large timespan available in this dataset. In 
addition, the World Bank is a trusted collection of databases The World Bank (1961–2020).  
 
 

3.2.2.5 Economic factors: resource, economic downturn, shrinking economy 
The next variable that will be tested is another economic factor, namely the percentage of 
countries’ income coming from natural resource exports. This is based on the theory that 
having income flow into the country and thus a government that does not rely on the national 
economy or the people of a country leads to autocratization. This can be measured by looking 
if all cases of autocratization take place in a country where this part of the total GDP is more 
than the threshold of 13.21%. This threshold is chosen as it is the threshold the source itself 
keeps to identify a country as having high resource dependency (the border between the third 
and fourth classification of how high this percentage is) (The World Bank, 1970–2019). The 
source for the data of this variable is the World Bank, as this is a reliable source. 
 
 

3.2.2.6 Economic Inequality 
The next two variables measured are two variables also based on political-economic theories 
of autocratization, being economic inequality and increase in economic inequality. These 
variable will be tested by looking at the start of an autocratization episode and seeing if the 
inequality is above the threshold of 0.35 on the Gini index, classifying them as unequal or not 
unequal countries. Then looking if there are any cases where large inequality was not present 
before an episode of autocratization. The 0.35 threshold is chosen as it is the threshold used 
to indicate an unequal country in the source of the data (The World Bank. 1967–2021). The 
increase in inequality is measured by looking at the increase of inequality from two years 
before the episode of autocratization till one year before the episode of autocratization. The 
threshold here is any increase in inequality (so a positive change in the gini index above 0). 
The choice to look at the change from two years preceding the episode, is the same as that for 
the GDP variable discussed in the previous paragraph. The data for these variables will be 
taken from the World Bank's Gini coefficient index, which measures the economic difference 
between those with a lot of economic prosperity and those with less economic prosperity in a 
given country. The choice for this source is again because the World Bank is a trustworthy 
and reliable source, it covers many countries, and a large timespan. Sadly, some data, 
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especially for countries that are less democratic are a bit more patchy over time (not every 
year), so there is the risk that the N will be too small to reach a reliable conclusion for this 
variable (The World Bank. 1967–2021). 
 
 

3.2.2.7 Polarization 
The final two variables are in the family of social structure/political coalitions, namely 
polarization in society and polarization in politics. The first of these will be measured by 
looking at whether polarization of society was present to a high degree in countries that 
experience autocratization. A threshold of 2/5 or below (0 also being a value) is used, looking 
at all the starting year(s) of periods where autocratization took place. This threshold is used 
since it represents the first value representing medium polarization or more polarized in the 
data. The data for this will be taken from the V-Dem polarization of society variable in the V-
dem liberal democracy index, where they measure it by the following question: “How would 
you characterize the differences of opinions on major political issues in this society?” 
(Coppedge 2021). Here again the choice of source is also because V-dem is a reliable source 
and one of the few sources available on this variable (V-dem, 1789–2021). However, this 
data does not go back a very far in time, so the question is if a strong conclusion can be 
drawn from this, as the N might be too low. The second variable of these will be measured by 
the political polarization variable in the V-dem liberal democracy index, measuring the 
variable by the following question: “Is society polarized into antagonistic, political camps?” 
(Coppedge 2021).  The threshold here will be a 3 out of 5 or higher, since that is polarized in 
the sense that political opponents are more likely not to interact with each other than they are 
likely to do so according to the data source.  
 
 

3.3. Case selection 
The case selection aims at getting as large an amount of cases as possible. This means, all 
cases that fit the given definition of gradual autocratization will be used. So geographically 
there are no exclusions, and the research will look at all cases of gradual autocratization, no 
matter the country it occurs in. This is done not only to have as large an N as possible, but 
also to avoid any possibility of cherry-picking, as this thesis attempts to find a necessary 
condition, separate from all the differences in countries. 
 
However, as also discussed in the literature review, the process of gradual autocratization is a 
concept of the third wave of autocratization, including all-time points would not accurately 
represent the gap in academic knowledge this thesis wants to fill. For this reason, this thesis 
will look at the post-Cold War period (from 1989 till the newest available V-dem data 2019 
(lag filtered this becomes 2015). This will decrease the total N by a rather large amount, 
which would have happened anyway, as for most variables the data does not go back nearly 
as far as the V-dem data. In total, the dataset will then include, 4491 valid data points after 
the filters (appendix 23). Which include a total of 43 starting dates for an autocratization 
episodes (appendix 24). This N is not all that large, with the limiting factor simply being that 
the third wave of autocratization that is studied here is still ongoing and started fairy recently, 
leading to a more limited N to work with. This dataset however within the confounds of the 
third wave of autocratization does achieve as big a N within the dataset as possible by 
including all countries available within the V-dem dataset (which is almost all countries). 
However some other data availabilities issues might occur with some independent variables, 
where this happens this will be discussed later in this thesis.  
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3.4 Filters and data summary 

To filter out military coups, a database for coups (Peyton, et al. 2021) will be used, and all 
successful military coups will be filtered out using a filter variable created on if a coup 
occurred in that year. For military occupation, V-Dem data themselves will be used, using a 
variable that has a specific value when a country comes under military occupation, this will 
then be used to create a filter variable indicating when a country was under military 
occupation. Then a filter varible for rapid autocratization will be used to filter out any other 
rapid autocratization that is not yet filtered out by any of the other two filter variables. For 
this, an autocratization score in a single year above 0.3 (on a scale from 0 to 1) will be 
marked as a case of sudden autocratization, and then filtered out. Since lagged and different 
variables are used (like the dependent variable) some data is filtered out. However as for 
some variables earlier data is available as well (and thus also a change variable), this is 
minimized as much as possible. 
 
In total, the after filtering the data, the dataset includes data from 176 countries and data from 
all the years from 1989 to 2015 (some countries might not have data for all years because of 
the filters mentioned before). From a total of 4491 country-years, 43 country-years (0.96%) 
are classified as starting years of autocratization episodes (event cases). 
 
 

3.5 Analysis method 
It is also important to have a clear picture on how the analysis to answer the research question 
will actually be done. As to see if something is a necessary condition, we need to know two 
things. First, to test the hypotheses, a descriptive analysis is needed to check if there are any 
event cases (country years that are the start of an autocratization episode) that do not have 
present the conditions/variables corresponding to the hypothesizes. In addition, it must be 
checked if there are non-event cases that do not have that condition, since otherwise it is just 
a constant, and not a necessary condition if all event cases have that condition. However, 
after that another test is needed to determine if this possible necessary condition is indeed a 
condition that has a statistically significant effect on the chance of an autocratization event 
occurring, and this effect being in the correct direction. 
 
To test the statistical significance and direction of these effects, a survival analysis is 
performed. This is done since this thesis is dealing with a dependent variable in the form of 
an event occurring or not, and with data that includes countries over time. For a survival 
analysis a starting point is also needed, here being 1989 as the start of the post-Cold War 
period. With this approach, this thesis should get a hazard ratio for all the variables with a bi-
variable analysis. However, to truly get an accurate answer a multivariable model must be 
made, so all variables with an event N of more than 10 will be included in the multivariable 
model. The variables with 10 or less event cases will be excluded from this model to avoid 
making the total N of this model too small. This should then give a hazard ratio for the 
variables and a confidence interval (P value) for the variables that can be used together with 
descriptive analysis to come to a conclusion on the hypothesizes.  
 
A weakness of this survival analysis approach is that the start date is more arbitrary than a 0-
date than would be ideal for a survival analysis. To check if this will have a problematic 
effect on the analysis, a generalized linear (binary logistic) analysis is also done, to check if 
this would give a very different result. As for the most part the survival analysis better fits the 
data and analysis this thesis wants to undertake, the results from the survival analysis will be 
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the results used to draw conclusions on what hypothesizes to accept and reject. The 
generalized linear analysis will be done only for the multivariable model, and used there only 
as an extra check if the survival analysis’s results can be used. 
 

4. Results and analysis 
In this chapter, first the results of the analyses run will be shown and briefly explained. 
Starting with looking at the descriptive analyses of each variable and then giving an overview 
of all variables that have an N-event (start year autocratization) higher than 10 and the valid 
event cases included in all these variables (by country and year) in the form of a diagram. 
After these results of the descriptive analyses, the results of the bivariable survival tests will 
be given and discussed, followed by the results of the multivariable survival analysis. This 
chapter will then go more in depth on the implication of these results on whether the 
alternative hypotheses can be accepted or not. This is done beginning with the results that 
were not statistically significant, in either the bivariable or multivariable survival analysis, 
than those hypothesize that are significant in the bivariable survival analysis and finally the 
hypothesis that is significant in both the bivariable and the multivariable model. The 
implications for the overarching research question of this thesis, will however not be 
discussed in this chapter, that will be done in the conclusion and discussion chapter. 
 
 

4.1. Descriptive analysis 
The first results shown below are those of the descriptive analysis, they are shown and 
discussed per variable tested, in the same order of the hypothesizes. 
 
 

4.1.1 Civil society 
The first variable tested is the strength of civil society on the start year of the four-year period 
in which autocratization takes place. This is tested by looking at the strength/robustness of 
civil society. It uses a dummy when this is lower than 0,5 (out of 1) and seeing if there are 
cases of autocratization where this is not the case. The results are below.  
 

Table 1 

Frequency table Civil society strength’s effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  43 4448 

strong civil society 43 3182 

weak civil society  0 1266 

Appendix 6 
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As the results show, there are 43 cases, with valid information. This would make a very 
strong claim if a result would be found that it is a necessary condition. Here we look at two 
hypotheses, one is whether having a weak civil society is a necessary condition for an 
autocratization episode to occur, and the other is whether having a strong civil society is a 
necessary condition for an episode of autocratization to occur. We see here that out of 43 
cases of autocratization start years, 43 also have a strong civil society. With this result, 
having a strong civil society appears to be a necessary condition for an autocratization 
episode to occur. Meaning, we did not find any cases within our 43 cases with a civil society 
score lower than 0.5. 
 

4.1.2 Presidential System 
This variable will be measured by looking at countries that had a presidential election in the 
last 6 years. Than testing if there are any cases that did not have a presidential election, but 
still were at the start of a four year period where autocratizaton takes place. Filtering out the 
cases where no election of any kind took place in that same period. The results are below: 
 
Table 2 

Frequency table presidential system’s effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  43 4432 

presidential system 24 2263 

Appendix 9 

As the table shows with 43 valid cases the N is fairly large, thus if a necessary effect was 
found it would make for a very strong claim. However this is not the case with only  out of 43 
cases of autocratization having presidential elections in the past 6 years. In other words, a 
presidential system is not a necessary condition for autocratization to occur. The sample of 
non autocratization start year cases shows that even when a necessary conditions would have 
been found, it would have not just been a case of it being a constant. The ratio in fact is 
similar between the two samples.   
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4.1.3 Freedom of the press 
The variable freedom of the press, will be tested by looking at the starting year of the 4 year 
period of autocratization. Looking if the dummy made to identify unfree press (being a score 
lower than 50 in the press freedom index) is present in all these cases of autocratization.  
 
Table 3 

Frequency table unfree press’s effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  23 1774 

unfree press 22 1538 

Appendix 11 

 
With 23 cases, if a necessary condition is found, a fairly strong claim can be made with this 
N. This is almost found with 22 out of 23 cases, thus though not a necessary condition based 
on this, it is a very interesting result. But within the confines of this research the conclusion 
must still be, that it is for now considered not a necessary condition. The sample of non 
autocratization start year cases shows that were a necessary conditions found, it would have 
not just been a case of it being a constant. The results are however made a bit weaker as a lot 
of the cases that are not a start year of autocratization also have unfree press. This suggests 
that the threshold was perhaps set too high. The ratio in the autocratization start year is 
however still larger than that of the non autocratization start years.  
 
 

4.1.4 Shrinking GDP 
The next variable tested will be economic growth, this will be tested in two ways; first 
looking whether a shrinking economy is a necessary condition. The results of this test are 
below: 
 
Table 4 

Frequency table Economic shrinking effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  10 842 

shrinking economy 1 105 

Appendix 4 
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With 10 cases if it would be found to be a necessary condition, this would not be that strong 
conclusion.  However the results show that this condition is very much not necessary with 
only 1 out of 10 cases having a shrinking economy in the first year of the four year period 
where autocratization takes place starts. In fact it almost shows that it would be necessary to 
not have a shrinking economy. The sample of non autocratization start year cases shows that 
were a necessary conditions found, it would have not just been a case of it being a constant. 
The ratio of economic downturn cases in fact seems to be similar to that in the sample of 
autocratization start years. 
 

 
4.1.5 Economic downturn 

The test looks at the slowing down of economic growth, for this the growth, two years prior 
to the start of the four-year period where autocratization takes place will be compared to the 
economic growth at the start year and then a dummy will be generated that looks at whether 
there was a slowdown of economic growth in that period or not. Then this will be used to 
look whether it is a necessary condition. The results are below: 
 
Table 5 

Frequency table economic downturn effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  10 842 

economic downturn 4 149 

Appendix 5 

 
As shown in the table, there are ten cases, which is not that many, impacting the reliability of 
the conclusion if a necessary condition would be found. However, as only four out of ten start 
years of a four-year period where autocratization takes place have a lower economic growth 
than two years prior, we must conclude that this is not a necessary condition.  
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4.1.6 percentage GDP from Natural resources 
For this we look at a fairly high dependency on natural recourses being 13,21% of GDP, as a 
cut-off point, making a dummy of countries with a GDP percentage higher than this 
threshold. Then looking whether there are any cases of autcocratization where this is not the 
case. The results are below: 
 
Table 6 

Frequency table Hight natural resource income dependency’s effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  10 851 

resource dependent 2 145 

Appendix 10 

 
With 10 cases the claim, if a necessary condition would be found, would not be all that strong 
but not so low as to not mean anything. However, this is not the case here, as only 2 out of 10 
cases are above the threshold of natural resource dependency. Thus, this condition is by a 
large margin not a necessary condition. The sample of non autocratization start year cases 
shows that were a necessary conditions found, it would have not just been a case of it being a 
constant. The ratio in fact is fairly similar between the two groups. 
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4.1.7 Inequality 

This variable has two tests to see whether it is a necessary condition, the first variable is 
whether a country that experiences autocratization always has a Gini Coefficient above 35. 
This was tested by first filtering out all the cases that are not the start year of a 4-year period 
where autocratization takes place. Then looking whether the remaining cases have a Gini-
coefficient above 35 or not (by way of a dummy variable if a country is above this cut-off 
value). The results are as follows. 
 

Table 7 

Frequency table Unequal country as necessary condition for autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  5 348 

Unequal countries 4 193 

Appendix 1 
 
Here we can see that there are only 5 cases of autocratization that are at the start of a 4 year 
period where autocratization takes place. This is a very low N, this is mostly because of the 
Gini coefficient is not going back all that far in time for many countries. Because of this, the 
result is not a very strong result if it were to indicate inequality as a necessary factor. 
However only 4 out of the 5 cases have a Gini coefficient above 35, which was used as the 
cut-off to identify a unequal country. This means that even with such a small sample size we 
can conclude that being an unequal country is not a necessary condition for autocratization. 
The sample of country years that were not a start of autocratization also shows that were a 
necessary condition found it would not just be a condition that always applies to all cases 
instead of just the ones that are at the start of an autocratization episode. 
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4.1.8 Increase in inequality 
The second variable is that of a country becoming more unequal in the two years prior to the 
start of the 4 year period. Tested by creating a dummy of growth of the Gini coefficient being 
present or not. The results are shown below: 
 
 
Table 8 

Frequency table Increase in inequality as necessary condition for autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  1 121 

increase in inequality 1 93 

Appendix 2 
 
Here to the lack of available data on the Gini coefficient index makes it so that there is a 
small N once again, in fact only 1 case is identified. Which makes the conclusion essentially 
worthless. The available data just simply was not enough for this type of research, thus 
despite technically showing a necessary condition, this results means nothing, and we can 
draw no conclusion from this analysis. 
 
 

4.1.9 Societal polarization 
The variable of polarization of society, for this a similar dummy of polarized countries was 
made. Here, polarized societies are those where half or more political issues have a notable 
difference in opinion within society, leading to political clashing in society. The results are 
below: 
 

Table 9 

Frequency table polarized society’s effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  30 2676 

polarized society 28 2009 

Appendix 8 
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This result has a fairly large N of 30 cases, making it so that if there is a necessary condition 
found, that claim is a fairly strong one. However, with 28 cases out of 30 this is not a 
necessary condition. However, 28 out of 30 is a very interesting result, and there might be 
some factors that set these 2 cases aside from normal cases of autocratization, making this a 
necessary condition after all. For instance the fact that these two cases, (Benin in 2015 and 
the Maldives in 2009) did experience threats of terrorists in those years, something this 
analysis has not filtered on, might suggest these two cases should be left out after all), but this 
will be discussed in the analysis and discussion part of this thesis. This result is also a bit 
weaker since the non autocratization start years also have a rather large amount of polarized 
societies. However, this number is not as close to a necessary condition as the sample of 
starting years of autocratization, so it is still interesting. The sample of non autocratization 
start year cases also shows that were a necessary conditions found, it would have not just 
been a case of it being a (full) constant.  
 
 

4.1.10 Political Polarization 
The next variable is that of political polarization, Here a dummy will be made showing the 
distinction between country’s with polarized politics and a country without polarized politics 
, or only a little polarized politics. Then checking all the cases to see if there are cases with 
not polarized societies that are at the start of a 4-year period where polarization takes place. 
The results are below: 
 
Table 10 

Frequency table polarized politics’ effect on autocratization 

Frequency cases start 

autocratization 

not start 

autocratization 

total cases  43 4431 

polarised politics 28 1805 

Appendix 7 

 
 
With an N of 43 cases the claims made about this variable are very strong. However with 
only 28 out of 43 cases being a politically polarized country this is not a necessary condition. 
However, 28 out of 43 is still an interesting result, suggesting that when there is political 
polarization, there is a greater likelihood to also be a start of autocratization. The sample of 
non autocratization start year cases shows that were a necessary conditions found, it would 
have not just been a case of it being a constant. The ratio is also a bit different between the 
two, making the results more interesting, though no real conclusion can be drawn of this of 
course. 
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4.3. Overview descriptives 
To illustrate the result’s and to also show the overlap of the results and compare the different 
results of the descriptive analyses of the start years of episodes of autocratization a diagram 
(figure 1) is made containing all independent variables with N > 10 (strong civil society, 
polarized society, polarized politics, unfree press and presidential system). Only including 
cases that were valid for all these independent variables. This leaves 23 cases of 
autocratization start years within the diagram. They are then placed in their respective 
combinations of independent variables that are present in that case. The diagram (figure 1) is 
below: 
 
Figure 1 
Diagram of start years of autocratization episodes and factors with N (start years 
autocratization episode) > 10. 

 
Here we see of course that all the cases have a strong civil society, as this was found to be a 
necessary condition. Also interesting to note, is that polarized politics and polarized society 
together are only missing one case (Benin 2015) from being a necessary combination (so 
polarized politics or/and polarized society). However, as this thesis is looking for necessary 
conditions, and not necessary combinations, though interesting this thesis will not go into this 
any further.  
 
 

4.3 Survival analysis 
Now to get see if any of these results are significant and their effect is in the same direction 
as the hypotheses suggests a survival analysis is done, the results of witch will be shown and 
briefly discussed in this part of the chapter. 
 
4.3.1 Assumptions 



30 
 

Before we test the data using a survival anlayis, it needs to be tested if the assumptions are 
met. There are two assumptions that need to be met for a cox survival analysis that will be 
used here.  
The first is the linearity assumption and the second is the Proportional hazard assumption. 
As this analysis works only with categorical (or dummy) variables, the first assumption is 
automatically met. 
The second assumption is tested by seeing if the non-dummy versions of the variables have a 
significantly stronger model if they are tested for correlation with the time variable. As with a 
significance value of 0.316 (appendix 25) for the improvement of the model, this is not the 
case, as it is lower than the alpha of 0.05. Thus, both assumptions for using the cox regression 
survival analysis are met.  
For the controlling generalized linear regression that is done, most assumptions are relevant 
since this thesis works with categorical variables, however the homoskedasticity assumption 
is tested with the non-categorical data and is passed (appendix 28). 
 
 

4.3.2 Results survival analysis 
In the table below are shown the results of the survival analyses (cox analysis) for all the 
variables. In this part all the results will be explained and discussed as well as their 
implication for the earlier results of the descriptive analysis. For this for each variable the size 
of the effect on the chance of autocratization will be discussed, but more importantly for our 
purpose of finding out if something is a necessary condition, whether this effect on the 
chance to autocratize is significant or not.  
 
Table 11 
bivariable Survival analyses (Cox analyses) all variables 

Variable Valid cases 

(N) 

hazard 

ratio 

Strong Civil Society 4341 31.614* 

Weak Civil Society 4341 0.032* 

Presidential system 4325 0.993 

Unfree press 1658 3,294 

Shrinking Economy 4341 0.341 

Economic downturn 737 1.050 

resource dependent 735 1466 

Unequal country 288 3.451 

Increasing Inequality 188 0.015 
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Polarized society 2706 4.073 

Polarized politics 4328 2.536** 

* P < 0.05, ** < 0.01, *** P < 0.001 (two tailed) 
Appendix 12 t/m 22 
 
 
Table 12 
multivarible Survival analyses (Cox analyses) all variables with N > 10 

Variable hazard 

ratio 

Strong Civil Society 292522.57

8 

Presidential system 1.264 

Unfree press 0.704 

Polarized society 1.270 

Polarized politics 3.012* 

* P < 0.05, ** < 0.01, *** P < 0.001 (two tailed) 
Appendix 12 t/m 22 
(valid N = 1680, of which event = 23) 
Appendix 26 
 

 
4.4 Short Discussion of results 

Here the results of the survival analyses will be laid out and briefly discussed per variable 
tested, as well as checked against the generalized linear regression analysis if the variable is 
included in the multivariable survival analysis. 
 
 

4.3.1 Civil society 
The first variable is (a strong) civil society, here the bivariable survival test shows it has a 
hazard ratio of 31.614, suggesting it has a positive effect on the hazard of autocratization. The 
result with a P value of 0.21 would suggest that this result is also a significant one. However, 
as this variable is one with data for more than 10 events (autocratization episodes) it is also 
included in the multivariable model, here the hazard ratio is 292522.578, suggesting a 
positive effect of a strong civil society on autocratization. However with a P value of 0.948 
this result is not significant as that is way higher than the alpha of 0.05. The generalized 
linear analysis also gives a similar result, with a B value of 18.453 it also suggests a positive 
effect on autocratization, but with a P value of 0.996 this is not even close to being under the 
alpha of 0.05, and thus the results are statistically not significant. These results also make it 
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likely that the results of the descriptive analysis, showing this variable as a necessary 
condition, is not statistically significant.   
 

 
4.3.2 Presidential system 

The second variable is a presidential system, here the bivariable survival test shows a hazard 
ratio of 0.993, suggesting a negative effect of being presidential system on the hazard of 
autocratization. However, with a P value of 0.981 (or 98% chance the effect is merely a 
coincidence) this effect is not statistically significant, as that is way above the alpha of 0.05 
(or 5% chance the effect is random chance). As this variable has data for more than 10 events 
(episodes of autocratization) it is also included in the multivariable model. There the hazard 
ratio is 0.234 still suggesting a negative effect of unfree press on the hazard of 
autocratization, however here as well with a P value of 0.525 this result is not statistically 
significant, as that is far above the alpha of 0.05. It is also tested in the generalized linear 
model, where it has a B value of 0.205, suggesting a positive effect of being a presidential 
system on autocratization, however with a P value of 0.628 this result is not statistically 
significant, as it is way above the alpha of 0.05. These results also make it likely that the 
results of the descriptive analysis to determine if this condition is a necessary condition are 
also not statistically significant.  
 
 

4.3.3 Unfree press 
The third variable is unfree press, here the bivariable survival test shows a hazard ratio of 
3.294, which show that having an unfree press has a positive effect on the hazard. However, 
this effect with a P value of 0.244 is not statistically significant as with a 24,4% chance of 
being mere coincidence it is way above the alpha of 0.05 (5% chance). As this variable has 
data in more than 10 events (events = episodes of autocratization) it is also included in the 
multivariable analysis. There we see a hazard ratio of 0.704, actually suggesting an unfree 
press would make the hazard of autocratization smaller. However, this result has with a P 
value of 0.738 is not statistically significant since it's way higher than the alpha of 0.05. 
Having a 73.8% chance to not be significant. The generalized linear multivariable analysis 
also paints a similar picture with a B value of -0.034 showing a negative effect on 
autocratization, but also not being a significant result, because with a p score of 0.974 it is not 
even close to the alpha of 0.05. These results also suggest that it is likely that the results of 
the descriptive analysis deeming it a necessary condition or not (here just about not 
necessary, but rather close) are not significant either. 
 
 

4.3.4 Shrinking economy 
The tenth variable is a shrinking economy, here the bivariable survival test shows it has a 
hazard ratio of 1.210, suggesting it has a positive effect on the hazard of autocratization. 
However, the analysis with a P value of 0.857 show this effect is not statistically significant, 
as that is way above the alpha of 0.05. As this variable does not have data for more than 10 
events (episodes of autocratization) it is not included in the multivariable model, nor in the 
generalized linear model, since the N of these multivariable models would become too small. 
 
 

4.3.5 Economic downturn 
The sixth variable is economic downturn, here the bivariable survival test shows it has a 
hazard ratio of 1.050, suggesting it has a positive effect on the hazard of autocratization. 
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However, the analysis with a P value of 0.283 show this effect is not statistically significant, 
as that is way above the alpha of 0.05. As this variable does not have data for more than 10 
events (episodes of autocratization) it is not included in the multivariable model, nor in the 
generalized linear model, since the N of these multivariable models would become too small. 
 

4.3.6 Resource dependent economy 
The seventh variable is resource dependency, here the bivariable survival test shows it has a 
hazard ratio of 1.466, suggesting it has a positive effect on the hazard of autocratization. 
However, the analysis with a P value of 0.629 show this effect is not statistically significant, 
as that is way above the alpha of 0.05. As this variable does not have data for more than 10 
events (episodes of autocratization) it is not included in the multivariable model, nor in the 
generalized linear model, since the N of these multivariable models would become too small. 
 

4.3.7 High inequality 
The ninth variable is High Inequality, here the bivariable survival test shows it has a hazard 
ratio of 3.451, suggesting it has a positive effect on the hazard of autocratization. However, 
the analysis with a P value of 0.268 show this effect is not statistically significant, as that is 
way above the alpha of 0.05. As this variable does not have data for more than 10 events 
(episodes of autocratization) it is not included in the multivariable model, nor in the 
generalized linear model, since the N of these multivariable models would become too small. 
 

4.3.8 Polarized society 
Starting of the first variable: polarized society, the bivariable test (table 12) shows that the 
hazard ratio is 4.073, this is a value higher than 1, thus we can conclude that a polarized 
society has a positive effect on the hazard of a country experiencing autocratization. This 
makes the claim that a polarized society is almost a necessary condition stronger if this result 
is found to be significant. However, the important information is that with a P value of 0.055 
there is a 5,5% chance that the measurement of the effect is accidental. This value is way 
above the maximum threshold of the alpha of 0.05 or a 5% chance that this effect is measured 
accidentally, therefore the results of this analysis are not significant. As this variable has data 
of an amount of autocratization episodes greater than 10 it is also included in the 
multivariable model (table13). Here the P value is even higher at 0.239, way above the alpha 
of 0.05, and thus in the multivariable analysis it is even less statistically significant. This then 
also reflect negatively on the results of the earlier descriptive analysis, with the results 
showing it as almost a necessary condition, likely not being significant either. This because it 
does not prove there is a chance increase that is statistically significant, therefore the 
existence of a polarized society in countries with autocratization is not proven to not be 
incidental using the survival analysis. The results of the generalized linear analysis give a 
similar result, in fact giving an even less significant result. 
 
 

4.3.9 Increased inequality 
The eleventh and final variable is increasing inequality, here the bivariable survival test 
shows it has a hazard ratio of 0.015, suggesting it has a negative effect on the hazard of 
autocratization. However, the analysis with a P value of 0.380 show this effect is not 
statistically significant, as that is way above the alpha of 0.05. As this variable does not have 
data for more than 10 events (episodes of autocratization) it is not included in the 
multivariable model, nor in the generalized linear model, since the N of these multivariable 
models would become too small. 
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4.3.10 Polarized politics 

The second variable is polarized politics, here the bivariable analysis (table 12) shows with a 
hazard ratio of 2.536 that political polarization has a positive effect on the hazard a country 
has for experiencing an episode of autocratization. With a P value of 0.004 there is only a 
0.4% chance that the measurement of the effect is accidental. This value is way below the 
maximum threshold of the alpha of 0.05 or a 5% chance that this effect is accidental, 
therefore the results of this analysis are significant. However, it is important to see if this still 
holds up in a the multivariable analysis. This variable is included in the multivariable survival 
analysis (table 13) since it has more than 10 events where this variable has data for. The 
multivariable analysis, with a hazard ratio of 1.103 still shows a positive effect on the hazard 
of getting a autocratization episode. The analysis also shows that with a P value of 0.026, this 
effect has a 2,6% chance to be accidental, this is lower than the alpha of 0.05, or 5% chance, 
thus this result is statistically significant.  The multivariable generalized linear analysis also 
confirms this significance with a P value of 0.018 (lower than the alpha of 0.05) and with a B 
value of 1.171 it shows that the effect of a polarized society on the change of autocratization 
is a a positive one (if there is a polarized politics, it increases the change of an autocratization 
episode).  These then also makes the results of the earlier descriptive analysis, more likely to 
be significant, thus the analysis deeming political polarization a necessary condition or not (in 
this case not), is likely also statistically significant. 
 

4.4 Analysis 
Now that we have the results, the next step is to see what these results actually mean for our 
research, and to see if certain alternative hypotheses can be confirmed or have to reject. To do 
this, here first will be discussed all the alternative hypotheses that have to be rejected because 
of them not being statistically significant in either the bivariable or the multivariable analysis. 
After this, the results that are statistically significant in the bivariable analysis will be 
discussed. Discussing first, those hypothesises that become statistically not significant in the 
multivariable analysis, and then the remaining hypothesis that is also statistically significant 
in the multivariable analysis.  
 
So to start of with the analysis of the following variables did not yield a statistically 
significant result in the bivariable survival analysis or the multivariable analysis: unfree 
press, resource dependent economy, unequal country and increased inequality. Therefore the 
following hypotheses cannot be accepted:  H3: “A presidential system is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”  H4: “An unfree press is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur” H5: “economic shrinking is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur”, H6: “A decrease in economic growth is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur” H7: “A high resource dependency is a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur”, H8:“high inequality is a necessary condition for autocratization to 
occur”, H9: “An increase in economic inequality is a necessary condition for autocratization 
to occur” H10: “a polarized society is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. 
For These hypothesises, the alternative hypothesises can't be accepted and the null-hypothesis 
(H0 “the variable is not a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”) has to be 
maintained instead.  
 
Then to the statistically significant results within the bivariable survival analysis that did not 
stay statistically significant within a multivariable model:  
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Starting off with the alternative, hypothesise H1: “A stronger civil society is a necessary 
condition for autocratization to occur”. First of the test of this hypothesis in the descriptive 
analysis showed a that this was indeed a necessary condition. Thus, on that basis the of only 
the bivariable analysis, this hypothesis could be accepted. But when put in a multivariable 
survival analysis, this statistical significance does not hold up, and in fact becomes very far 
from statistically significant. For this reason, even though this is a result that might call for 
further research (perhaps with a slightly different methodology to seek a more statically 
significant result) this alternative hypothesis (H1) has to be rejected. This than means that for 
now the null-hypothesis (H0 “A stronger civil society is not a necessary condition for 
autocratization”) must be maintained. 
 
The second alternative hypothesis is the other side of the previous one, namely H2: “A 
weaker civil society is a necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. Here, the 
descriptive analysis show that this variable is not a necessary condition for autocratzation to 
occur. In addition to this here the same as with the previous variable, the statistical 
significance does not hold up within the multivariable survival analysis. Either of these is 
enough to conclude that this alternative hypothesis (H2) has to be rejected. This then means 
that the null-hypothesis (H0 “A weaker civil society is not a necessary condition for 
autocratization to occur”) must be maintained. 
 
Then to the hypothesis with statistically significant results within both the bivariable survival 
analysis and within a multivariable model, this hypothesis is H11: “polarized politics is a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”. The descriptive analysis for this shows 
that this is not a necessary condition. Thus, though showing a statistically significant result in 
both the bivariable and multivariable analysis, this alternative hypothesis (H11) also needs to 
be rejected. This then means that the null-hypothesis (H0: “polarized politics is not a 
necessary condition for autocratization to occur”) must be maintained. However, interesting 
to note is that this result does show that the presence of polarized politics has a significant 
impact on the hazard of autocratization occurring. This is an interesting find, confirming 
some theories from existing literature, however as it is not relevant to answer the research 
question of this thesis, though an interesting result, this will not be discussed further.  
 

5 Conclusion and discussion 
Now that the analysis is done an answer to the research question can be given, this will be 
done in this chapter. This is done by first briefly recapping the thesis, before finally using 
what is discussed in the results and analysis chapter to come up with an answer to the main 
research question(s). The strengths and weaknesses of the method and analysis used in this 
thesis will also be discussed here, as well as the impact of these on the strength of the 
conclusion will be discussed. Finally, the implications for both the academic world and the 
world outside of academics will be discussed, as well as doing recommendations for further 
research based on the conclusion and results of this thesis. 
 

5.1 Recap and conclusion 
This thesis started by defining autocratization as gradual autocratization, this being a gradual 
process of a regime change towards autocracy, with autocracy defined in the liberal 
democratic sense of the word. Then within the literature, a couple of strong theories on why 
autocratization occurs were identified, mainly based within different families of theories. 
These were then operationalized into binary variables, where their presence or absence could 
be determined in an objective way. Then a descriptive analysis was run on these variables to 
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determine if there were cases of autocratization where these variables were not present, or 
that they were present in all (event)cases of autocratization. Then to determine the statistical 
significance of these findings, a survival analysis was run on these variables, determining 
what variables were statistically significant and which were not. This consisted of a 
bivariable survival analysis testing all eleven hypothesises then running a multivariable 
survival analysis on all variables with an N-event (start year autocratization episode) higher 
than ten. A generalized linear regression is also run to test if the limitations of the survival 
method don't give a too different result. The results lead to all the alternative hypothesize 
being rejected within the confines of this thesis, finding no necessary variable for 
autocratization to occur that is statistical significant in both the survival analyses. However, a 
fairly strong civil society was detected in all cases of autocratization episode start years. This 
is a very interesting result, but can not lead to a definitive conclusion in this thesis, as this 
effect is not statistically significant in a multivariable survival analysis. Thus, the answer to 
the research question for this thesis “Are there necessary conditions for autocratization to 
occur in a country, without which autocratization won't take place?” is: no, there are no 
necessary conditions of autocratization found in this thesis. Therefore, the sub-question  
“What is, or are, (some of the) necessary conditions for a country to be able to experience 
autocratization?” Is also answerable with: There are none found in this thesis. However, a 
strong civil society as a possible necessary condition is something that might warrant further 
research. Researching if a strong civil society can still be measured in all cases of 
autocratization episodes (in the post Cold War period) using a measurement/methodology 
that is able to measure the effect this strong civil society has on autocratization occurring in a 
statistically significant way, might, based on the findings in this thesis, yield very interesting 
results.  
 

5.2 Weakness and strengths 
The first shortcoming of this thesis in retrospect is perhaps its relative lack of time point in 
the data of some variables. This led to the amount of available valid cases that were start 
years of an autocratization episodes of some variables being small and also might very well 
have contributed to some results not being statistically significant. The problem with this 
shortcoming however is that for the most part, the only way to fix this is to wait till more time 
points come available by more observed years passing by (the third wave of autocratization 
seems to still be ongoing after all). The second shortcoming is simply that this thesis can’t 
test all possible variables, through the variables that seemed the most promising according to 
existing literature were chosen, it is still possible that there is a necessary condition that this 
thesis simply did not test. In other words, through this thesis makes it more likely there is no 
necessary condition, it can’t outright prove it with certainty. This is a flaw in this type of 
research in general as there is no way to outright fix this problem, however the more 
variables are tried and found to not be a necessary condition the smaller the chance there is a 
necessary condition, and thus the stronger the conclusion that there are no necessary 
conditions. A third shortcoming is that it only looked at single variables being necessary on 
their own, the only way this was kind of done is with the included diagram at the end of the 
descriptive analysis. Future research on this topic might want to look at combinations of 
variable together being a necessary condition (thus, with hypothesises looking if either 
variable A or variable B being present, together is a necessary condition). It should be noted 
though that a risk with this type of research is that this will increase the first problem of the 
smaller amount of available cases. Here perhaps the creation of a more comprehensive 
version of the diagram created in this thesis could be created to explore the possible 
necessary condition of these combinations effectively. It should be noted however that this 
would also expand the scope of the research question to also include sufficient conditions and 
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a divide between INUS (insufficient but necessary) conditions and necessary and sufficient 
conditions. The biggest problem this thesis has, however, is that most variables (all except 
one for the multivariable model) did not yield statistically significant results in the survival 
analysis, especially in the multivariable survival analysis. This might suggest that the method 
chosen might not be the best one, or that some variables might need to be coded or tested 
differently. Though, it is also possible that the first problem of a fairly small amount of event 
cases (start years of autocratization) is a big factor in most variables not giving statistically 
significant results for their effect on the hazard of autocratization. 
 
Some strengths of the research are, however, using a statistical approach to necessary 
conditions. Giving a clear idea of whether the results were looking at statistically significant 
effects, done through the Survival analysis alongside the descriptive analysis (even if this 
lead to less satisfying results). Another strength was in focusing on gradual autocratization 
since this makes it so that the research is really focused on a single phenomenon, and not 
divided between a few different phenomena. In addition to this using all the data available did 
make the results as strong as possible, especially for some variables this created a decently 
high N and thus a stronger conclusion (though still this might not have been enough as 
indicated by the low statistical significance for many variables). 
 
This thesis set out to add to the academic debate by researching if there are necessary 
conditions to autocratization. With a conclusion of no, the impact of this finding will sadly be 
smaller than the ground-breaking result would have been if one was found. However, still this 
result also adds to the debate, adding that a singular necessary condition is unlikely to exit. 
An addition to the academic debate is also that this thesis points further research in the 
direction of looking at a strong civil society when seeking a necessary condition. As this did 
yield a necessary condition, though it was not proven this was not merely a coincidence, 
since the survival analysis did not yield a statistically significant result to back up this finding 
of that variable as a necessary condition. To the world outside of academia, the results can 
still have some impact as well, though they are fairly limited without further research, as this 
is also plagued by the uncertainty of the results (the low statistical significance). 
 

5.3 recommendations for further research 
Then finally some recommendation for further research. The first of this was mentioned 
earlier as well, which is to create an analysis where necessary sets of conditions for 
autocratization are researched also looking at the sufficiency of these variables and sets of 
variables alongside testing if they are necessary conditions. 
Another, which comes from the descriptive analysis, yielding a strong civil society as a 
necessary condition. Further research specifically made to analyse this variable, and finding a 
way to get a statistical significant result, and then looking if it is then still a necessary 
condition. This is the recommendation that seems the most promising, as if a strong civil 
society remains a necessary condition, with a method en definition that yield statistically 
significant results proving its effect on autocratization would have a great impact on the 
academic debate, and seems promising to give this result (though as this thesis cant prove it, 
it is of course also possible that this variable becomes a not necessary condition if coded in a 
way that gives a statistically significant result, this than strengthens the conclusion of this 
thesis, and shows that the finding was caused by a mistake in the 
operationalization/methodology in this thesis). The final recommendation would of course be 
similar research to this one later in time and/or with different variables. This first one to 
increase the amount of event cases (start years autocratization), as each year that passes while 
this third wave of autocratization is still ongoing likely adds cases to the research. Further 
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research into autocratization also might come up with new theories that suggest other 
variables that are promising to be a necessary conditions, and thus warrant them to be tested 
in a similar way as the variables in this thesis were tested. 
  



39 
 

Bibliography:   
Bates, R. H. (1974). Ethnic competition and modernization in contemporary Africa. Comparative 
 political studies, 6(4), 457-484. 
Berman, S. (1997). Civil society and the collapse of the Weimar Republic. World politics, 49(3), 
 401-429. 
Bermeo, N. (2016). On democratic backsliding. Journal of Democracy, 27(1), 5-19. 
Boix, C., & Stokes, S. C. (2003). Endogenous democratization. World politics, 55(4), 517-549. 
Braumoeller, B. F., & Goertz, G. (2000). The methodology of necessary conditions. American Journal
 of Political Science, 844-858. 
Capoccia, G. (2001). Defending democracy: Reactions to political extremism in inter-war Europe. 
 European Journal of Political Research, 39(4), 431-460. 
Cassani, A., & Tomini, L. (2020). Reversing regimes and concepts: from democratization to 
 autocratization. European Political Science, 19(2), 272-287. 
Cassani, A., & Tomini, L. (2019). What autocratization is. In Autocratization in post-Cold War 
 Political Regimes (pp. 15-35). Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. 
Cianetti, L., Dawson, J., & Hanley, S. (2018). Rethinking “democratic backsliding” in Central and  
 Eastern Europe–looking beyond Hungary and Poland. East European Politics, 34(3), 
 243-256. 
Coppedge, M., Gerring, J., Knutsen, C. H., Lindberg, S. I., Teorell, J., Altman, D., ... & Ziblatt, D. 
 (2021). V-Dem codebook v11. 
Diamond, L. (2002). Elections without democracy: Thinking about hybrid regimes. Journal of 
 democracy, 13(2), 21-35. 
Diamond, L. (2008). The democratic rollback-the resurgence of the predatory state. Foreign Aff., 87,
 36. 
Djankov, S., Montalvo, J. G., & Reynal-Querol, M. (2008). The curse of aid. Journal of economic 
 growth, 13(3), 169-194. 
Fish, M. S. (2002). Islam and authoritarianism. World politics, 55(1), 4-37. 
Gandhi, J. (2019). The institutional roots of democratic backsliding. 
Guriev, S., & Treisman, D. (2019). Informational autocrats. Journal of economic perspectives, 33(4),
 100-127. 
Haggard, S., & Kaufman, R. (2021). Backsliding: Democratic regress in the contemporary world. 
 Cambridge University Press. 
Houle, C. (2009). Inequality and democracy: Why inequality harms consolidation but does not affect
 democratization. World politics, 61(4), 589-622. 
Jaskiernia, J. (2019). Authoritarian Tendencies in the Polish Political System. New Authoritarianism,
 152–168. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvdf08xx.12  
Jee, H., Lueders, H., & Myrick, R. (2021). Towards a unified approach to research on democratic 
  backsliding. Democratization, 1-14. 
Lee, T. (2009). The armed forces and transitions from authoritarian rule: Explaining the role of the 
 military in 1986 Philippines and 1998 Indonesia. Comparative Political Studies, 42(5), 
 640-669. 
Levitsky, S., & Way, L. A. (2006). Linkage versus leverage. Rethinking the international dimension of
 regime change. Comparative Politics, 379-400. 
Levitsky, S., & Way, L. (2015). The myth of democratic recession. Journal of democracy, 26(1), 45-58. 
Levitsky, S., & Ziblatt, D. (2017, 7 december). How a Democracy Dies. The New Republic. 
  Geraadpleegd op 26 april 2022, van https://newrepublic.com/article/145916/democracy 
 -dies-donald-trump-contempt-for-american-political-institutions  
Leonardi, R., Nanetti, R. Y., & Putnam, R. D. (2001). Making democracy work: Civic traditions in 
 modern Italy. Princeton, NJ, USA: Princeton University Press. 
Lührmann, A., & Lindberg, S. I. (2019). A third wave of autocratization is here: what is new about it?.
 Democratization, 26(7), 1095-1113. 
Mazzuca, S. L. (2013). Lessons from Latin America: The rise of rentier populism. Journal of 
 Democracy, 24(2), 108-122. 
Nyong’o, P. A. (2019). Authoritarianism with the Electoral face in Africa. New Authoritarianism, 
 129–151. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvdf08xx.11 
Pelke, L., & Croissant, A. (2021). Conceptualizing and measuring autocratization episodes. Swiss 
 Political Science Review, 27(2), 434-448. 
Pepinsky, T. (2014). The institutional turn in comparative authoritarianism. British Journal of Political
 Science, 44(3), 631-653. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvdf08xx.12
https://newrepublic.com/article/145916/democracy-dies-donald-trump-contempt-for-american-political-institutions
https://newrepublic.com/article/145916/democracy-dies-donald-trump-contempt-for-american-political-institutions
https://newrepublic.com/article/145916/democracy-dies-donald-trump-contempt-for-american-political-institutions
https://newrepublic.com/article/145916/democracy-dies-donald-trump-contempt-for-american-political-institutions


40 
 

Peyton, Buddy; Bajjalieh, Joseph; Shalmon, Dan; Martin, Michael; Bonaguro, Jonathan (2021): Cline
 Center Coup D’état Project Dataset. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  
 https://doi.org/10.13012/B2IDB-9651987_V 
Przeworski, A., & Limongi, F. (1997). Modernization: Theories and facts. World politics, 49(2), 
 155-183. 
Riaz, A. (2021). The pathway of democratic backsliding in Bangladesh. Democratization, 28(1), 
 179-197. 
Sarkees, Meredith Reid and Frank Wayman (2010). Resort to War: 1816 - 2007. Washington DC: CQ
 Press. 
Svolik, M. (2018). When polarization trumps civic virtue: Partisan conflict and the subversion of 
 democracy by incumbents. Available at SSRN 3243470. 
The World Bank. (1961–2020). GDP growth (annual %) | Data [Dataset]. The World Bank. 
 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG 
The World Bank. (1967–2021). Gini index | Data [Dataset]. The World Bank.   
 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SI.POV.GINI?view=map&year=2021 
The World Bank. (1970–2019). Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) | Data [Dataset]. The World 
 Bank.https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS?name_desc=  
 false&view=map&year=2019 
The World Bank. (2001–2021). TCdata360: Press Freedom Index [Dataset]. The Word Bank.  
 https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/h3f86901f?country=BRA&indicator=32416&viz 
 =choropleth&years=2021  
Tomini, L. (2021). Don’t think of a wave! A research note about the current autocratization debate.
  Democratization, 28(6), 1191-1201. 
Turan, I. (2019). The Rise of Populist Electoral Authoritarian in Turkey: New Authoritarianism, 57–76.
 https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvdf08xx.8 
University of Zurich, Leemann, L., Engler, S., & Armingeon, K. (1960–2019). COMPARATIVE 
 POLITICAL DATA SET [Dataset]. University of Zurich.     
 https://www.cpds-data.org/index.php/data 
Van de Walle, N. (2003). Presidentialism and clientelism in Africa's emerging party systems. The 
 Journal of Modern African Studies, 41(2), 297-321. 
V-dem. (1789–2021). The V-Dem Dataset [Dataset]. V-Dem. https://www.v-dem.net/vdemds.html 
DEMOCRACY REPORT 2021. (2021). V-dem Institute. https://www.v-dem.net/static/website/files/dr/
 dr_2021.pdf 
Waldner, D., & Lust, E. (2018). Unwelcome change: Coming to terms with democratic backsliding. 
 Annual Review of Political Science, 21, 93-113. 
Walker, C. (2016). Dealing with the Authoritarian Resurgence. Authoritarianism Goes Global, 
 216-234. 
Ziblatt, D. (2018). How democracies die. 
  

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS?name_desc=
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS?name_desc=
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.TOTL.RT.ZS?name_desc=
https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/h3f86901f?country=BRA&indicator=32416&viz
https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/h3f86901f?country=BRA&indicator=32416&viz
https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/h3f86901f?country=BRA&indicator=32416&viz
https://www.v-dem.net/static/website/files/dr/dr_2021.pdf
https://www.v-dem.net/static/website/files/dr/dr_2021.pdf


41 
 

Appendix: 
 
Appendix 1: Descriptive statistics inequality

 
 

 
 
Appendix 2: Descriptive statistics increasing inequality 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3: Descriptive statistics Shrinking economy 
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Appendix 4: Descriptive statistics economic downturn 
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Appendix 5: Descriptive statistics weak/strong civil society (0 = stong, 1 = weak)

 
 

 
 
Appendix 6: Descriptive statistics political polarization 
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Appendix 7: Descriptive statistics polarized society 

 

 
 
 
Appendix 8: Descriptive statistics presidential system 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 9: Descriptive statistics resource dependent economy 
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Appendix 10: Descriptive statistics unfree press 

 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 11: Cox analysis polarized society 



46 
 

 
 

 
 

Appendix 12: Cox analysis polarized 

politics  

 
Appendix 13: Cox analysis unfree press 



47 
 

 
 
 
Appendix 14: Cox analysis presidential system 

 
 

Appendix 15: Cox analysises civil society 



48 
 

 
 

 
Appendix 16: Cox analysis economic downturn
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Appendix 17: Cox analysis recourse dependent economy

 

 
 
 
Appendix 18: Cox analysis unequal country 
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Appendix 19: Cox analysis shrinking economy 

 
Appendix 20: Cox analysis increased inequality

 
 
Appendix 21:bivariable cox analysis strong civil society 
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Appendix 22: Descriptives filtered dataset 

 
 
Appendix 23: Frequency table filtered dataset 
 

 
 
 
Appendix 24: proportional hazard assumption test  
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Appendix 25: multivariable cox analysis (variables with N > 10) 

 
 
Appendix 27: generalized liniar (binary logistic) analysis (varibles with N > 10) 
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Appendix 28: homoskedasticity: scatter plot non-categorical version of variables  
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