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No Age of Autocratization! Growing Hybridity in the Center of the Regime

Continuum

State of Democracy 2019 (Context Measurement)

Regimetypes
M Working Democracy
Deficient Democracy »
Hybrid Regime
Moderate Autocracy
B Hard Autocracy

The Democracy Matrix (DeMaX) is a tool for measuring the
quality of democracy of over 175 countries in the period be-
tween 1900 and 2019 on the basis of Varieties of Democracy
(V-Dem). It differs from other measurement instruments in
its conceptualization, since it links the abstract norms free-
dom, equality and control with more concrete institutions.
The updated DeMaX Version 3 continues the series with new
data for the year 2019. This brief report presents some find-
ings on recent developments in democratization around the
world and contrasts them with long-term trends. The second
part provides brief information about the methodology of

the measurement instrument.

The Global State of Democracy in 2019

Based on the DeMaX classification scheme, 83 out of 179
countries (39.7%) — almost half the world — have the status
of democracies. However, there are fewer working democ-
racies (37) than deficient democracies (46). In the case of the

latter, not all elements of democracy are fully developed. At
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Key Findings

®  Almost half of the world’s states have democratic re-
gimes, but only a little more than one fourth of the
world’s population live in democracies.

®  The cases of de-democratization clearly outnumber
the cases that had improved their quality of democ-
racy at the turn of 2019.

®  The current dynamic results in a growing hybridity —
a trend of convergence towards the center of the re-

gime continuum.

the opposite end of the regime continuum, we find 55 au-
tocracies, accounting for 30.7 % of the global distribution of
regimes. In contrast to moderate autocracies (34), hard au-
tocracies (21), which restrict freedom completely, reject
basic equality, and have no control over the use of power,
occur less frequently. In between, there are 41 hybrid re-
gimes (22.9 %) combining both democratic and autocratic

elements.
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If we look not at the number of countries belonging to spe-
cific regime types, but at the proportion of the world’s pop-
ulation living in the respective regimes, a different perspec-
tive on the global state of democracy emerges. Although de-
ficient democracies are the most common regime type with
regard to the proportion of countries (25.7 %), they repre-
sent the smallest section of the global population (13.3 %).
In contrast, hard autocracies and hybrid regimes are a reality

for more people than the absolute numbers might indicate.
However, the hard autocracies’ high share of the global pop-
ulation is clearly driven by China, and India too boosts the
proportion of hybrid regimes, while democracies tend to
have small populations. In conclusion, almost half of the
states worldwide have democratic regimes, but only a little
more than one fourth of the world’s population lives in de-

mocracies.

Regime Types: Proportion of States and Share of World Population Compared

Proportion of
States

Share
of World
Population

Hard Autocracies

Moderate Autocracies

(HA) (MA)
Number of States 21 34
Population in Bns. 1.64 1.20

Note: Based on 2018 population data (world bank)

Although democracies are spread across the world, as we
can see on the world map above, regime types are not evenly
distributed across world regions. Hence we must take a

closer look at the regions.

The dominant regime type in Europe and North America is
democracy, even working democracy. However, there are
also three hybrid regimes in Europe (Serbia, Montenegro as
well as Bosnia and Herzegovina) and some others are some-
thing between deficient democracies and hybrid regimes
(e.g. Romania and other Balkan states like Kosovo or North-
ern Macedonia). Moreover, not all democracies are without
their shortcomings either: in Eastern Europe we encounter
deficient democracies as the dominant regime type, mainly
characterized by illiberal tendencies or a lack of political and
legal control. Nevertheless, all EU-member states are classi-

fied as democracies in 2019.
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Hybrid Regimes

Deficient Democracies Working Democracies

(HR) (DD) (WD)
a1 46 37
2.67 1.01 1.08

In East Asia too, democracies represent the majority of re-
gimes, but it is a region of striking contrasts: The working
democracies in Taiwan, Japan and South Korea are opposed

by hard autocracies in North Korea and China.

In Latin America, democracies account for slightly more
than half of the regime types. Costa Rica, Chile and Uruguay
are rare cases of working democracies accompanied by nine
deficient democracies, some of which have a rather low
overall quality of democracy (e.g. Argentina or Brazil). In
contrast, the other half of Latin American states are hybrid
regimes like Mexico or Bolivia, but also five moderate autoc-
racies (the most prominent example being Venezuela).
Therefore, Latin America, which was once perceived as the
transformation region with the highest potential for democ-
ratization, is heading towards democratic decline as in

Eastern Europe.
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South Asia is the first region where democracies are in the
minority. India has fallen below the thresholds for a democ-
racy for the first time since the end of the state of emer-
gency in 1977, and it is up to the deficient democracies in
Nepal, the Maldives, Sri Lanka and Bhutan to hold their

ground.

Comparing Regime Types across World Regions

Region HA | MA | HR | DD | WD
North America* 0 0 0 0 4
Europe 0 0 3 11 23
Small island states 0 0 2 3 2
East Asia 2 0 1 1 3
Latin America 0 5 5 9 3
South Asia 0 3 2 4 0
South-East Asia 1 3 3 3 0
Post-Soviet States* * 3 4 2 3 0
Sub-Saharan Africa 5 15 18 11 1
MENA*** 10 4 5 1 1
Total 21 34 41 46 37
*incl. AUS+NZ, ** without EU-members, *** Middle East
and Northern Africa, HA = Hard Autocracy, MA = Moderate
Autocracy, HR = Hybrid Regime, DD = Deficient Democracy,
WD = Working Democracy

The deficient democracies of Indonesia, Timor-Leste and
Malaysia are surrounded by hybrid regimes (Singapore,
Myanmar, and Philippines), moderate autocracies (Thai-
land, Vietnam, and Cambodia) and even one hard autocracy
(Laos). This makes Indonesia something of an anchor state

for South-East Asia despite its obvious shortcomings.

Concerning the post-Soviet successor states, Moldova,
Georgia, and Armenia are exceptional cases of democracies,
albeit deficient ones, within the region. Moreover, the ac-
tions of civil society movements during the Rose Revolution
in 2003 led to the first successful regime change of the col-
oured revolutions, while Armenia’s Velvet Revolution in
2018 marks the last to date. Similar actions in other states
like Kirgizstan and Ukraine resulted only in a temporary lib-
eralization of the regimes, but have not proved sustainable,
making them hybrid regimes. Consequently, the majority of

the post-Soviet states are moderate autocracies like Russia
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and even hard autocracies like Tajikistan and Turkmenistan.
Once, the concept of hybrid regimes was described as pro-
totypical for the post-Soviet states; today there are only two

out of twelve.

Apart from the MENA region, only in Sub-Saharan Africa
can representatives of all regime types be found: Cap Verde
remains the only case of a working democracy, but is accom-
panied by eleven deficient democracies, especially from the
sub-regions of Southern (e.g. South Africa, Namibia, Bot-
swana) and West Africa (e.g. Ghana, Senegal, The Gambia).
Over a third of the Sub-Saharan states are hybrid regimes
and vary considerably in their combinations of democratic
and autocratic elements as well as their overall degree of
democratization. Autocracies are geographically concen-
trated in Central and East Africa, the moderate version
clearly outnumbering hard autocracies (e.g. Somalia, Eri-

trea, and Burundi).

Tunisia 2019 (context measurement)

Procedures of

L 0.58 0.83 0.86 0.74
Decision

Regulation of the

Intermediate Sphere Qe DS OSE D82

Public Communication 0.72 0.88 0.88 0.82

Guarantee of Rights 0.83 0.90 0.82 0.85

Rules Settlement and

. 0.68 0.81 0.83 0.77
Implementation

Dimension = 073 085 086 081 I
0

Tunisia and Israel are the sole democracies in the MENA
region, the only region predominantly inhabited by autoc-
racies. Whereas moderate autocracies have some liberalized
regimes, most prominently Turkey (electoral regime and in-
termediate sphere), hard autocracies are restrictive with re-

gard to all dimensions. Almost half of the hard autocracies
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worldwide are located in the MENA region, among them pe-
trostates (e.g. Saudi-Arabia or Qatar) as well as war-torn
countries like Syria, Libya, and Yemen. Five countries are il-
lustrative examples of hybrid regimes, since their apparently
contradictory features are striking. Whereas Morocco has
established rule of law but does not determine access to po-
litical power via elections, Lebanon displays the opposite
characteristics, since it has a tolerably functioning election

regime, but lacks the principle of rule of law.

What changed with the turn from 2018 to 2019?

Firstly, let us examine the countries whose classification
changed in 2019 compared to the previous year. We can dis-
tinguish two forms of such transformation processes be-
tween quality types on the regime continuum: in a regular
regime change, a country moves from one basic type to an-
other (e.g. hybrid regime to democracy). In contrast, coun-
tries undergoing a regime conversion shift the subtype, but
not the basic type on the regime continuum (e.g. from defi-
cient democracy to working democracy). Additionally, we
also may consider alterations in regimes that occur below

the threshold of regime change and regime conversion.

Dynamics of Democratization

—
———- regime change E—
_’- regime conversion _’
- — alterations within regime types - =
Hard Moderate Hybrid Deficient Working
Autocracy Autocracy Regime Democracy Democracy
e ——
_ -_
—_—

Dynamics of De-Democratization

It should be noted that the actual quantity and intensity of
the variation of system features during a regime change are
not necessarily the most extensive, and variations in the
course of a regime conversion may be more far-reaching.
Especially with regard to annual changes, it is also possible
for alterations without a changed regime classification to ac-
tually be more extensive than those with a change in regime
classification. This is due to the fact that the respective start-
ing level is decisive. For example, if a hybrid regime is close

to the threshold of democracy, only a few reforms might be
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necessary for a regime change, whereas a deficient democ-
racy might take much more far-reaching measures to
strengthen its institutions, but may still remain a deficient

democracy.
De-Democratization

First, we encounter regime changes and regime conversions
on the regime continuum running from democracy towards
autocracy, meaning they are all dynamics of de-democrati-

zation.

Vanuatu and Cyprus receive lower ratings and drop down
from working to deficient democracies. Cyprus, which be-
came a working democracy in 2008, was not able to uphold
its level. Even though it fell only slightly below the threshold,
together with Malta it was the only deficient democracy in

the EU without a communist past in 2019.

Twelve countries changed from deficient democracies to
hybrid regimes. Sierra Leone and Fiji only crossed the
threshold to democracy in 2018 before regressing to hybrid
regimes in 2019. Malawi and the Ivory Coast oscillated reg-
ularly between the categories of hybrid regime and deficient
democracy in recent years, making these four countries bor-

derline cases.

Burkina Faso only made the step to democracy in 2012 and
long-time president Compaoré was ousted from office by
mass protests in 2014. Niger returned to civilian rule in
2011. Contrary to the four borderline cases, both countries
were democracies for at least seven years and intermedi-
ately the signs pointed to a strengthening of democratic in-
stitutions, which are now being suppressed in view of ji-
hadist rebel groups. For president Issoufou of Niger, who
stands accused of harassing the opposition, it was also the
end of his second term in office, and hence the elections in

2020 constitute a crossroads for democratic rule in the coun-
try.

In contrast to these cases with short periods of democracy,
the next cases of deficient democracies changing to hybrid
regimes in 2019 were stable democracies with regard to

their persistence (consecutive years of democracy in paren-
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theses): Bosnia and Herzegovina as well as Montenegro be-
came democracies in 2001 (18 years), and Hong Kong has
been classified as a democracy since 1994 (25), Benin since
1991 (28), whereas Bolivia changed to democracy almost at
the beginning of the third wave of democratization in 1985
(34 years). Obviously, such regime changes after long peri-
ods of democracy are more serious than oscillations between
both categories and regressions of short-term democratic

regime phases.

The reasons for this de-democratization are diverse and
cannot be discussed in detail here. Some brief facts about the
changes: after disputes concerning irregularities in the 2019
Bolivian elections, civil protesters and the security bodies
forced the then president Morales to resign. This resulted in
a political crisis over his succession which has yet to be re-
solved by regular, free and fair elections, halving the DeMaX
freedom score. In Benin, President Talon, elected in 2016, is
trying to expand his power and establish a hegemonic party
system. In Montenegro, where President Vujanovi¢ has
ruled since 2002, before which he served as prime minister,
values for the intermediate sphere and media in particular
have decreased, whereas corruption has increased. In Hong
Kong there have been protests since 2014, known as the
Umbrella Revolution, against increasing Chinese interven-
tions and authoritarian tendencies, which escalated in 2019

in the face of a planned extradition agreement.

The most prominent representative of this group that
changed from deficient democracies to hybrid regimes in
2019 is India, the largest democracy in the world. Since the
landslide victory of the Hindu Nationalist Party (BJP) in
2014, tensions between religious and ethnic groups have in-
tensified and increasingly erupted into violence, fueled in
many places by the formation of militias. The government
around Prime Minister Narendra Modi is accused of trans-

forming the country into a theocratic Hindu state.

This thesis is supported by the decreasing levels of freedom
of religion. Additionally, the reformed citizenship law took
people on the street. However, the government imposed
lockdown to prevent protests and reports on violations of

human rights are increasing. Furthermore, the government
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is not only restricting freedoms and threatening the equality
of citizens, which might be described as an Achilles’ heel in
a multinational state like India, but it is also on a collision
course with the judiciary. In order to realize the BJP agenda,
political and legal control is becoming increasingly margin-
alized. 44 years after Indira Gandhi broke with the division
of powers in the conflict over her socialist government pro-
gram and proclaimed the state of emergency, the ideologies
are different, but the signs are similar and democracy in In-

dia is again in serious danger today.
India 2019 (context measurement)

Procedures of

L 0.47 0.69 0.64 0.59
Decision

Regulation of the

Intermediate Sphere 065 047 0.58 0.56

Public Communication 0.33 0.64 0.61 0.50

Guarantee of Rights 0.49 0.53 0.59 0.53

Rules Settlement and

. 0.49 0.46 0.49 0.48
Implementation

Dimension = 047 055 058  0.53 I
(

With Algeria, one low-quality hybrid regime changed to
moderate autocracy: even though some institutional ele-
ments in the country (such as equality) are clearly more lib-
eralized, its democratic content is narrowly restricted, and
hence it is a borderline case between a moderate autocracy
and a hybrid regime with comprehensive autocratic func-

tional logics.

After intense uprisings, the army deposed Sudanese presi-
dent Omar al-Bashir, who reigned the country since 1989
and was the first sitting statesman for whose arrest the Inter-
national Crime Court (ICC) issued a warrant. This might
pave the way for democratization, but due to the dissolution
of the parliament during the transition, DeMaX values di-

minished and Sudan conversed from a moderate to a hard
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autocracy. Despite the great euphoria, especially among the
young people, and partial successes like the formation of a
transitional government consisting of military and civilians,
the outcome of the revolution is still uncertain given the low
odds with regard to the country’s severe socioeconomic

problems and the ongoing wars and violent conflicts.
Democratization

Whereas the majority of Latin American democracies are
under threat or have already declined, Ecuador takes the
opposite direction. After decades as a hybrid regime, for the
first time the country was classified by the DeMaX as a dem-
ocratic regime, albeit a deficient democracy. Nevertheless,
its success rests on shaky foundations: by the end of the year
the government declared a state of emergency and left the
capital city of Quito after protests escalated on the streets di-

rected against neo-liberalist reforms to the economy.

The situation is similar in Malaysia, where the governing co-
alition, which had been in power since independence in
1956, was voted out of office in the 2018 elections. This
paved the way for comprehensive reforms. The country un-
derwent major political changes and for now is classified as

a democracy - for the first time in its history.

Romania returned to deficient democracy status after falling
short of the threshold in 2018. The country experienced a
thrilling corruption scandal that culminated in a showdown
between the government led by the ruling party, the PSD,
and its leader Dragnea, who was pulling the strings behind
the scenes, and the opposition, the judiciary, corruption
prosecutor Kévesi and President Johannis, complemented
by major civic protests. Moreover, Kosovo became a defi-
cient democracy once again. However, the country has os-
cillated between the categories of deficient democracy and

hybrid regime in recent years.

The Maldives experienced dramatic ups and downs in de-
mocratization following the end of over 30 years of dictator-
ship. Until 2004, the small island state was still a hard autoc-
racy, but began a transformation process and became a de-
mocracy for the first time 2009. Only five years later, the
Maldives regressed to a moderate autocracy and had to re-

start the process of democratization, resulting in a deficient
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democracy for the time being. Due to the enormous im-
provements in the quality of democracy, it climbed 60 places
in the worldwide ranking based on the DeMaX total value of
quality of democracy. However, the past development has
taught us that this regime change is only an interim stage,

which does not prevent a renewed decline in democracy.

Jamaica meets all the criteria for a working democracy
again. The connection between organized crime and politics
and the overall high level of violence remain a problem in
the country. This was also the reason for the state of emer-

gency last year.

The Dominican Republic and the Central African Republic
changed from moderate autocracies to hybrid regimes. The
CAF is an instable regime that switched between both re-
gimes several times in recent years, but is more frequently
classified as a hybrid regime. In contrast, the Dominican Re-
public fell into the category of moderate autocracy for the

first time since 1996.

Sharpest Declines in DeMaX Total Value
Top 5 2018 2019
. Change
Countries Total | Rank | Total | Rank
Bolivia 0.59 86 0.41 122 -0.18
Sudan 0.22 151 0.09 169 -0.13
Benin 0.70 55 0.57 85 -0.12
Nigeria 0.53 99 0.47 111 -0.06
India 0.59 85 0.53 100 -0.06
Largest Gains in DeMaX Total Value
Top 5 2018 2019 Change
Countries Total | Rank | Total | Rank
Maldives 0.37 126 0.64 66 +0.27
Bhutan 0.64 66 0.77 44 +0.13
Ukraine 0.44 118 0.54 98 +0.10
Thailand 0.18 156 0.27 142 +0.09
Mauritania 0.31 136 0.37 126 +0.07

Besides these cases of regime changes and regime conver-
sions, we find some more cases with significant alterations

to the quality of democracy in the top five table above.

Nigeria — perhaps the only case worldwide with an ethno-
linguistic mosaic similar to India’s — held elections in 2019.

The country’s elections are commonly accompanied by
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electoral violence. Although this time they turned out to be
relatively peaceful, some incidents were not prevented,
demonstrating the decreasing values of the electoral regime

and the political arena.

In Thailand and Mauretania, two moderate autocracies
show some kind of liberalization: Thailand lifted some bans
on political organizations, which allowed a significant in-
crease in political control. In contrast, Mauritania relaxed
restrictions in the intermediate sphere, public communica-
tion and rule implementation, which had an overall impact

on the level of freedom.

Moreover, almost all values for Bhutan increased, especially
for the electoral regime. The land of happiness became a de-
ficient democracy for the first time in 2008, after the king
abdicated in 2005. Thereafter, the country had to cope with
some temporary setbacks between 2013 and 2018, but it

seems to be back on track towards democratization.

The debate about the development of democracy in the USA
is controversial, even more so since Donald Trump took of-
fice as president in 2017. The media response was corre-
spondingly extensive when Freedom House, in its latest re-
port Freedom in the World (FIW) 2020, highlighted how the
USA has slipped in the last 10 years and no longer belongs
in the top category. And the Economist Intelligence Unit
Democracy Index (EIU/DI) even classifies the USA as a
flawed democracy. In view of these contrasting findings, the
question could arise as to why the democracy matrix hardly
sees any changes for the USA and therefore does not list it

as one of the worst performers of recent years.

The answer is three-fold: on the one hand, some measure-
ment instruments like FIW and EIU/DI have a rather maxi-
malist understanding of democracy. They thus cover not
only quality criteria concerning the basic rules of political
rule, but also other factors such as the socio-economic con-
ditions of the population, aspects of the political culture or
the extent of participation in politics, which are not directly
related to political and civil rights. Thus the concept of the

quality of democracy is overstretched and the findings are
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difficult to interpret, as they contain much more infor-
mation than just the development of the quality of demo-

cratic institutions.

On the other hand, many of the changes cited as arguments
for a decline in the quality of democracy concern not the
basic features of political rule themselves, but the culture of
debate or the use of the media. Even though the brutaliza-
tion of language, the spreading of fake news, the denial of
scientific knowledge or erratic justifications by heads of state
may be considered problematic, the right to freedom of ex-
pression and the press still mostly exists and has not been
restricted by legal changes. Measuring the quality of democ-
racy focuses on the procedural requirements for the right to
freedom of expression. Thus it is not primarily concerned
with the way citizens make use of the right to freedom of ex-
pression; instead it analysis whether citizens possess these
rights de facto and are able to exercise them. This means the
devaluation of quality is linked to a change in these proce-
dural criteria, e.g. whether freedom of opinion is restricted
by legal changes or other barriers.

United States of America 2019 (context measurement)

Procedures of

L 0.74 0.81 0.86 0.80
Decision

Regulation of the

Intermediate Sphere 0S8 DE0 DaE D80

Public Communication 0.83 0.79 0.88 0.83

Guarantee of Rights 0.93 0.78 0.87 0.86

Rules Settlement and

. 0.84 0.71 0.80 0.78
Implementation

Dimension = 0.86 078 084 | 0.82 I
0

Additionally, the quality of democracy did not change last
year, but if we extend the time period, we see the USA
dropped from its highest point in 2009 by 0.08 points, which
is almost 10 % of the scale. This makes the USA, the third
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lowest quality working democracy in 2019 after Israel and
Jamaica. Above all, the lower values of equality in relation to
higher values of freedom and control, which correspond to
an inegalitarian democracy profile, are striking and illus-
trate a characteristic of the USA that has shaped the entire
history of its democracy.

Elements of shrinking and improving quality of

democracy

If we take a closer look at the institutional and dimensional
areas where changes occurred, we find some interesting pat-
terns: first of all, we see that improvements in the quality of
democracy outnumber declining levels in only four of fif-
teen matrix fields, namely the equal treatment by parliament
and public administration (Equality/RS) as well as the over-
sight by electoral commission, the judiciary, parliament, and
administration (control/PD, GR and RS). Concluding, this
emphasizes that democracy declined more than it improved
between 2018 and 2019.

Number of Countries with Significant Score Changes
(2018-2019)

Freedom | Equality Control Inst

PD + 11 10 19 12

- 20 11 16 15
RI + 9 18 22 10

- 17 23 22 16
PC + 10 16 20 11

- 24 23 28 22
GR + 15 13 25 9

- 23 20 23 16
RS + 22 29 20 19

- 24 19 15 20
Dim  + 11 12 11

- 14 11 9 8

PD = Procedures of Decision, Rl = Regulation of Interme-
diate Sphere, PC = Public Communication, GR = Guaran-
tee of Rights, RS = Rule Settlement and Implementation,
Dim = Dimensional Indices, Inst = Institutional Indices
We consider annual changes to country scores above
and equal to 0.05 or equal to and less than -0.05 to be
significant.
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Many changes are not one-sided, since cases of decline are
confronted by cases of improvement. Regarding the aggre-
gated indices, the number of cases with increased and
shrinking levels is balanced. This perfectly matches the dy-
namic of hybridization, where seemingly contradictory de-
velopments mark a convergence from both poles of the re-
gime continuum towards the center. We may refer to these
elements with the highest numbers of seemingly contradic-
tory changes as the lines of convergence to hybridity along
which democracies are declining and autocracies liberaliz-

ing.

The institution public communication (PC) is an exception,
since countries with increasing restrictions on freedom of
expression and media are twice as likely as countries with
the opposite trend. This corresponds with other reports in

the field observing a worldwide attack on the press.

Are these temporary developments or long-term

trends?

Since the informative value about trends based on annual
changes is limited, we extend our perspective and include a
long- and mid-term analysis to portray the development of

regime types and the quality of democracy.

First, we observe the historical development of regime types:
the stacked area charts show the proliferation of democratic
and hybrid regimes since 1900. Until 1921, the number of
democracies increased (21) and stagnated until 1929, but
decreased from that point on, with only ten left at the end of
World War II. After this turning point in history in 1944,
when autocracies peaked and dwindled afterwards until

1964, democracies and hybrid regimes rose in numbers.

However, the following phase until 1973, often referred to as
the second reverse wave, did not result in shrinking num-
bers of democracies; on the contrary, they even increased
slightly. Nevertheless, autocracies gained weight again and
returned to the level they had occupied at the end of World
War II. The decolonization process further boosted the
number of autocracies. Additionally, some early hybrid re-

gimes regressed, whereas breakdowns of democracies were

Democracy Matrix | 8



http://www.democracymatrix.com/

Julius-Maximilians-

UNIVERSITAT
WURZBURG

DeMaX Version 3 goes online!

®

o

democracy @
matrix

rather rare exceptions at the time. With respect to the in-
creasing number of states, democracies were displaced ra-
ther than replaced.

After 1974, democracies increased until 1995 and autocra-
cies decreased again until 1996. In 1995, democracies (70)
outnumbered autocracies (61) for the first time. Hybrid re-

gimes leapt in numbers after 1989, as emphasized by the

steeply increasing curve (yellow shaded) above, and peaked
in 1996 (44). Within eight years, their number almost tri-
pled, whereas democracies grew by two thirds. Hence the
third wave of democratization could also be understood as

a wave of hybridization.

The Development of Democracy since 1900 (number and proportion of countries)
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Note: Regime classification bases on the context measurement. The number of classified countries increases over time.

Following an interim drop (1997-1999), when democracies
and hybrid regimes shrank slightly, while autocracies grew
sparsely, the wave continued in the 2000s. Now we take a
closer look at the current state and recent developments to
inspect a potential third reverse wave, anticipated in analogy
to tide amplitudes. The number of autocracies reached an
all-time low in 2012 (52) and from then on increased
slightly. In the same year 2012 we count 88 democracies;
their peak was reached in 2017 (91), and dropped down
from then on. The number of hybrid regimes in turn fluctu-
ated, but increased since 2017 and comes close to its high
score (2019: 41).

Regarding the subtypes, working democracies have been
slightly decreasing since 2017 (40), as have deficient democ-
racies since 2018 (52). Hard autocracies have remained sta-
ble in recent years, in contrast to moderate autocracies’ gain

in numbers since 2011 (31).
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The original parameter for the concept of waves of democ-
ratization and reverse waves or waves of autocratization is
not about the absolute numbers or relative proportions of
regime types. It is rather concerned with the ratio of regime
changes in a given time period, and the majority’s direction
of regime changes labels the dynamic. This means that a
wave of democratization is defined as a time period show-
ing more regime changes towards democracy than to non-

democratic regimes.

The graph below demonstrate such a wave parameter: we
immediately observe the growing number of annual regime
changes since 1989, which is partly empirically driven by
less stable regimes. Moreover, this perspective is somehow
a corrective, because it demonstrates that the dynamics of
regime development are not linear or one-sided. It reveals
contrasting developments of regime changes within one

year, which are not displayed by absolute numbers.
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The notation X_to_DR comprises all annual regime changes in which a non-
democratic regime became a democratic one, and thus represents the dynamic
of democratization in the wave logic. The same logic is applied to autocratiza-
tion (X_to_AR). The dynamics of hybridization are differentiated, since
AR_to_HR represents a liberalization of an autocratic regime which changed to
a hybrid regime, whereas DR_to_HR changes in the opposite direction from a
democratic regime to a hybrid regime.

Nevertheless, we can confirm our above observation: the

third wave of democratization was partly a wave of hybrid-

ization, which is emphasized by the blue bars showing re-
gime changes from autocracies to hybrid regimes. In addi-
tion, the late-coming wave in the 2000s contributed to the
historical peak in democracies. For recent years, we are
faced with an increasingly difficult picture, because cases of

democratization run parallel to cases of autocratization

without a clear overall trend. However, hybridization dom-
inates the recent trend: from 2012 onwards, the number of
regime changes to hybrid regimes (yellow and blue bars) is
roughly as high as the number of regime changes to democ-
racies and autocracies combined. Especially in the last year,
changes from democracies — mostly deficient ones — to hy-

brid regimes (yellow bars) are striking.

As an interim conclusion, we may identify 2012 as a turning
point, since autocracies increased from that year, and the ra-
tio of regime changes to hybrid regimes suggests a new dy-

namic.

The graph below shows that the majority of countries (109
of 179) didn’t change significantly if we keep our threshold
of £0.05. In particular, the poles of the regime continuum,
hard autocracies and working democracies, are rather static.

A group of four working democracies, including the USA
and Poland, which also became a deficient democracy when
the PIS entered government, show declining levels of quality
of democracy, balanced by Sothern Korea as the only work-
ing democracy with increasing levels of quality of democ-
racy. All in all, 87.5 % of the countries classified as working
democracies in 2012 remain unchanged and highlight the

stability of this regime type.

Changes in Quality of Democracy since Peak of Democratization in 2012 and current year 2019 (DeMaX Total Value)
Hard Autocracy Moderate Autocracies Hybrid Regime Deficient Democracy Working Democracy
(HA) (MA) (HR) (DD) (WD)
Improvements MYS - MLI ARM NPL
ETH AGO MMR ECU MDV LKA
i Uzs NDGEIEIN GNB  CAF BIR | UKR  MKD GIN | TUN GEO  SYC | KOR
Stable 16 states 16 states 18 states 17 states 35 states
SDN HTI AFG KHM TGO MOZ DZA IDN MLT ROU CHL CZE USA
BGD NIC YEM UGA PAK MRT MDA ZAF SUR POL
VEN BDI EAZ LBR HRV NAM
— COM LBY THA NER MNE BEN
Declines BIH HKG PHL
ZMB HUN IND
| | | BRA  srRB  BOL |
| | |_rom |
Cases are grouped according to their regime classification in 2012. We consider changes of country scores above and equal 0.05 or equal and less than -0.05 to be significant
alterations of the quality of democracy. Loud colors mark sharp increases or declines (>=+025 or <-0.25), whereas bright colors show significant, but rather low changes
(>=0.05 & <0.1 or <-0.05 & >=-0.1). The intermediate level shows moderate changes in the quality of democracy.
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Once more, the main focus of de-democratization is high-
lighted by the high number of declining deficient democra-
cies, 22, most notably Serbia, Hungary, Brazil, India, and
Turkey, which clearly outnumber opposite cases like Tuni-
sia and Georgia. Thus almost half of the countries classified
as deficient democracies in 2012 show significantly decreas-

ing levels of quality of democracy.

With regard to their counterpart on the regime continuum,
only slightly more moderate autocracies liberalized (e.g. The
Gambia and Ethiopia) than hardened.

The dynamic of hybrid regimes is rich in contrast, because
twelve countries (e.g. Turkey, Thailand, and Venezuela)
with shrinking levels are accompanied by nine cases (e.g.
Nepal, Sri Lanka, Myanmar) with improving levels of qual-
ity of democracy.

The table shows two dynamics running in the opposite di-
rection. It also highlights that there are contrasting initial
levels to the respective dynamics, while their final levels con-
verge in the middle. Since the dynamics of de-democratiza-
tion outweigh the dynamics of democratization, we observe
a stronger push from democracy towards the center of the
regime continuum than from autocracy. Finally, we would
like to underscore that the dynamics are concentrated in ar-
eas of the regime continuum that can itself be assigned to the
extended ‘grey area’ and the edges are proving to be extraor-

dinarily stable.

Conclusion and Outlook

How do we bring these observations together ? Even though
dynamics of de-democratization are gaining weight in very
recent years, we see a trend for convergence towards hybrid-
ity or the center of the regime continuum, for several rea-
sons: first of all, neither democratization nor de-democra-
tization developments dominate. Cases of regime changes
or alterations of quality of democracy in one direction run

parallel to cases moving in the opposite direction.

Second, the majority of democracies experiencing dynamics
of de-democratization in recent years became hybrid re-

gimes and did not collapse completely into autocracies,
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which indicates a dynamic of hybridization, and not of au-
tocratization. Similarly, the number of working democracies
declined, but they still remain democracies, albeit deficient
ones. This is why such dynamics of de-democratization
should not be exaggerated, because they do not mark the
end of a democratic regime or the elimination of all demo-
cratic institutions. Equally, liberalizations of autocracies
should not be overestimated, but contribute to the picture of
melting poles of the regime continuum. Additionally, the re-
gression of a hybrid regime into an autocracy should not be

equated with a breakdown of democracy.

From a historical view, the global state of democracy has
passed its zenith for the time being. However, the global
state of democracies have not collapsed and fallen below
the level of the third wave of democratization, but remain
high in historical perspective. Almost half of the world’s
countries are still democracies, even though the shrinking
quality levels of democracies are alarming. Additionally, we
notice some other developments in historical comparison:
hard autocracies are shrinking and have halved since 1995.
Not only have hybrid regimes leap in numbers since the end
of the Cold War, but moderate autocracies and even more
deficient democracies have also gained in importance to an

unprecedented extent.

Opposing Dynamics towards the Center of the Regime

Continuum
Hard Moderate Hybrid Deficient Working

Autocracy Autocracy Regime Democracy Democracy
. '

Finally, we must state that the dynamics of de-democratiza-
tion outnumber changes in the improvement of the quality
of democracy, as captured above by the larger red arrow in
contrast to the green one. It remains to be seen whether the
current short-term trend of de-democratization will
broaden and continue into a wave of autocratization, which
would include a rise of autocracies. To date, we observe a

growing hybridity in the center of the regime continuum.
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About the DeMaX Project

The DeMaX strives for an intercultural and historical com-
parison of a large variety of cases. It is based on the compre-
hensive dataset of the Varieties of Democracy Project
(https://www.v-dem.net/en/), which has been well-received
by the scientific community. The construction of the De-
MaX is not exhausted in a rough regime classification, but
also shows at a glance where democratic strengths and

weaknesses occur.

Moreover, the innovative conceptualization and differing
measurement levels present new perspectives on patterns of
democracy: on the one hand, the analysis of such detailed
quality profiles sheds light on divergent configurations of
cases between autocracy and democracy. For instance, one
country holds free and fair elections regularly, but the stand-
ards of the rule of law are not assured. Whereas another
country realizes both institutions to a certain degree, they

are affected by high levels of political inequality.

On the other hand, the DeMaX deals with democracy pro-
files as the result of trade-offs expressing an irresolvable
conflict of political values on which a society has to take a
stance. This is based on the assumption that a perfect de-
mocracy is a utopian idea, since the potentially conflicting
relations between democratic principles prevent their con-

current realization.

Finally, the DeMaX serves as a basis for the validation or fal-
sification of theories and thus contributes to new empirical

evidence.

The DeMaX middle-range concept

There is no consensus in politics, science and society about
what democracy means in detail. Where does democracy
begin and where does it end ? The middle-range concept of
the DeMaX draws its strength in large part from compre-
hensive reflection on democracy theory and offers some ad-
vantages: minimal definitions are far too limited for differ-
entiated analysis, whereas maximal definitions overextend
the concept of democracy in the sense of a conceptual
stretching.
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Definition

Democracy is “a legal form of rule that makes self-deter-
mination possible for all citizens, in the sense of popular
sovereignty, by securing their significant participation in
filling political decision-making positions (and/or in the
decision itself) in free, competitive and fair processes (e.g.
elections) and securing opportunities for continuously in-
fluencing the political process, and by, in general, guaran-
teeing political rule is subject to oversight. Democratic par-
ticipation in political rule is thus expressed in the dimen-
sions of political freedom, political equality and political
and legal control (Lauth 2004: 100).”

3 dimensions

Whereas political freedom offers the opportunity to partic-
ipate in the political process without restriction, and thus
represents an active component, political equality is con-
ceived in the sense of equal treatment as a passive element.
Control, in turn, is mainly directed toward the holders of
government. Legal control takes place within a legal and
constitutional framework, whereas political control is ori-
ented toward softer criteria like efficiency and the realization

of political objectives.
5 institutions

Procedures of decision-making focus on the democratic
quality of elections. Regulation of the intermediate sphere
studies the functioning of the aggregation and articulation
of interests by political parties, interest groups and civil so-
ciety. Public communication is concerned with the public
communicative space and the media. Guarantee of rights
comprises the investigation of the courts and the rule of law.
Finally, rules settlement and implementation illuminate the
democratic level of the government or the parliament, as
well as the separation of powers in the political system itself.

15 Matrix fields

The dimensions constitute the horizontal pillars and the in-
stitutions cut across them. Consequently, we derive 15 ma-

trix fields demarcating the relevant areas of investigation for
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quality of democracy. Thus the concept of the DeMaX al-
lows unique perspectives on the complementary interaction
of normative principles and institutions. Each institution
and each dimension is aggregated into one element with its
value. We use these eight elements to classify the empirical

findings.

The Democracy Matrix

resdom | eaunity | covor |

Equal Gl Institutional
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Methodological Procedures

Comprehensive information regarding the conceptualiza-
tion, measurement and aggregation is available on the
homepage, ensuring optimum transparency. It comprises
concept trees about the vertical ordering, the selection of in-
dicators from V-Dem and the rules of aggregation, includ-

ing theoretical justifications.

The Regime Classification of the DeMaX

The DeMaX distinguishes between two basic regime types:
democracies preserve a democratic functional logic in at
least seven out of eight matrix elements (= 0.5). In contrast,
the root concept of autocracy shows the opposite, namely no
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democratic functioning (< 0.5) in at least seven out of eight

matrix elements.

In addition, the basic types of democracy and autocracy are
further differentiated into subtypes: whereas working de-
mocracy realizes all features (= 0.75), the diminished sub-
type of deficient democracy is distinguished by the fact that
it exhibits the characteristics of the basic type (7 out of 8 el-
ements > 0.5), but at least one of its characteristics is not
completely developed (< 0.75).
Quality Types

based on core or context measurement

Hybrid
Regime
Hard Moderate Deficient Working
Autocracy Autocracy Democracy Democracy
0 0.25 0.50 0.75 1

Democracy Profiles
hased on trade-off measurement
A similar logic is applied to construct subtypes of autocracy:
even though moderate autocracies follow an autocratic
functioning logic, by definition they display some liberaliza-
tions. In contrast, hard autocracies restrict freedom com-
pletely, reject basic equality and eliminate control over the
use of political power. This conceptual difference is ensured
by the following classification rule, which reflects the as-
sumption of complementary effects between dimensions
and institutional elements. For a case to be classified as mod-
erate autocracy, at least one dimension and at least one in-
stitution shows a sufficient level of liberalization (= 0.25).
Thus all cases are classified as hard autocracies if they do not
meet these minimal criteria of liberalized dimensions and

institutions (<0.25).

Even though moderate autocracies resemble deficient de-
mocracies insofar as they do not have all the characteristics
of the ideal type, the rule is asymmetrical, since it sets a
higher barrier for a hard autocracy to become a moderate
autocracy than for working democracy to fall below the
threshold and become a deficient democracy. This is con-
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ceptually reasoned: we propose a more challenging classifi-
cation rule for democracies, since the effect of a deficiency
in a fully democratic regime is more obvious than that of a
liberalized element in an otherwise anti-democratic political
regime. This means we expect no sufficient liberalization in
an autocracy, if only one institution is liberalized, whereas
we do speak of a serious deficiency in a democracy if one
institution is partly damaged. What’s more, this asymmet-

rical rule corresponds better with the empirical data.

Finally, hybrid regimes are taken into account, which ex-
hibit a mixture of characteristics of both basic types, democ-
racy and autocracy. The rule must work in both directions,
since there are many ways to be hybrid, one with an empha-
sis on democratic features, and another that condenses au-
tocratic elements. Thus a country is classified as a hybrid re-
gime if at least two matrix elements display a democratic
functional logic (= 0.5), whereas the other matrix elements
comply with an autocratic one (< 0.5). Additionally, a coun-
try is also classified as a hybrid regime if at least two matrix
elements show an autocratic functional logic (< 0.5),
whereas the other matrix elements maintain democratic fea-
tures (= 0.5). A detailed description and more technical in-
formation about the classification rules can be found on the

DeMaX homepage.

It could be that the value of individual matrix elements or
the overall value of quality of democracy for hybrid regimes
may be higher than in democracies or lower than in autoc-
racies. However, the decisive factor for the classification is
the composition of the political regime and not its highly ag-
gregated overall score, since we consider features necessary
and therefore do not allow compensation for missing condi-
tions by strong values of other elements. This is indicated by
the grey arrows in the graph below: hybrid regimes are
therefore not located exactly between democracies and au-

tocracies, but overlap both of them.

For instance, although the total score for Mexico is higher
than that for Ecuador, the country is classified as a hybrid
regime, because it does not meet the minimal criteria for a
democracy due to its low levels of guarantee of rights and
rule settlement and implementation. Ecuador, on the other
hand, shows a democratic functional logic for all matrix
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fields, albeit at a low level, and hence it is classified as a defi-

cient democracy.

Measurement levels for democracy profiling

The democracy matrix recognizes three levels of measure-
ment, offering differing perspectives on a country’s quality
of democracy that build on one another.

The core measurement represents the basic point of depar-
ture for measurement and aims to record the functioning of
key democratic institutions and hence the quality of endog-

enous characteristics of democracy.

The context measurement is more comprehensive, but also
more realistic. Exogenous factors (e.g. corruption, level of
violence and socio-economic conditions) are included as ei-
ther qualitatively changing the functioning of formal insti-
tutions or giving rise to political inequality by way of social
inequality in the sense of necessary conditions. Due to their
status as necessary conditions, context factors are multiplied
with the results of the core measurement. Both measure-
ment levels provide the basis for the identification of pat-
terns of democracy that coalesce in specific clusters in the
sense of quality profiles. The context measurement could re-
veal a contrasting picture (e.g. on the basis of the core meas-
urement, Greece in 2018 is classified as a working democ-
racy in contrast to the context measurement, which assigns
it to a deficient democracy). For a better understanding of
the real procedures, we use the context measurement in this

presentation.

Finally, the trade-off level of measurement studies the con-
flicting effects of dimensions only in democracies. The deci-
sion to adopt a particular institutional design is not tied to a
higher democracy quality; rather what is at issue is norma-
tively equal and justifiable decisions. However, seen from
the perspective of democracy theory, this preference for one
dimension — freedom, equality, or control — comes at the ex-
pense of another dimension, such as the fact that democracy
quality is distributed over different dimensions. This is re-

flected in irresolvable trade-offs.
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Ranking and Values for Dimensions and Institutions 2019

Rank Country Code Regime Freedom Equality Control PD RI PC GR RS Total
Type Value
1 Denmark DNK 0.95
2 | Norway NOR | 096 0.95
3 | Sweden SWE _ 0.94
4 Germany DEU _ 0.94
5 Netherlands NLD _ 0.93
6 | Belgium BEL | 095 | 0.93
7 | Finland FIN | o094 0.93
8 | Switzerland CHE | 095 0.93
9 | New Zealand NZL _ 0.92
10 | Estonia EST | 093 0.92
11 | Spain ESP 092 0.92
12 | Uruguay URY _ 0.91
13 | Ireland IRL . o091 0.91
14 | Canada CAN _ 0.90
15 | Luxembourg LUX _ 0.90
16 Costa Rica CRI _ 0.90
17 | Iceland ISL _ 0.90
18 Australia AUS _ 0.90
19 | South Korea KOR | 089 0.89
20 | Portugal PRT _ 0.89
21 Austria AUT _ 0.88
22 | United Kingdom GBR | 087 | 0.88
23 | France FRA _ 0.88
24 | Ttaly ITA . 090 0.88
25 | Lithuania LTU | o088 0.87
26 | Japan JPN . o091 0.87
27 | Barbados BRB _ 0.85
28 | Greece GRC _ 0.85
50 | s o Com o om0
31 | Slovenia SVN _ _ _ 0.84
32 | Taiwan TWN | o087 | o087 | o8] 0.84
33 | Czech Republic CZE _ _ _ 0.84
34 | Chile CHL | o078 | o081 | s 0.83
35 | Cape Verde CPV _ _ _ 0.83
36 | Slovakia SVK o  os C om 083
37 United States of America USA _ _ _ 0.82
38 | Jamaica JAM | o082 . o84 | o080 0.82
39 | Tunisia TUN | o085 | os8 . o8| 0.81
w0 | Istael ISR s s  oss 081
41 | Trinidad and Tobago TTO _ _ _ 0.80
42 Vanuatu VvUT _ _ _ 0.79
43 Mauritius MUS _ _ _ 0.78
44 | Bhutan BIN s o  oss 077
45 | Poland POL | o080 | o080 . 069 0.75
46 | Argentina ARG _ _ _ 0.75
47 | Croatia HRV 075 . o072 . 067 0.75
49 Sao Tome and Principe STP _ _ _ 0.73
50 | Ml vt s s o
51 Botswana BWA _ _ _ 0.73
52 | Panama PAN _ _ _ 0.72
53 Peru PER 0.71
PD = Procedures of Decision, RI = Regulation of Intermediate Sphere, PC = Public Communication, GR = Guarantee of Rights, RS = Rule Settlement and Implementation
HA = Hard Autocracy, MA = Moderate Autocracy, HR = Hybrid Regime, DD = Deficient Democracy, WD = Working Democracy
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Rank Country Code Regime Freedom  Equality Control PD RI PC GR RS Total
Type Value
54 | South Africa ZAF 0.71
55 | Bulgaria BGR  om o  oe 069
56 | Mongolia MNG _ _ _ 0.69
57 | sengal sex e L] o
58 | Ghana GHA T oes T o  oe 069
59 | Seychelles syc _ _ _ 0.68
60 | Armenia ARM . o076 | | o081 | o067 0.68
61 | Suriname SUR _ _ _ 0.67
62 | Namibia NAM N . o067 . 068 0.66
63 | The Gambia GMB T T om0 06
64 | Moldova MDA 069 . 065 . 062 0.65
65 | SriLanka LKA . 065 . 065 . 068 0.65
66 | Maldives MDV o070 o7 . 065 0.64
67 | Romania ROU _ _ _ 0.64
68 Timor-Leste TLS _ _ _ 0.63
69 | Lesotho 150  om o  oet 063
0 | Nepa s s e
71 Solomon Islands SLB _ _ _ 0.63
72 | Indonesia IDN _ _ _ 0.62
74 | Mexico MEX . o060 o070 . 049 0.61
76 | Colombia COL _ 0.61
77 | Albania ALB . 063 0.61
78 | Tanzania TZA o7 0.61
79 Burkina Faso BFA _ 0.60
80 | Brazil BRA _ 0.60
81 | Ecuador ECU _ 0.60
82 | Kosovo XKX _ 0.60
83 | North Macedonia MKD _ 0.59
84 | Malaysia MYS . o064 0.58
85 | Benin BEN o070 0.57
86 | Paraguay PRY _ 0.57
87 | Niger NER o070 0.56
88 | Fiji FJI . o068 0.56
89 | Ivory Coast CIv _ 0.56
90 Montenegro MNE _ 0.56
91 | Kenya KEN _ 0.56
92 | Malawi MWI . o060 0.56
93 | Bosnia and Herzegovina BIH _ 0.55
94 | Sierra Leone SLE _ 0.55
95 | ElSalvador SLV . 048 0.55
96 | Singapore SGP _ 0.55
97 Liberia LBR _ 0.54
98 | Ukraine UKR . o6l 0.54
99 | HongKong HKG _ 0.54
100 | India IND . 055 0.53
101 | Kyrgyzstan KGz _ 0.52
102 | Kuwait KWT . o060 0.52
103 | Mali MLI . o060 0.51
104 | Papua New Guinea PNG _ 0.50
105 | Serbia SRB . 058 0.49
106 Morocco MAR _ 0.49
107 | Dominican Republic DOM _ 0.49
108 | Lebanon LBN N 0.48
109 Burma/Myanmar MMR 0.48
PD = Procedures of Decision, RI = Regulation of Intermediate Sphere, PC = Public Communication, GR = Guarantee of Rights, RS = Rule Settlement and Implementation
HA = Hard Autocracy, MA = Moderate Autocracy, HR = Hybrid Regime, DD = Deficient Democracy, WD = Working Democracy
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Rank Country Code Regime
Type
110 | Zambia ZMB HR
111 | Nigeria NGA HR
112 | Guatemala GTM HR
113 Jordan JOR HR
114 | Guinea-Bissau GNB
115 Madagascar MDG
116 | Philippines PHL
117 | Somaliland SML
118 | Gabon GAB
119 | Mozambique MOZ
120 | Uganda UGA
121 | Central African Republic CAF
122 | Bolivia BOL
123 | Angola AGO
124 | Iraq 1IRQ
125 | Ethiopia ETH
126 | Mauritania MRT
127 | Comoros COM
128 | Afghanistan AFG
129 Honduras HND
130 | Togo TGO
131 Pakistan PAK
132 | Rwanda RWA
133 | Zanzibar EAZ
134 | Democratic Republic of Congo COD
135 Haiti HTI
136 | Guinea GIN
137 Cameroon CMR
138 | Algeria DZA
139 | Djibouti DJI
140 | Turkey TUR
141 | Russia RUS
142 Thailand THA
143 Iran IRN
144 | Zimbabwe ZWE
145 Democratic Republic of Vietnam VNM
146 | Kazakhstan KAZ
147 Bangladesh BGD
148 | Republic of the Congo COG
149 | Oman OMN
150 | Uzbekistan UZB
151 | Belarus BLR
152 | Eswatini SWz
153 Chad TCD
154 | Egypt EGY
155 | Cambodia KHM
156 | Cuba CUB
157 | United Arab Emirates ARE
158 | Venezuela VEN
159 Azerbaijan AZE
160 | Nicaragua NIC
161 | Tajikistan TJIK
162 | Equatorial Guinea GNQ
163 | Bahrain BHR
164 Laos LAO
165 | Turkmenistan TKM

Freedom

0.09 0.19

0.08

Equality

0.17

Control

0.15
0.14
0.12
0.11
0.09
0.08
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.08

0.10

PD = Procedures of Decision, RI = Regulation of Intermediate Sphere, PC = Public Communication, GR = Guarantee of Rights, RS = Rule Settlement and Implementation
HA = Hard Autocracy, MA = Moderate Autocracy, HR = Hybrid Regime, DD = Deficient Democracy, WD = Working Democracy

PD RI PC GR RS

on [ o ow]

0.12 0.05 0.20 0.11
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DeMaX Version 3 goes online!

WURZBURG democracy
matrix
Regime ) Total
Rank Country Code Freedom Equality Control PD RI PC GR RS
Type Value
166 | Burundi BDI 0.10
167 | Libya LBY 0.10
168 | Palestine/West Bank PSE 0.00 0.09
169 | Sudan SDN 0.09
170 | Somalia SOM 0.08
171 Qatar QAT 0.05
172 | Yemen YEM 0.05
173 | South Sudan SSD 0.00 0.05
174 Palestine/Gaza PSE 0.05
175 | China CHN 0.05
176 | Saudi Arabia SAU 0.00 0.05
177 | North Korea PRK 0.05
178 | Syria SYR 0.03
179 Eritrea ERI 0.00 0.02
PD = Procedures of Decision, RI = Regulation of Intermediate Sphere, PC = Public Communication, GR = Guarantee of Rights, RS = Rule Settlement and Implementation
HA = Hard Autocracy, MA = Moderate Autocracy, HR = Hybrid Regime, DD = Deficient Democracy, WD = Working Democracy

Learn more about the DeMaX!

Visit the homepage of the Democracy Matrix for more information and benefit from the online analysis by conducting your own

comparisons. The DeMaX dataset and codebook are also available to download free of charge.

Contact

Democracy Matrix Research Project

Chair of Comparative Politics and German Government

Institute of Political Science and Sociology
Julius-Maximilians-Universitit Wirzburg
Wittelsbacherplatz 1

97074 Wiirzburg

Email: contact@democracymatrix.com

Homepage: www.democracymatrix.com
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