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Abstract 
In earlier work, we analyzed the proposition that democratic transitions result in a change in the 
proportion of trade with democratic partners. Using a difference-in-differences, estimation we 
found evidence that when nations transition into democracy they trade more with degree other 
democracies. In this paper we use those 38 regime transitions to analyze the impact of 
democracy on the wellbeing of its citizenry. We fit a difference-in-differences estimation of 
democratic transition on infant mortality, educational attainment, per capita income, and human 
capital accumulation. Our starting point is a set of twenty-six clean democratic transitions where 
at least five years of autocracy were followed by a transition to democracy that lasted at least 
five years, and a comparable set of twelve clean anti-democratic transitions from five years or 
more of democracy to five or more years of autocracy. We find no significant before-after 
differences in social and economic outcomes resulting from regime changes. The null results are 
not driven by trends in dependent variables before the shock (such as economic collapse 
precipitating an institutional change) or regression to the mean. 
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Introduction 

The relationship between governance, the quality of institutions, and the wellbeing of voters is 

one of the most important and debated questions among political scientists, economists, and legal 

scholars. Economic development is the combination of economic growth, rising living standards, 

human capabilities, and wellbeing. Democratic governance is traditionally defined by 

participation and competition for political office, which result in enlargements of franchise, free 

and fair elections, freedom of the press and association, the rule of law and secure protection of 

property rights (Dahl 1971). Despite numerous contributions to this debate, the question of 

whether democracy fosters or hinders economic development and welfare remains unresolved. 

The reason for our failure to have a definitive answer to this extremely relevant question resides 

in the fact that democracy, development, and well-being are complex phenomena (Przeworski et 

al 2000). Moreover, there is no unique mapping from the different elements associated with 

democratic governance onto the different dimensions associated with economic development and 

individual well-being (Przeworski et al 2000, Tavares and Wacziarg 2001, Pinto and Timmons 

2005, Rodrik 2006). 

Predictions about the net effect of democratic governance on wellbeing are thus 

indeterminate: depending on economic, social, and political features of the country, democracy 

could have positive or negative effects on the sources of economic growth (Tavares and 

Wacziarg 2001, Pinto and Timmons 2005). The challenge to empirically-motivated researchers 

is to identify the conditions under which regime changes result in higher living standards. 

Analyses using large time-series cross-sectional datasets are problematic given the clustering 

structure of the data within countries, regions, and years. To mitigate these concerns, we 

concentrate on specific instances of regime transitions that occur over short periods of time. Our 
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starting point is a set of 26 clean democratic transitions where at least five years of autocracy 

were followed by a transition to democracy that lasted at least five years, and a comparable set of 

12 clean anti-democratic transitions from five years or more of democracy to five or more years 

of autocracy. This strategy allows us to isolate the specific mechanism of institutional change 

that characterizes clean transitions to and from democratic rule.  

In earlier work, we use a similar strategy to analyze the proposition that democratic 

transitions result in a change in democratic trade (Erikson, Pinto, and Rader 2014). Using a 

difference-in-differences (DID) estimation, we find evidence that when nations transition into 

democracy they trade more with other democracies. In this paper, we use the data on the same 38 

regime transitions to analyze the impact of democracy on economic welfare. We conduct a DID 

estimation of the effect of regime transition on two outcomes reflecting economic performance, 

namely growth in GDP per capita and returns to human capital, and on two outcomes reflecting 

the improvement in living conditions of the population, namely infant mortality and educational 

attainment.  

We test for relative before-after differences in social and economic outcomes resulting 

from regime changes in the 38 democratic and autocratic transitions identified using the rule 

described above. Our results suggest that movements towards democratic rule are not related to 

economic growth, human capital accumulation, infant mortality rates, or average years of 

education. We conduct sensitivity analyses on trends in dependent variables before the shock, 

such as economic collapse precipitating an institutional change, and the possibility of regression 

to the mean.  

Democracy, Autocracy, and Wellbeing 
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Some societies are democratic, while others are not; some societies are prosperous and 

enjoy high living standards, while others are trapped in poverty. The question of whether 

democracy leads to prosperity is central in political science; yet the link between these two 

fundamental processes remains unresolved. The failure to answer this question in a definitive 

way results from three fundamental issues. First, democracy and economic development are 

multidimensional phenomena. Democratic governance is associated with political competition 

and participation; liberty and freedom of speech; rule of law and independent judiciary; 

credibility of commitments and property rights protection. Democracies develop rule-based 

mechanisms for conflict resolution and protect majorities and minorities alike. Economic 

development is associated with economic growth and results in systematic improvements in 

standards of living. Developed countries have higher living standards than less developed 

countries; social indicators tend to worsen when economies contract. Second, there is no unique 

mapping from the different elements associated with democratic governance onto the different 

dimensions associated with economic development and individual wellbeing (Przeworski et al. 

2000, 1). Growth-generating policies are those that tackle the most binding constraints faced by 

an economy, and are highly context specific (Rodrik 2006, 56). And third, political and 

economic development are the result of long-historical processes and tend to reinforce each other 

(Acemoglu and Robinson 2006, 674).  

The multiple dimensions of democratic governance could have differential effects on 

different economic outcomes that we associate with individual wellbeing. An enlargement of the 

franchise, for instance, creates incentives for governments to provide public goods, including 

health, education, sanitation, and other social policies benefitting less privileged sectors of the 

polity (McGuire and Olson 1996, Lake and Baum 2001, Boix 2001, Acemoglu and Robinson 
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2005). Yet enlarging the franchise also creates incentives to tax wealth and capital, reducing the 

incentives to save and invest (Meltzer and Richard 1981, Olson 1982). Democratic governance is 

also associated with the protection of property rights, promoting savings, investment and 

innovation (North and Weingast 1989, Wittman 1989, Mokyr 1990). Political institutions could 

also affect economic growth, and indirectly wellbeing, through a different mechanism: 

productivity and innovation, which results from the free flow of ideas. Electoral competition 

requires freedom of the press, which, in turn, creates better mechanisms for transmitting 

information and promoting exchange of ideas that are central to innovation (Sen 1999). 

Through its impact on economic growth, regime type can potentially affect wellbeing. 

Yet political institutions could have an impact on welfare directly. Institutional arguments 

linking democracy to wellbeing are different variations of a related mechanism: since wealth and 

income distributions are skewed, the median income is lower average income (Meltzer and 

Richard 1981). The pivotal decision maker is relatively poorer as the franchise expands. 

Enlargement of the franchise forces governments to enact policies preferred by the new median 

voter. The result will be reflected in the content of public policy choices: democracies are 

expected to spend more in education, healthcare, and other public goods, resulting in better 

social outcomes.  

However, democracies could also be a drag on economic activity and have an uneven or 

negative effect on aggregate welfare. Greater competition and participation associated with 

democratic governance lower barriers to accessing policymakers, as elected officials must turn 

their attention to demands from voters, and interest groups, to remain in office. Sustaining the 

public infrastructure that is conducive to growth, providing public goods including health, 

education, and sanitation, and responding to the demands from voters results in competition over 
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the allocation of scarce government revenue and resources. This scarcity prevents democratic 

governments from tackling all social issues and voter demands at once without raising revenue 

and taxation. 

We lack evidence of major differences in economic performance across regime types: on 

average democracies and autocracies grow at a similar rate (Przeworski et al. 2000, Tavares and 

Wacziarg 2001, Pinto and Timmons 2005). In terms of wellbeing, the empirical record is also 

mixed: there is no clear link between democracy and infant mortality (Zweifel and Navia 2000, 

Baum and Lake 2003, Brown and Hunter 2004, and Ross 2006), and a positive link between 

democracy and public spending (Lake and Baum 2001, and Keefer and Khemani 2005) and on 

education spending in Africa (Stasavage 2005).  

Table 1 here 

As shown in Table 1, empirical analyses of the democracy and wellbeing hypothesis rely 

on large time series cross-section (TSCS) datasets covering all countries and years for which the 

relevant variables are available. Using refined data with broad coverage on changes in different 

components of democracy seems ideal for testing whether democracy leads to rising living 

standards. However, conducting analyses of institutional change on wellbeing in large TSCS 

datasets is problematic. Most countries never experience regime transitions in the postwar era, 

others have transitioned to and from democracy one or two times, while many other countries are 

institutionally unstable. Most of the variance used for the statistical analysis comes from 

differences across countries. The longitudinal variance used to identify changes comes from 

countries that experience democratic or autocratic transitions. In the latter case, changes in the 

outcomes of interest could be a function of the conditions that make the countries unstable, rather 

than institutional changes. 
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To mitigate these concerns and isolate the specific mechanism of institutional change, we 

concentrate on a sample of countries that have experienced clean regime transitions to and from 

full autocracy and democracy occurring over very short intervals. Following a very simple rule, 

which we discuss in the next section, we identify twenty-six clean democratic transitions where 

at least five years of autocracy were followed by a transition to democracy that lasted at least 

five years. We have also identified a comparable set of twelve clean autocratic transitions where 

five years or more of democratic rule were followed by five or more years of autocracy.1 Using 

the data on these thirty-eight transitions, we implement a difference-in-differences estimation to 

test the effect of regime transition on outcomes associated with economic growth and wellbeing: 

growth in GDP per capita, returns to human capital, infant mortality, and educational attainment. 

In the ensuing section, we present our sample selection criteria and empirical strategy. Next we 

discuss the results of our empirical analyses. 

Difference-in-Differences 

Researchers have used a variety of empirical strategies to estimate the effect of 

democracy on growth and other indicators of wellbeing. We propose a different technique, 

difference-in-differences (DID), that utilizes instances of pro and anti democratic shocks.  By 

comparing the trajectories of countries that experience large and sudden changes in levels of 

democracy, we can measure the effect of a change in democratic status on wellbeing with fewer 

assumptions than other approaches.  Our approach is tantamount to asking: when a nation 

becomes more (less) democratic, does the wellbeing of its citizens increase (decrease) relative to 

citizens in nations that do not experience democratic change?   

 
1 In Erikson, Pinto and Rader (2014) we use this strategy to test the proposition that democratic 
transitions result in a change in democratic trade. The strategy has enough power to identify a 
democratic effect on the composition of trade even in such a small sample. 
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The change in outcomes in countries that experience no changes in democracy act as 

controls for those countries that are treated with pro or anti democratic shocks.  Of course, 

democratic shocks are not randomly assigned.  However, one advantage of the DID approach is 

that it allows us to control for the average pre-shock difference between the shock countries and 

non-shock countries.  (That is the first difference in difference-in-differences.)  We therefore 

need not rely on controlling for many observed covariates that explain the pre-shock difference. 

The critical assumption is “parallel trends”---that, in the absence of the democratic shock, there 

would be no difference in the change in the outcomes between the shock countries and non-

shock countries.  This is a weaker assumption than a standard regression set-up because the first 

difference “controls for” the pre-shock differences between the countries. DID can be combined 

with fixed effects as well to avoid the pitfalls of cross-national comparisons.  

Another advantage of the DID approach is that it is less prone to false positives due to 

serial correlation in democracy scores and wellbeing outcomes.  On average, these measures tend 

to increase over time.  Failing to properly account for this correlation makes standard error 

estimates too small.  This in turn can lead one to falsely reject the null hypothesis of no effect of 

democracy on wellbeing.  DID estimates can overcome this problem so long as one uses the 

average change in short time periods right before and after the treatment, as we do (Bertrand, 

Duflo, Mullainathan 2004).   

Utilizing short time windows around democratic shocks does come at a price, however.  

If changes in democracy have longer downstream effects on wellbeing, then we will miss those 

changes.  However, the DID approach is not in general too strict a test for the effects of 

democratic change.  Using the same set of democratic shocks, Erikson, Pinto, and Rader (2014) 

find a positive effect of a pro-democracy shocks on a country’s propensity to trade with other 
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democracies. 

Another limitation to the DID approach is the risk that democratic shocks are themselves 

the result of short term changes in wellbeing measures.  If that is the case and if when the 

wellbeing measures return to average following the democratic shock, we could mistakenly 

attribute that movement to the democratic shock.  This is the well-known regression to the mean 

effect (Campbell and Ross 1968).  This concern is present in all types of analyses of democracy 

and wellbeing, however.  Furthermore, in the DID context, one can somewhat ameliorate such 

concerns by examining pre-shock trends in wellbeing between shock and non-shock countries. 

The primary advantage to using DID to test the effect of democratic shocks on wellbeing 

is that the design is what-you-see-is-what-you-get. We can depict the trends in wellbeing 

outcomes both before and after democratic shocks using simple graphs. We use just a handful of 

observations, but these are large and clean democratic shocks.  In most countries, democracy 

scores vary little or never.  Our small set of countries, with their dramatic democratic shifts, 

provides the best set of cases with which to test theories of democracy and wellbeing.  

Data 

To identify instances of large pro- and anti-democratic shocks, we begin with nation-year 

data on the level of democracy as measured in the Polity IV data on a -10 to 10 scale from 1950-

2000 (Marshall, Jaggers, and Gurr, 2008). We then used the following criteria.   

• The shock is large.  A nation’s democracy score must change at least 6 points from one 

year to the next.  

• The shock either makes a non-democracy into a democracy or vice versa.  That is, the 

one-year shift takes the country across the +6 threshold, which Marshall, Jaggers and 

Gurr (2008) argue is the minimum value that indicates the presence of democratic 
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institutions.  

• The democracy score must be available from five years before to five years after the 

shock, or an 11 year interval of observations. 

• There must not be another shift of magnitude absolute six (|6|) or greater during the 11-

year interval that would present a complicating overlap.  

We are able to identify 26 democratic shocks and 12 anti-democratic shocks (see Table A in 

the Appendix).  These countries experienced large shocks on average.  The average pro-

democracy increase is about 11 points on the 21-point Polity scale.  The average anti-democracy 

decrease is 13 points.  Our case selection criteria yielded clear cases of democratic change.  

Following these changes, did these countries then experience noticeable changes in wellbeing? 

 
Before and after changes to Democracy versus changes to Autocracy 
 

Our independent variable is a set of regime changes, either to democracy from autocracy 

or the reverse, where we have five years of data on each side of the transition.  With the 

transition year labeled Year 0, we have data from year -5 to +5.  Our test is a difference in 

differences. The dependent variable is the difference between the mean (5-year) change in the 

designated dependent variable after the regime change minus the (5-year) difference immediately 

prior to the regime change.  The independent variable is a dummy for whether the shift at Year 0 

was toward democracy (1)  or toward autocracy (0).  

We use four independent variables, each measured annually: An Index of Human 

Capital2, Median Years of Schooling (Adults)3, Infant Mortality Rate4, and real GDP per capita5. 

 
2 The Human Capital Index is an estimate of earning power per worker resulting from the 
average number of years of education and an assumed rate of return to education. The data 
comes from Penn World Tables 8.1 (Feenstra, Inklaar and Timmer 2015) and is supplemented 
with the estimates from Hanson (2014). 
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The results of these simple regressions are shown in Table 2.  The top rows show the regime 

“effects” with no controls; the bottom rows show the “effects” with a control for the lagged level 

of the dependent variable (the pre-shift score).  In general, the control adds little. 

In general, Table 2 shows little to support the expectation that gains in human capital, 

education, wellbeing and economic prosperity increase when nations turn democratic in 

comparison to when they turn autocratic.  For human capital and GDP per capita, the sign is in 

the expected direction but far from significant.  For infant mortality, the coefficient is in the 

“wrong” direction—as if democracy increases child mortality—and nonsignificant.   For these 

variables,  the trends are not significantly different between nations that move from democracy 

to autocracy and from autocracy to democracy, as if the regime makes little difference. 

Table 2 here 

The one exception appears to be with median education.  Median education increases 

when a nation turns democratic in comparison to when it turns autocratic.  The coefficient, with 

the expected positive sign, is barely significant at the .05 level without controls but with only a 

.09  p-value with the control for lagged education.  We pursue a closer look at the details. 

 

If we do the comparison of nations with a regime switch at five years before and five 

years after the transition, ignoring all the years in-between, perhaps any effect would be clearer.  

Apart from median education, comparing only year 5 with year -5 makes little difference.  But 

for median education, this shift in perspective seems to matter, as the p-value changes to .01, 

 
3 Data on the average number of years of education are from Barro and Lee (2010) 
4 The infant mortality rate (per 1000 born) data is from the UN Inter-agency Group for Child 
Mortality Estimation (IGME), http://www.childmortality.org (accessed on May 27, 2016). 
5 The data on real GDP per capita, adjusted for purchasing power, comes from Penn World 
Tables 8.1 (Feenstra, Inklaar and Timmer 2015). 
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with or without the control for lagged education.   Figure 1 shows the data—11-year changes in 

median education as a function of the nature of the regime change.  Most new democracies 

increased their median education relative to new autocracies.  Chile served in both groups; its 

education level declined with the Pinochet takeover and increased with the return of democratic 

government. 

Figure 1 here 

In summary, there is no clear evidence that a shift to democracy (as opposed to a shift to 

autocracy) produces improvement in wellbeing, human capital, or economic prosperity.   

Education may be an exception, as we see that a shift to democracy presents a surge in median 

education compared to the result from a shift the opposite direction.   

Regime change and Trend Lines 

A different way to look at the data is to search for changes in the trend that can be traced 

to the timing of the regime transition.   Our starting point is acceptance that the five-year to five-

year before-after difference between performance of nations transitioning to and from democracy 

might not be statistically significant.  Even so, the annual pattern over 11 years could still 

suggest an effect.     

On the one hand, the clearest evidence for an effect would be the following.  There would 

first be a steady recognizable year-to-year linear or curvilinear pattern of the variable for the five 

years  -5 to -1 before the transition (stable, upward, or downward).  Then the trend continues 

after the transition for years +1 to +5 except for a punctuated sharp break between  years -1 and 

+1 immediately before and after the transition.   If we found that pattern on average, it would be 

very compelling evidence for an effect.  Because the before-after gap between democratic and 
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autocratic transitions is generally trivial (Table 2), we do not expect to find this pattern, except 

possibly for median education.  

On the other hand, we might find a V-shaped pattern where the indicator moves in one 

direction before the intervention and shifts in the opposite direction after.   For instance, some 

measure of well-being might be in decline leading up to a democratizing regime change and then 

reverse, shifting upward following the democratic regime change.   If that were the case,  the 

before-after levels for the measure of well-being would not necessarily be different even if there 

is a clear shift following the regime change.  We would need to be wary, however, of a rival 

explanation for such a pattern: that regime change could be a response to short –term declines in 

well-being as well as a possible cause of recovery.  In extreme, if regime change were a 

consequence of very short-term adversity, the observations could be due simply to a regression-

to-the mean: bad times bring revolution, and events re-equilibrate to their “natural” state, falsely 

attributed to the revolutionary event.     

Actually, we need not spend too much attention on these one-hand other-hand scenarios.  

There is a third possibility that could fit the data, and that is the absence of any shift following 

regime change.  Our trend line of well being could just continue its trajectory without 

interruption at intervention year zero.  In fact this is what we find. 

Figures 2-5 show the mean score for each of the four measures, by year, -5 to +5, 

separately for nations that shift in each direction at year zero.   The pattern seems clear:   On 

average, national scores for democratic shifters and autocratic shifters continue on their previous 

course following the transition.  There is clearly no sudden effect from a democratic or autocratic 

transition.  The only pattern is that nations transitioning to democracy appear healthier based on 

the infant mortality index at hand than nations transitioning in the opposite direction. 
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Figures 2-5 here 

Still, we could be missing something that could be evident in the difference in the -5 to 

+5 year pattern between the nations undergoing the two types of regime change.   Figures 6-9 

map these differences between mean scores for democratic transitions and mean scores for 

autocratic transitions.  Except for a modestly bumpy pattern in the case of human capital, the 

trend lines represent smooth trajectories that seem unrelated to the time 0 breakpoint.   The 

trends in the gap are consistent with what we learned already from Table 2:  median education, 

GDP growth, and infant mortality increased more after the transition if the transition was to 

democracy rather than against.  At the nation level, these differences are significant only for 

median education.  When viewed as annual averages, the gaps grow over time, but not evidently 

due to the break at year zero.  Instead, the widening gap might be due to the different starting 

points for nations shifting in different political directions, as differences between more and less 

advanced nations widen (or shrink in the case of infant mortality).    

Figures 6-9 here 

The regularity of the year-to-year shifts in mean scores suggests that we have sufficient 

data to make inferences.  The year-to-year differences in mean differences, are quite small, 

however, and are swamped by within-nation differences between observations and within-time 

point variation in national scores.  If we were to draw a causal inference from the steadiness of 

the upward trends in the mean gaps, as if the nature of the regime change were the cause, we 

should be reminded that the changes were occurring at the same rate before and after the 

transition.  We should be cautious even about the causal attribution of an education effect from 

democracy.  The gains in median school years  between years -5 and +5  from democratic versus 
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autocratic shifts, while they are statistically significant, develop just before regime change as 

much as they develop after the change. 

One limitation of the preceding analysis is that much of it relies on the assumption that 

the effect of moving to democracy from autocracy is the opposite of the effect of moving away 

from democracy to autocracy. They are not necessarily opposites; arguably, either type of regime 

change could be a response to harsh conditions. Or arguably, either type of change could lead to 

improved conditions. Fortunately, this limitation does not loom as large as it might at first 

glance. If democracy or autocracy brought immediate changes in the dependent variables 

examined, they would be evident in shifts in the time series following the transition event. This 

would be true for either type of regime change independent of the effect of the opposite type of 

change.  We have observed trend lines that appear to be smooth and continuous following 

transitions to democracy and again to autocracy when each is measured independently of the 

other.  These patterns suggest little disruption from either type of regime change. 

Conclusion 

We revisit an important question in political science: whether democratic governance 

results in better well-being conditions for voters. To answer this question we develop an 

empirical strategy which is better suited at testing the link between institutions and economic 

development than previous, which relied on time-series cross-sectional data. Counter to these 

studies we explore within country changes in wellbeing that result from transitions to and from 

democracy. We concentrate on a sample of thirty-eight clean regime transitions occurring over 

very short intervals. The swift movement to and from democracy within countries isolates the 

effect of institutional change. We find no relationship between regime change and outcomes 
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associated with aggregate welfare, including growth, human capital, educational attainment and 

infant mortality.  

Our results should not be interpreted as an indictment of democracy; on the contrary, they 

suggest that transitioning to democracy does not come at a cost. Democracy and development are 

complex processes. Moreover, there is no direct mapping between the different institutional 

conditions and economic performance. The multiple dimensions of democratic governance could 

have differential effects on different economic outcomes that we associate with individual 

wellbeing. 

In any event, some components associated with democracies such as rule of law, and the 

protection of privacy, freedom and individual rights are positive values, and democracy itself 

could be intrinsically beneficial. Yet their effect on wellbeing is likely to be mixed. To better 

understand the relationship between political institutions and economic outcomes we need to 

look into the black box of politics to understand the incentives and constraints faced by political 

leaders when catering to their constituents, to understand the content of the policies they enact 

and implement. 
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Table 1: Empirical Analyses of Democracy and Wellbeing 
Author DV Regime variable Models Sample Democracy Effect  

Aceemoglu et al. 
2005  

GDP per capita Dichotomous 
measure based on 
Freedom House 
and Polity 

OLS with FE and 
1-8 lagged DVs; 
GMM; IV and 
non-parametric 

183 countries, 
1960-2010 

Positive 

Baum and Lake 
2003  

Female life 
expectancy and  
education; 
GDP/cap growth 

Polity; Freedom 
House; ACLP 
(Przeworski et al.) 

Simulatenous 
equations; no FE 

128 countries, 
1967 to 1997, 5-
year intervals 

Positive 

Boix 2001 Government 
revenue 

ACLP (Przeworski 
et al.) 

PCSE 65 countries, 
1950-1990 

Positive 

Brown and 
Mubarak 2009 

Residential 
electricty 
consumption 

Polity Multinomial logit 57 countries, 
1973-1997 

Positive 

Brown and Hunter 
2004 

Education 
spending 

Polity OLS with AR1 
correction, no FE 

17 Lat Am 
countries, 1980-
1996 

Positive 

Dietrich and 
Bernhardt 2016 

Infant mortality; 
food supply; 
primary education 

Polity PCSE with AR1 
correction 

88 countries (non-
OECD), 1984-
2012 

Positive for 
education; none 
for infant mortality 

Ghobora, Huth 
and Russet 2004 

Public Health 
Index 

Polity and 
Freedom House 

OLS 179 countries, 
cross-section 

Positive 

Krieckhaus 2005 GDP/cap growth Bollen; Freedom 
House; Polity; 
ACLP (Przeworski 
et al.) 

OLS (extreme-
bound analysis) 

Varies by decade: 
negative in 1960s, 
positive in 1970s 
and 1990s 

  

Lake and Baum 
2001 

Infant mortality; 
inmunization; 
education.  

Polity Cross-section; 
PCSE, GLE, and 
GLM with 
clustered st. errors 

Varies by DV Positive for 
education, 
negative for infant 
mortality. Mixed 
for immunization 

Mulligan et al. 
2004 

Government 
consumption; 
education and 
social spending 

Polity Cross-section 102/131, 1960 and 
1990 

No effect 

Pinto and 
Timmons 2005 

Secondary 
education, and 
other sources of 
growth 

PARCOMP from 
Polity 

3SLS 60/90 countries, 
1960-2000 

Positive for FDI, 
education and 
investment to 
growth; negative 
for investment and 
labor supply 

Ross 2006 Infant and child 
mortality 

Polity; stable 
democracy 

PCSE with lagged 
DV and FE 

168 countries, 
1970-2000 

No effect 

Stasavage 2005 Education 
spending 

Multiparty 
competition 
(Africa Research 
Program, Harvard) 

PCSE with FE African countries, 
1980-1996 

Positive for 
primary spending 

Tavares and 
Wacziarg 

GDP/cap growth; 
educational 
attainment, and 
growth channels 

Freedom House 3SLS 65 countries, 
1970-1989 

Positive for 
education; 
negative for 
growth 

Zweifel and Navia 
2000 

Infant mortality ACLP (Przeworski 
et al.). 

Counterfactuals 
based on selection 
model 

138 countries, 
1950-1990 

Negative 
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Table 2. Change Pre-to Post Regime Change as a Function of the Nature of the Change: 
From Autocracy to Democracy or from Democracy to Autocracy 
 
Dependent Variable =  
Pre to Post Change in à 

 Index of 
Human 
Capital 

Median 
Years of  

Schooling 

Infant 
Mortality 

Rate 

GDP Per 
Capita 

Regime Change 
to Democracy=1 
to Autocracy =0 

b 
SD 
p 

0.027 
(0.019) 
 [.16] 

0.167 
(0.079) 
[.05] 

3.771 
(3.030) 
[.23]  

0.633 
(.439) 
[.16] 

Constant  0.057 0.285 -11.491 0.251 
Adj. R squared  .044 .127 .016 .028 
N  (to Democracy)  18 18 26 27 
N  (to Autocracy)  7 7 9 12 
 
Dependent Variable =  
Pre to Post Change in à 

 Index of 
Human 
Capital 

Median 
Years of  

Schooling 

Infant 
Mortality 

Rate 

GDP Per 
Capita 

Regime Change 
to Democracy=1 
to Autocracy =0 

b 
SD 
p 

0.017 
(0.019) 
[.37] 

0.152 
(0.085) 
[.09] 

1,392 
(2.358) 
(.25} 

0.536 
[.488] 
[.28] 

Lagged  Level of Dependent 
Variable before Regime 
Change 

b 
SD 
p 

0.040 
(0.021) 
[.08] 

0.011 
(0.019) 
[.58] 

-0.099 
(0.242) 
[.00] 

0.040 
(0.086) 
[.64] 

Constant  0.009 0.246 -2.745 0.215 
Adj. R squared  .142 .100 .303 .007 
N  (to Democracy)  18 18 26 27 
N  (to Autocracy)  7 7 9 12 
 
Note: Pre- to Post-Transition Difference = Five Year Average in 5 Years Post-transition minus 
Five Year Average Pre-Transition.  Estimated Regime Change effect equals difference between 
shifting from autocracy to democracy minus effect of shifting from democracy to autocracy. 
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Figure 1.  Median Education 5 Years Before and after the Regime Transition, by the Nature of 
the Transition: From Autocracy to Democracy or From Democracy to Autocracy. 
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Figure 2.  Mean Human Capital by Year Relative   Figure 3.  Mean of Median Years of Education by 
to Transition by Type of Regime Change.   Year Relative to Transition by Type of Regime 
       Change. 
 
 
 

 

Figure 4.  Mean Infant Mortality by Year Relative  Figure 5.  Mean GDP per Capita by Year Relative to  
to Transition by Type of Regime Change   Transition by Type of Regime Change 
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Figure 6. Human Capital Differential by Year  Figure 7. Median Education Differential by Year 
Between Nations Transitioning to Democracy and   Between Nations Transitioning to Democracy and  
Autocracy.       Autocracy. 
 
 

 

 
Figure 8. Infant Mortality Differential by Year  Figure 9. GDP Per Capita Differential by Year 
Between Nations Transitioning to Democracy and  Between Nations Transitioning to Democracy and 
Autocracy      Autocracy. 
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Appendix Table A: Transition countries and years 
Transition to democracy Transition to autocracy 
Country Year Country Year 
Argentina 1983 Chile 1973 
Benin 1991 Fiji 1987 
Bangladesh 1991 Gambia 1994 
Bolivia 1982 Ghana 1981 
Brazil 1985 Greece 1967 
Bulgaria 1990 Lao PDR 1960 
Chile 1989 Malaysia 1969 
Colombia 1957 Myanmar 1962 
Dominican Republic 1978 Nigeria 1966 
Ecuador 1979 Pakistan 1977 
Greece 1975 Sierra Leone 1967 
Guyana 1992 Somalia 1969 
Hungary 1990   

 

Lesotho 1993   
 

Malawi 1994   
 

Mozambique 1994   
 

Nicaragua 1990   
 

Pakistan 1988   
 

Panama 1989   
 

Russia 1992   
 

Sudan 1989   
 

Taiwan 1992   
 

Thailand 1992   
 

Uruguay 1985   
 

Venezuela 1958   
 

Zambia 1991     
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Appendix Table B: Data Coverage – Democratic Transitions 

Country Year GDP per 
capita 

Infant 
Mortality 

Human 
Capital 
Index 

Returns to 
Human 
Capital 

Average 
years of 

education 
Argentina 1983 1978-1988 1978-1988 1978-1988 1978-1988 1978-1988 
Benin 1991 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 -- -- 
Bangladesh 1991 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 
Bolivia 1982 1977-1987 1977-1987 1977-1987 1977-1987 1977-1987 
Brazil 1985 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 
Bulgaria 1990 1985-1995 1985-1995 1985-1995 -- -- 
Chile 1989 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 
Colombia 1957 1952-1962 1959-1962 1952-1962 1960-1962 1960-1962 
Dominican Republic 1978 1973-1983 1973-1983 1973-1983 1973-1983 1973-1983 
Ecuador 1979 1974-1984 1974-1984 1974-1984 1974-1984 1974-1984 
Greece 1975 1970-1980 1970-1980 1970-1980 1970-1980 1970-1980 
Guyana 1992 1987-1997 1987-1997 -- 1987-1997 1987-1997 
Hungary 1990 1985-1995 1985-1995 1985-1995 -- -- 
Lesotho 1993 1988-1998 1988-1998 1988-1998 -- -- 
Malawi 1994 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 
Mozambique 1994 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 
Nicaragua 1990 1985-1995 1985-1995 -- 1985-1995 1985-1995 
Pakistan 1988 1983-1993 1983-1993 1983-1993 1983-1993 1983-1993 
Panama 1989 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 
Russia 1992 1987-1997 1987-1997 1992-1997 -- -- 
Sudan 1989 1984-1994 1984-1994 1984-1994 -- -- 
Taiwan 1992 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 
Thailand 1992 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 1987-1997 
Uruguay 1985 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 1980-1990 
Venezuela 1958 1953-1963 1953-1963 1953-1963 1960-1963 1960-1963 
Zambia 1991 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 1986-1996 

 
Appendix Table C: Data Coverage – Autocratic Transitions 

Country Year GDP per 
capita 

Infant 
Mortality 

Human 
Capital 
Index 

Returns to 
Human 
Capital 

Average 
years of 

education 
Chile 1973 1968-1978 1968-1978 1968-1978 1968-1978 1968-1978 
Fiji 1987 1982-1992 1982-1992 1982-1992 -- -- 
Gambia 1994 1989-1999 1989-1999 1989-1999 -- -- 
Ghana 1981 1976-1986 1976-1986 1976-1986 1976-1986 1976-1986 
Greece 1967 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 
Lao PDR 1960 1955-1965 -- -- -- -- 
Malaysia 1969 1964-1974 1964-1974 1966-1974 1964-1974 1964-1974 
Myanmar 1962 1957-1967 1957-1967 -- -- -- 
Nigeria 1966 1961-1971 1964-1971 -- 1961-1971 1961-1971 
Pakistan 1977 1972-1982 1972-1982 1972-1982 1972-1982 1972-1982 
Sierra Leone 1967 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 1962-1972 
Somalia 1969 1964-1974 -- -- -- -- 
 


