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Abstract:

In this paper we study a large unbalanced annual panel of 134 countries covering the period
1950 - 2003. We show that autocracies grow almost one percentage point slower than non-
autocracies, holding constant the effect of regime length on growth. We also show that regime
length significantly affects growth in a non-linear and regime type specific manner. The
growth rate in autocracies rises rapidly up to around 35 years of duration and then falls,
while the growth rate in non-autocracies rises slowly with duration for at least 100 years.
Taking both effects together non-autocracy dominates autocracy, at least on growth grounds.
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The idea that there is a form of government tipdintizes economic performance is
seductive. Many scholars have worked to showaimiqular, thatlemocracy is that optimal
form. A recent ECONLIT search for papers contagrtime phrases “democracy” and
“economic growth” produced 270 different hits. As witness both an increase in the number
of democracies around the world and an ever inorg&conomic gap between the richest
and poorest countries, the question only increamsgsportance. Anecdotes abound in both
directions: For dictatorships there is Singaporethen also North Korea. For democracies
there is the USA but then there is France. Formmgiecal analysis to date has been more
coherent: the overwhelming consensus in the litiegat that growth is either independent of,
or else negatively related to, democracy.

We believe there is room for a Z7faper for several reasons. First, following Mancur
Olson, the effect of regime type on growth may depen the duration and stability of that
regime. Second, we argue that using a multi-lexagx of democracy as a linear regressor to
explain growth obscures any true relationship betwegime type and economic
performance. Third, it is highly desirable to empgahe sample of countries used in the
analysis. This expanded sample comes with a grm&gver: comparing the performance of
more nations forces us to use an extremely parsousmodel, because of data limitations.

In our analysis of 134 countries, using an unbadrannual panel over the period
1950 — 2003, we define dictatorship simply as amynaariable. Using this design, we show
that dictatorships pay a significant penalty imrterof growth: on average non-democracies
grow approximately 1 full percent per year moreryo holding regime duration constant.

We also show that regime length has a significapaict on growth that is both non-linear



and regime type specific. Interestingly, thesaltesupport (in part) predictions made by
Mancur Olsort.

The following section reviews the empirical litared. Section 1l elaborates our
understanding of Olson’s views about the regimesddpnt effect of regime duration on
economic performance. Section Il describes ouretng strategy and data, while Section

IV presents our basic results and some robusteets Section V concludes.

|. Theempirical literaturein a nutshell
The empirical literature on regime type and ecomopeirformance is enormous and
equivocal. In a comprehensive survey of thisditere in economics, Brunetti (1997)
concludes “Considering the evidence of this suritazan be safely stated that there is no
clear relationship between democracy, at leastemsuored in these studies, and economic
growth.” Rather than reprising that survey, wd aanfine ourselves here to mentioning the
five papers we see as most directly relevant tcoaur work.
* Levine & Renelt (1992) famously show that democrigayot a robust determinant of
growth in cross-sectional regressions.
* Barro (1996) shows in decade average panel regressiat democracy has a “weakly
negative” effect on growth.
* Przeworski & Limongi (2000) study annual panels amgle that there is no real
difference in growth between dictators and demscrat
* Tavares & Wacziarg (2001) use a structural modektmmine many channels through

which democracy might influence growth, finding sonegative effects and some

! Specifically while we find no strong growth petyafor long —lived democracies as Olson arguestia Rise
and Decline of Nations, we do find that regime diorarapidly raises growth in autocracies for thistf30 years
or so which is consistent with Olson’s later work.



positive but conclude that the “overall effect ehabcracy on economic growth is
moderately negative”.

* The most recent work of which we are aware, Gerfdand, Barndt & Moreno
(CBBM, 2005) argues for using a cumulative stockl@ocracy rather than a current
level. They say about “level of democracy” regress, “It matters not how one
measures the level of democracy in a given yeaitillithas no effect on subsequent

economic performance”.

This work adds up to an empirical consensus thaiodeacy either has no measurable
effect on, or else actually retards, growth ratdswever, for the reasons we noted in the
introduction, we do not think the door is close@toew approach. To illustrate why consider
what are arguably the two best and most influepiglers in the economics literature. Barro
(1996) studies up to 100 countries from 1965 todl 9@vares & Warciag (2001) study 65
countries from 1970 to 1989. Both use the FreedamsH index (or a normalization of it) as
a linear regressor, as if it were scaled in constamdinal increments. And neither consider
the possible effects of regime duration on growtik,subject we take up in the following

section.

I1. On the possibility of duration dependent effects of regimetype

Olson (1982) argued that democracies succumb to éhealled “institutional sclerosis.”
Over time, he claimed, “encompassing interestsblbrexweaker, and special interests
organize to capture rents and government-enforaatbpoly powers. But dictatorships,

with their single ruler seeking to maximize revenaie more encompassing. In short, if



democratic institutions allow a majority to soligits position, and special interests to gain
protection, the power in democracies will be lessoenpassing than in a dictatorship.

But Olson makes another interesting observatibe: “éncompassing interest”
implication of the centralization of power in a@itorship is conditional on the time horizon
of the ruler, and the prospects for survival of tbgime as perceived by citizens and
investors. A dictatorship on the verge of lositogver can never make a credible commitment
not to expropriate property and wealth. Only aatarship of considerable duration will
exhibit behavior consistent with an encompassitey@st.

The prediction, then, is a conditional claim, as pgassage from Clague, et al. (1997)
illustrates.

A dictator who does not expect to last long and wiats to maximize his wealth has
an incentive to appropriate whatever assets he &Gmilarly, an autocrat who is
threatened by a coup may take desperate measuwasdaesources that can be used
to buy political support. On the other hand, atoatat who expects to remain in
power for a long time, and perhaps even to bequaattiomain to his offspring, has

an incentive to establish and then respect propegtys for his subjects so that they
produce more output that the autocrat can taxqfp2).?

2 Olson (1997; pp. 47-48) makes this same pointragadre colorfully and at a little greater length.
A rational autocrat with a long time horizon withtnconfiscate his subjects’ assets, because this wi
reduce investment and future income and, thusywirslong-run tax receipts.
Now, suppose the autocratic ruler is uncertain atatnether he will be in charge much longer. He may
be uncertain about this because he fears invagiomd yet-more-powerful domain, a coup d’etat, a
revolution, or an assassination. When uncertajivgs him a short-term view, he has an incentiee, n
matter how gigantic his empire or how exalted medge might be, to seize any asset whose totaéval
exceeds the discounted present value of its tdd gieer his short-term horizon. With a sufficigntl
short planning horizon, it pays any autocrat ndy ¢m confiscate all readily seizable assets bst &b
repudiate his debts and to generate inflation Imtipg money for his own use, no matter how gréat t
long-run cost....
Any autocracy must sooner or later have a shose tiorizon. In addition to the external and intérna
enemies and accidents that can end any autocterg, is the fundamental problem of succession. If
an autocrat were to create a body with the powgutrantee an orderly succession, that body would
have to have more power than anyone else in thietgodut it could only have this power if it had
more power than the autocrat—and thus the captacityerrule the autocrat—in which case the society
by definition would not be an autocracy.



Taken together, these are the predictions madeeiiogic of the Olson moda&l:

» Democracies have greater minimal incentives toymilsoadly shared growth, at least
for a majority of the citizens. This is true evennew, unstable democracies.

» Dictators and autocrats have incentives to pursowth and to make credible
commitments against expropriatién.

* However, new dictators may be under so much pregswsurvive that their time
horizon is very short, and expropriation is theyomdy for them to survive.

* The key conditioning variable, determining muctited effect of regime type on
growth, is the expectation of citizens and investbat they will be able to capture
gains from exchange, and protect returns to investm

For our own empirical work, the key point we takenii Olson is that the effect of regime

duration on economic performance is regime typeeddpnt. Democracies are likely to suffer
over time from the sclerotic effects of interesiuws, while autocracies may improve over
time (up to a point) as the leader consolidatesgooost empirical studies of regime type
on growth have ignored these possible effects metbduration effects to be common for all
regime types. This is not just a criticism of #iesence of a theoretical claim in other work.
The absence of the appropriate specification ofribdel sharply conditions the results of

estimations. Our claim is that allowing for thepegpriate conditional effects of duration on

% For background, see Olson (1982; 1997; 2000) Me@uire and Olson (1997).
* This view is not uncontroversial. Wintrobe (1998¢sents a categorization of “types” of autocratt some
types being uninterested in the economic growttepabf society. Cowen (2000) has an interestingeovation
in this regard:
“Much of Olson's argument assumes that the statydmandit is akin to a profit-maximizer. In reality
stationary bandits, such as Stalin and Mao, mag ha&en maximizing personal power or perhaps
something even more idiosyncratic. Second, thésiaty bandit might be keener to keep control over
the population, given how much is at stake. He oygyose liberalization more vehemently, for fear
that a wealthier and freer society will overthroimH



regime type demonstrates that regime type is indaémportant factor in explaining growth.

Democracies demonstrably grow faster, in an apptgly specified model.

[11. Modeling strategy and data

The cornerstone of our approach is allowing foimegspecific duration effects on
growth as described above. However, we also betleatet is important to address the other
issues (measurement of autocracy/democracy, sauzglestructural vs. reduced form
modeling) we noted in the introduction.

In that regard, rather than use a qualitative irmea linear regressor as much of this
literature does, we are going to split the samqile autocracies and non-autocracies and
report a sensitivity analysis on the splittingenion> The assumption that each one point
increment on a democracy scale should produce @ pgrcentage point improvement in
economic growth is heroic, to put it mildly, andyrtze helping to cause the pervasive non-
findings we discussed in the literature review.

We also have worked to achieve the largest sangeense could. We are using a dataset
built on work originally done by Angus Maddison tltantains a much wider array of non-
democratic countries than does the usual soureeRgnn World Tables) used in the
literature. In particular, we gain 19 countrieattare not in the PWT and greatly increase
years of coverage for another 11 countries (andf 28ese countries are autocracies). Of
course this increase in coverage comes at the gficet having many conditioning variables

in the regressions, but we consider this potebtiglto actually be a feature in our analysis.

® While Przeworski et. al also use a 0 1 classiiim, using an multiple category index as a limegressor is
standard practice in the empirical literature.



In effect, there are two basic modeling optiors} specify and test a set of structural
equations that capture the underlying channelsogiweffects are transmitted across sectors.
(b) Specify a parsimonious reduced form model toatrols for the key relationships
between growth and institutions. Our sample sizs ps into camp (b) by default, but we
argue here that (b) is also the best approacheom#hits, at least for this problem. There are
three reasons. First, structural modeling grea&tthuces the sample size and eliminates many
cases that may be quite relevant (low growth dicsdtips, for example). The most
comprehensive structural investigation is that afdres & Wacziarg (2001) which ends up
with 65 countries in the sample once all the datpirements are met. Second, there is no
agreed-upon, fully-specified theory of all the cheals by which regime type can influence
growth. If we specify the structure incorrectlye will almost certainly miss the effect even
if it is there.® Third, just as we have seen an argument thaneduration may affect
growth differently for democracies and autocradieis, likely that many other channels
whereby regime type can affect growth vary by cougtoup or other conditioning variables.
In other words, even if we knew in theory all theastural channels, finding the correct
functional form would remain a formidable challen@ar strategy is to treat the specific
structural channels through which regimes migheaf§rowth as a black box, and instead

look directly at the regime — growth relationshipai reduced form modél.

6 Clearly, our claim echoes Friedman (1953), who fadasimple reduced form models over structural rtsoite
cases where the correct structure is not knowmgaeal upon: “Complete ‘realism’ is clearly unatttle, and
the question whether a theory is realistic ‘enougni be settled only by seeing whether it yieldsljfmtions that
are good enough for the purpose in hand or thabeiter than predictions from alternative theoties.

! This is not as strange as it may seem. Growth yhedis us that in the short run, growth can conoenf
changes in the rate of accumulation of inputs,iarte long run from technological progress andantry’s
ability to use such progress. Any policy variablegrowth regressions really must be seen as fathat
influence input accumulation, technology progressthe ability to utilize new technology



The data come from the Growth & Development Ceatéhe University of
Groninger? Our Appendix lists the countries and years engample. The income data is
adjusted for inflation and deviations from PPP muncthe same manner as the Penn World
Tables data. The regime data comes from the Aditlatabase that is widely used in
political science. We use the 0 — 10 autocracyirankom Polity IV to form our regime type
variable, coding as dictatorships any country yeatis an autocracy ranking of 5 or above
which captures about 45% of the observations irsémeple’ We use the Polity IV durable
variable as our measure of regime length. Thisabégigives the age in years of the current
regime.

The Polity database does not code an autocrach&uduring regime transition
periods but rather codes the variable as -66,6i7788 depending on the type of transition. In
this study, we simply drop these transition yeessfour analysis, leaving us with 5866
country-years in our regressions (around 210 cygwars are dropped as transitional). While
there is economic data for many countries befoee thate of independence, there is no Polity
data and we thus exclude these nations from tHgsasaWe also exclude countries that do
not have more than 10 years of coverage. Butlairanations are included, giving us a much
larger and more diverse sample than has been ngwdvious work.

We include fixed annual effects to allow for commshocks over time. We do not
include country specific fixed effects, for the i reason that including them would not
allow the experiences of countries whose regime tgpunchanged over the sample to

influence the variable of interest. In other worelniploying country specific fixed effects

8 We combined data from Angus Maddison’s historitatistics database and the GGDC total economy
database as suggested on the website, checking wéees overlapped to ensure consistency. Imtham,
Maddison has updated his historical statisticsliega, so this combining may no longer be necesgéaywill
provide our exact data upon request.

 We will consider alternative definitions in owbustness section below.



would force the dictatorship coefficient to be detmed only by within group variation in the
sample (countries whose status shifts at least dadeg the sample period) and there are a
lot of countries in our sample whose regime typenisstant throughout the period.

We begin in equation 1 of Table 1 with the simpfasssible test. We regress per
capita growth on a constant, a set of time dumianesour dictatorship dummy, finding that
dictatorships grow significantly slower (by abouedchalf of a percentage point) than non-
dictatorships in our sample (allowing for commomp®ral shocks). Equation 2 adds lagged
growth to the model, which improves the fit but sle®t change the result.

Equation 3 adds the regime length variable (call@@ble), and shows that growth is
moderately persistent, that regime length has &hgasitive effect on growth and that
dictatorships still grow significantly slower, agdyy almost a half percentage point.
However, since we have argued that the durabilgyowth relationship is quite likely non-
linear, we do not spend a lot of time on the raesoltequation 3 but rather move on to a
model with a non-linear effect of regime lengthshswn in equation 4.

Here all variables are significant at the 0.0kleregime durability first raises, then
lowers growth, and dictatorship lowers growth byas$t exactly one half of a percentage
point. We present a picture of the estimated @tatip between durability and growth in
Figure 1'° Initially, regime survival provides an increasiggpwth dividend that rises
quickly over the first 40 years. Then after 70 gear so, regime survival begins to slow down

growth.

10" CBBM report that the polity IV durability variabis insignificant in their test, but they do nonsider any
possible non-linear effects of regime durability.



So far, we have shown that, with a more compreatiertata set than has been used
previously, dictatorships grow significantly slowtean non-dictatorships. Further, we find
that regime duration has a significant, but noedineffect on growth.

However, we argued above that the effect of redength on growth may well be
type dependent, a much more interesting and digtaiing claim. We investigate this
possibility in equation 4 of Table 1. Again, adinables are significant at the 0.01 level and
we see that the effect of regime length on growtindeed dependent on the type of regime.
Allowing for this interdependence almost doubles ¢befficient on the dictatorship dummy
from .49 to .9 indicating that holding constant &fiects of durability, dictatorships grow
almost one percentage point slower than non didthaijes. Figure 2 shows the two different
estimated regime length — growth relationships.séifenctions are significantly different
from each other at the 0.01 level.

As Figure 2 reveals, Olson’s claims are reallydyrne out for dictatorships. In
dictatorships, stability brings a quickly risingogrth premium over the first 20 years. Then
the effect flattens out, and after 35 years furtitability begins to reduce growth. In the non-
dictatorship case, the effect of regime durabuitygrowth rises quite slowly, but for almost
an indefinite period of time, with the peak occagriat around 100 years of life. We see little
evidence of institutional sclerosis in these ddtas worthwhile to note that there are many
observations (in terms of country / years) in tamgle with dictatorships older than 35 years,
so the downward portion of that curve is both eated with some statistical power and is
substantively relevant.

Figure 2 might lead one to think that for thetflnalf century of life, it is better for

growth to have a dictatorship. Or put another wiaypn-dictatorship is unlikely to last, then

10



it is not worth trying, at least for growth reasoH®wever, this would ignore the large
negative dictator dummy estimated in equation Brtter to judge the dynamic effects of
regime choice we need to combine both elementsidibiis produces the results displayed
in Figure 3.

Here we can see that, from a growth perspectime;dictatorship dominates
dictatorship. Dictatorship starts with almost a peecentage point disadvantage, almost
catches up within 30 years but then falls furthred further behind beyond that point. These
results represent the first clear achievementlohg sought after goal, namely a convincing
empirical case for the growth benefits of non-dimtship.

Discussion and Robustness Tests

Why do we find these strong results where othavemot? There are at least three
reasons. First, we have a broader sample of distafes in our data than is usually studied in
the literature. Second, we examine an interacteiwéen regime type and regime durability
in a way that has not been undertaken. Third, veeausmple dummy variable to characterize
regime type rather than using a constructed indectlly as a linear regressor. Finally, rather
than specify a structural model of how dictatorsmpedes growth (for example that
dictatorship affects productivity which affects gtth), we estimate a simple reduced form
model of growth.

Given the unique nature of these results, howeweishould consider some
robustness checks. We perform two such types t. tegst we consider how dependent the
results are on the exact sample employed by penfigrencountry-by-country jack-knife on

the datd’ That is, we re-estimate the model in equation Baifle 1 134 times, each time

" That is, rather than excluding a single observatice exclude all observations for each nation, atreetime.
Rather than testing for influential observatiomgrt, we are testing for influential nations in taenple.

11



with a different country excluded from the regressiWe then consider the properties of the
134 separate coefficients we estimate for eaclablarin the model. This information is
contained in Table 2 and is notable mainly fortleenendous degree of sample independence
shown. In no case does excluding a country cagsefficient sign change and for all 7
variables, the distribution of their coefficienssviery tightly packed around the means. For
example, the average estimated value of the drctiatmmy is -.9 with a minimum of -1.02

and a maximum of -.82 and a standard deviatioess than .03. These results show that our
findings are not very sensitive to the exact sarepiployed.

The second type of robustness check we perfotmvary our statistical definition of
dictatorship. Specifically, we relax the criteriby using an autocracy score of 4 or above
(instead of 5 or above) to define dictatorship al s make the criterion more stringent by
setting 6 or above as the definition of a dictdigrsFinally we also define dictatorships as
cases where a country’s autocracy score exceedsrtscracy score, which in the Polity IV
database are cases where a country’s Polity2 Vaisbess than zero. Table 3 presents
estimations of our full model under each of thésed alternative definitions of dictatorship.
Again, we can see that the results are remarkablyst. In all cases the dictatorship dummy
is negative and significant, the durability effexctegime type dependent and non-linear, and
the relative curves show the same pattern as thiepiyed in Figure 3 for our baseline

model!?

12 Another possible criticism of our results is tha true relationship may be causally reverseat,growth
causes democracy. There is a large literaturecthahs the level of living standards predict denaogr
However, this effect is not very large. Barro (1p88ds that a doubling of per capita incomes waalide his
democracy index by about 1 category after 10 y&slesdo not think there is much cause for conceoutb
reverse causation in our results.

12



Conclusions

The relation between political regimes and ecorgrerformance has proven hard to
pin down. No one doubts that there are importéates, but almost no one agrees on how to
measure the differences, or even model the paththagsgh which such differences might
be discerned.

In this paper, we have investigated the relatignamong regime type and regime
duration and growth rate. Using data from 134 ¢toes, over the period 1950 — 2003, we
estimate a reduced form model that allows the eieduration to be both non-additive and
non-linear, and find that this functional form puoes estimates consistent with two
important claims. First, in sharp contrast to exgwork, we find that democracies clearly
and persistently enjoy a growth premium. Olsoh&sts of institutional sclerosis either does
not apply to democracies, or else has such a snaadiinal effect as to raise questions about
its value as a primary explanation of growth pateyver time.

Second, we find support for Olson’s thasislictatorships (measured as satisfying
any of a variety of thresholds of the level of cah&utocratic control, and not depending on
the specific threshold we use). New dictatorspigng a steep penalty in growth, but close
much of the gap over time. Olson’s explanatioat thctatorships lose growth for instability,
but gain growth by maintaining more comprehensnterest representation than moderately
durable democracies, appears to have considergbl@natory power.

We subject these estimates to a variety of rolesstohecks, both in terms of

functional form and in terms of exclusion of (pdtatty) unduly influential observation®But

13



our findings are robust with respect to variationfunctional form, and with respect to
estimation of jack-knife coefficient distributions.

The simple model estimated here is intended osky preliminary estimate; a
challenge to the prevailing wisdom on the insigmaifice, or actual damage, of democratic
institutions to economic growth and a plea to coeisregime duration as an additional
important institutional variable. With the redudedm result established, future work can
focus gathering additional data to specify morautjethe exact channels by which
institutions effect growth, and how the pattermguodwth over time promotes institutional

change.
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Appendix: Countries and years with both GDPPC ineaata and Polity IV regime data

Traditional OECD Countries (22)

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Cyprus
Denmark
Finland
France

W. Germany
Greece
Ireland

Italy

Japan
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
UK

us

Eastern Europe (10)

Albania
Bulgaria

Czechoslovakia

E. Germany
Hungary
Poland
Romania
Turkey
Yugoslavia
USSR

Asia (20)

Afghanistan
Bangladesh

1950 — 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1960 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 1989
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003

1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 1992
1960 — 1989
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 1991
1950 - 1991

1950 — 2001
1972 - 2003
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Cambodia
China
India
Indonesia
Laos
Malaysia
Mongolia
Myanmar
Nepal

N. Korea
Pakistan
Philippines
Singapore
S. Korea
Sri Lanka
Taiwan
Thailand
Vietnam

Latin America & Caribbean (22)

Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil

Chile
Colombia
Costa Rica
Cuba

Dominican Republic

Ecuador

El Salvador
Guatemala
Haiti
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Trinidad & Tobago
Uruguay
Venezuela

1953 — 2001
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1954 — 2001
1957 — 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2003
1950 — 2001
1950 - 2001
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2003
1959 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1976 — 2003

1950 - 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 — 2001
1950 - 2001
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 — 2001
1959 - 2001
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2001
1950 — 2003
1962 - 2001
1950 - 2001
1950 - 2003
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Middle East & North Africa (16)

Algeria
Bahrain
Egypt

Iran

Iraq

Israel

Jordan
Kuwait

Libya
Morocco
Oman

Qatar

Saudi Arabia
Syria
Tunisia
United Arab Emirates

Sub-Saharan Africa (45)

Angola

Benin

Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Central African Republic
Chad

Comoros

Congo

Dem. Republic of Congo (Zaire)
Cote d’lvoire
Djibouti
Equatorial Guinea
Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea
Guinea-Bisseau
Lesotho

Liberia

1962 - 2003
1971 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 — 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1963 - 2003
1951 - 2001
1956 — 2003
1950 — 2003
1971 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1950 - 2003
1959 - 2001
1971 - 2003

1975 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1966 — 2001
1960 - 2001
1962 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1960 — 2001
1960 - 2001
1975 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1960 — 2003
1960 - 2003
1977 - 2001
1968 - 2001
1950 — 1993
1960 - 2001
1965 - 2001
1960 — 2003
1958 - 2001
1974 - 2001
1966 — 2001
1950 - 2001
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Kenya
Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Somalia
South Africa
Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

1963 — 2003
1960 - 2001
1964 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1968 - 2001
1975 - 2001
1990 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1960 — 2003
1961 - 2001
1960 - 2001
1961 — 2001
1960 - 2001
1950 — 2003
1954 - 2003
1968 - 2001
1961 - 2003
1961 - 2001
1962 - 2001
1964 — 2001
1970 - 2001
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Table 1. Regime Type, Regime Length, and Economoav@h in 134 Countries

Variable Eql
Intercept 2.056
(20.9)
Growth;
Dictator -0.611
(3.04)
Durable
Durablé€
Durable*
Dictator
(Durable*
Dictatory
R? 0.049
AIC 6.25

0.097

6.20

Eq3 Eq4 Eqs
1.51 341 1.37
(11.7) (8.69) (9.74)
0.225 0.223 1®2
(7.31) (7.23) (7.11)
-0.449 @64  -0.901
(2.48) (2.80) (3.27
0.003 063  0.0167
(1.27) (3.16) (3.20)
-0.00014  -0.00011
(3.66) (3.54)
0.0581
(2.74)
-0.00082
(3.65)
0.098 0.099 0.102
6.20 6.19 6.17

Dictator is a dummy variable indicating that a coys Polity IV autocracy score is >=5.
Durable is the age of the current regime in yeams1fPolity 1V.

Time dummies are also estimated but not reported

Numbers in parentheses are the absolute valuestatistics computed using PCSEs.

N=5866 in all regressions.
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Table 2. Jack-knife coefficient distributions

Variable
Intercept
Growth;
Dictator
Durable
Durablé
Dictator*
Durable

(Dictator*
Durablef

Mean

1.3704

0.2185

-0.9002

0.0168

-0.00011

0.0511

-0.00082

Standard Dev.

0.0198

0.0039

0.0285

0.0010

0.0000099

0.0021

0.000026

Minimum

1.287

0.2029

-1.0227

0.0146

-0.00022

0.0419

-0.00098

Maximum

1.438

0.2438

-0.8196

0.02647

-0.000098

0.0599

-00P

Each coefficient was estimated 134 times using fibeittl-1 of the countries in the sample
and the resulting summary statistics are repoedea Period fixed effects were also
estimated in each individual regression.
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Table 3. Alternative Measures of Regime Type

A: Dictator = 1if Autocracy >=4

Growth; = 1.345 + 0.0164*Durahle- 0.00011* (Durable)?
(9.39) (3.17) (3.47)

+ 0.0478*(Durable*DICTATOR) - 0.00080*(DurabletDTATOR)?
(2.69) (3.65)

— 0.759*DICTATOR, + 0.218*Growth.;
(2.92) (7.10)
B. Dictator =1if Autocracy >=6

Growth; = 1.363 + 0.0197*Durahle- 0.00013* (Durable)?
(9.77)  (3.43) (3.76)

+ 0.0411*(Durable*DICTATOR) - 0.00071*(DurabletDTATOR)?
(2.17) (3.20)

— 0.885*DICTATOR, + 0.218*Growth.1
(3.01) (7.11)

C. Dictator = 1if Polity2<0
Growth; = 1.446 + 0.0142*Durahle- 0.00009* (Durable)?
(9.71) (2.72) (3.12)

+ 0.0511*(Durable*DICTATOR) - 0.00082*(DurabletDTATOR)?
(2.99) (3.81)

— 0.900*DICTATOR, + 0.218*Growth.,
(3.53) (7.07)

Dictator is a dummy variable defined as indicatedach sub-heading.

Durable is the age of the current regime in yeams fPolity 1V.

Time dummies are also estimated but not reported

Numbers in parentheses are the absolute valuestatistics computed using PCSEs.
N=5866 in all regressions.
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effect on growth (in percentage points)

Figure 1. The rise and (eventual) decline of nations:
Growth effects of Regime Durability
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effect on growth (in percentage points)

Figure 2. The Growth effects of Regime Durability in
Dictatorships and Non-Dictatorships
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effect on growth (in percentage points)
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Figure 3. The Combined Growth effects of
Regime Type and Durability
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