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Abstract

The nature of mobilization during democratic transitions leaves a lasting impact on

subsequent economic growth by shaping the institutional and behavioral foundation of

young democracies. Pro-liberal mobilization significantly boosts post-transition eco-

nomic growth compared to autocratic countries, while in contrast, illiberal mobiliza-

tion, driven by autocratic and non-inclusive tendencies, does not. This distinction is

more influential than the violence level in democratization. These results are based on

data from 1960 to 2020 using various methods including dynamic growth regressions
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1 Introduction

The collapse of the Arab Spring, the rise of authoritarian models such as China, and

increasing dysfunction in established democracies underscore the current challenges facing

democracy. Despite the global expansion of democracy during the Third Wave, many

newly democratized nations struggle to establish stable institutions and achieve sustainable

growth. The spread of populism and growing disillusionment with democratic governance

further erode democratic ideals. As The Economist poignantly observed in its 2014 essay:

“The world applauds the collapse of the regime and offers to help build a

democracy. But turfing out an autocrat turns out to be much easier than setting

up a viable democratic government. The new regime stumbles, the economy

flounders and the country finds itself in a state at least as bad as it was before.”

(The Economist, 2014)

Thus, "What’s Gone Wrong with Democracy?" This paper seeks to elucidate the factors

that differentiate the successful democratizing countries of the Third Wave, those that

established viable democracies and achieved economic prosperity, from those that failed.

We present explanations and empirical evidence to address this divergence.

As Tilly (1995) famously analogized, democracies can crystallize through diverse path-

ways, just as lakes fill from assorted sources. Beyond external interventions or elite settle-

ments, mass mobilization represents another route to regime change. This raises a crucial

question: might democracies born through contrasting forms of popular unrest exhibit

dissimilar properties and performance?

Although prior research extensively examines the impact of transitions on democracy’s

breadth, power distribution, and related institutional features (Karl, 1990; Remmer, 1990;

Shin, 1994; Munck and Leff, 1999; Field, 2004; Albertus and Menaldo, 2014; Cervellati and

Sunde, 2014; Capoccia, 2015; Cervellati et al., 2015; Albertus and Menaldo, 2018a; Sima

and Huang, 2023), and explores the heterogeneous economic effects of democratization

driven by factors like transition type, power structures, or populism (Cervellati and Sunde,

2014; Cervellati et al., 2014; Albertus and Menaldo, 2018b; Treisman, 2020; Boucekkine

et al., 2021; Sima and Huang, 2023; Funke et al., 2023), the long-term economic implications

of varying mobilization types during democratization remain underexplored. This gap

exists because the nature of societal activation during authoritarian decline can have lasting

effects, shaping post-transition institutions, behavioral patterns, and policymaking.
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This paper helps address this gap by testing how the presence different strength of

Pro-liberal versus Illiberal Mobilization during democratization impacts post-authoritarian

growth. The analysis reveals the nature of mobilization during political openings, marked

by the interplay between Pro-liberal and Illiberal forces, has nuanced enduring impacts on

stability and prosperity.

Our basic hypothesis is that the nature of mobilization during political transitions,

specifically the shifting balance between Pro-liberal and Illiberal forces force, shapes the dis-

tinct trajectories of young democracies. These contrasting forms of mobilization leave im-

prints on nascent democracies, influencing their institutional development, political culture,

and long-term economic prospects. Democratization characterized by a preponderance of

Pro-liberal engagement and fidelity to democratic tenets (which we designate as "Pro-
liberal Mobilization") establishes the groundwork for “Pro-liberal Democracies”. These

systems are conducive to fostering an environment of trust and cooperation, which in turn

paves the way for the establishment of robust institutions and the nurturing of peaceful po-

litical discourse. On the contrary, democratization dominated by Illiberal forces (which we

label as "Illiberal Mobilization") leads to the emergence of “Illiberal Democracies”. These

regimes frequently grapple with institutional erosion, and a history of violence, which

hinders institutional progress and perpetuates political instability.1 In other words, Pro-

liberal Mobilization during democratization fosters values that reinforce the democratic

order, leading to faster economic growth, whereas Illiberal Mobilization during democrati-

zation, entrenched in the value of exclusion and conflict, encounters considerable obstacles

to achieving prosperity.2

The divergent growth paths are illustrated in Figure 1, which depicts the dynamics of

GDP per capita in countries that underwent Pro-liberal or Illiberal democratization at year

0, relative to countries that remained non-democratic. The figure reveals a divergence in

GDP per capita trajectories after political reforms. Pro-liberal Democracies experienced

economic growth, whereas Illiberal Democracies exhibited the opposite trend. Additionally,

consistent with the findings of Acemoglu et al. (2008a); Bruckner and Ciccone (2011);

1The designations "Pro-liberal/Illiberal Mobilization" and "Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy" stem from
evidence suggesting that Pro-liberal Democracies, arising from Pro-liberal Mobilization during political
transitions, significantly enhance political and economic liberties, as demonstrated in Section 7 and Ap-
pendix J. They also foster capitalism and free market principles, as detailed in Appendix M. In contrast,
Illiberal Democracies, born from Illiberal Mobilization, exhibit minimal or no improvement in these critical
areas.

2As Besley and Persson (2019); Bisin and Verdier (2023) argue that initial values set the stage for future
cultural and institutional evolution.
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Figure 1. log GDP per capita around Democratic Transitions for Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
Democracies (Red)

Note: GDP per capita before and after a Pro-liberal/Illiberal democratization. This figure plots GDP per capita
in log points around a Pro-liberal/Illiberal democratic transition relative to countries remaining nondemocratic
in the same year. We normalize log GDP per capita to 0 in the year preceding the democratization. Time (in
years) relative to the year of democratization runs on the horizontal axis.

Acemoglu et al. (2019), democratization is, on average, preceded by a temporary dip in

GDP per capita, regardless of the democratization type. This pattern violates the parallel

trends assumption underlying the difference-in-differences (DID) or panel data estimates

commonly used in the literature. The observed dynamics imply that failure to properly

model GDP dynamics or the propensity to democratize based on past GDP per capita

may lead to biased estimates of democracy’s impact on GDP per capita. Modeling GDP

dynamics would enable an investigation of whether the effect of Pro-liberal or Illiberal

democratization on GDP is short-lived or gradual.

To rigorously test our hypothesis, we leverage a comprehensive dataset encompassing

133 countries over the period 1960–2020. Our empirical evaluation hinges on several distinct
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methodological approaches. Firstly, employing dynamic panel data model, we demonstrate

that Pro-liberal Democracies achieve significantly higher economic growth compared to

autocratic regimes. Conversely, Illiberal Democracies do not exhibit superior economic

performance relative to autocracies. More specifically, our preferred estimates suggest that

a permanent transition to a Pro-liberal Democracy would generate a long-run increase

in GDP per capita by 32%, while the corresponding increase for Illiberal Democracies is

merely 3%.

To enhance the robustness of these findings, we employ a myriad of analytical ap-

proaches. We initiate our inquiry with an event study analysis to assess economic trajecto-

ries surrounding democratic transitions under the parallel trends assumption. We further

bolster our analysis with a semiparametric model from Acemoglu et al. (2019), which re-

laxes the linearity assumption, and a matching-augmented DID strategy as outlined by

Imai et al. (2023), which adeptly handles time-varying confounders. These approaches

are complemented by additional DID specifications from Eberhardt (2022) and a suite of

recent estimators that accommodate heterogeneous treatment effects, contributed by Call-

away and Sant’ Anna (2021), among others. Additionally, we implement two-stage least

squares (2SLS) estimations that utilize a "democratic wave" as an instrumental variable

(IV). These estimations reaffirm the initial results, providing further support for the causal

relationship between Pro-liberal Democracy and enhanced economic growth.

Our findings reveal a crucial insight: the nature of mobilization at the critical juncture

of democratization holds profound implications for a nation’s long-term growth. This raises

the question: why does initial nature of mobilization matter for future growth?

Figure 2 suggests a preliminary answer. Countries experiencing Pro-liberal Mobiliza-

tion during their democratic transition exhibit a reduction in political violence afterward.

Conversely, those with Illiberal Mobilization show no such decline.3 This divergence is

evident in the distinct slopes of the fitted lines for Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies.

Further, Figure 3 graphically illustrates the dynamic divergence between these two groups

concerning political violence in comparison to contemporary autocracies. Although initial

trends appear comparable, Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit a reduction in political violence

after democratization, whereas Illiberal Democracies experience a modest increase.4

3Political violence indicator from V-Dem measures the use of physical force to achieve political objectives
by non-state actors.

4We utilize the approach from Acemoglu et al. (2019) plotting pre- and post-transition violence trends
for Pro-liberal Democracies, Illiberal Democracies relative to countries remaining nondemocratic in the
same year. Political violence normalizes to 0 in the year before the given transition, with relative time since
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Figure 2. Initial Nature of Mobilization and Political Violence

and Lingnan University

(scheduled)
Note: The figure depicts the association between the nature of mobilization during democratic transition and
subsequent changes in political violence. The fitted lines represent the predicted trends in political violence for
Pro-liberal (blue line) and Illiberal Democracies (dash line). Countries experiencing Pro-liberal Mobilization
(positive value of the nature of mobilization) exhibit a marked decrease in political violence following democra-
tization (negative slope), whereas those with Illiberal Mobilization (negative value of the nature of mobilization)
show no discernible decrease (flattened slope).

We use sophisticated regressions to analyze diverse indicators beyond violence. We

test two competing hypotheses. The first suggests that the impact of mobilization oper-

ates through its influence on key institutional pillars of economic growth, such as state

capacity, property rights protection, and economic freedom. The second, alternatively,

highlights the role of behavioral path dependence. Our empirical findings support both

hypotheses, but more strongly the latter. We show that Pro-liberal Mobilization during

democratization fosters the development of favorable institutions and norms of peaceful

political behavior that enhance economic development. In contrast, Illiberal Mobilization

democratization on the horizontal axis.
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Figure 3. Political Violence Diverging after Democratization

Note: This figure depicts the effects of Pro-liberal (blue line) and Illiberal (red line) democratization on violence
levels, estimated using a semiparametric approach with counterfactuals. The lines represent the average effect
on violence levels for countries that democratized in a Pro-liberal/Illiberal way, relative to a counterfactual sce-
nario without democratization. The horizontal axis shows time (in years) relative to the year of democratization.
We normalize violence to 0 in the year preceding the democratization. Section 4.3.1 explains this approach and
see Acemoglu et al. (2019) for details on this approach.

during transitions impedes the establishment of effective institutions, exacerbates polariz-

ing political behavior, and constrains economic growth.

While analyzing social movements through the lens of violence (violent vs. nonviolent)

is common, we also explore whether mobilization orientation – its alignment with Pro-

liberal or Illiberal – offers superior predictive power over political and economic outcomes.

Regression analyses corroborate that categorizing democratization episodes by mobilization

orientation is a more robust approach for predicting growth, institutional outcomes, and

peaceful behavior than grouping by violence.

This paper builds upon a rich body of literature addressing the multifaceted relationship

between civil society, democratization, and long-term development. We resonate with the

growing recognition that the nature of civil society, not just its size or presence, profoundly
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shapes democratic trajectories (Berman, 1997; Chambers and Kopstein, 2001; Kopeckỳ and

Mudde, 2003; Way, 2014; Acemoglu et al., 2014; Satyanath et al., 2017; Sombatpoonsiri,

2020; Grahn and Lührmann, 2021; Lorch, 2021; Bisin and Verdier, 2023; Hellmeier and

Bernhard, 2023). Our central argument is that understanding the diverse trajectories initi-

ated by Pro-liberal and Illiberal actors is crucial for predicting economic and institutional

development as well as peaceful behaviors. Moving beyond a simplistic focus on civil society

strength, we contend that recognizing the qualitative nature of mobilization is essential.

We align with the critical juncture perspective, emphasizing the pivotal role of democ-

ratization in shaping long-term outcomes. Studies by Cervellati et al. (2012); Sunde and

Cervellati (2013); Cervellati et al. (2014); Besley and Persson (2019); Rivas (2023); Bisin

and Verdier (2023); Sima and Huang (2023) provide support for this perspective, illustrat-

ing how seemingly small differences in initial conditions can influence trajectories towards

inclusivity or extractiveness. Our contribution lies in highlighting the complex dynamics of

civil society mobilization within this critical window. We argue that understanding these

dynamics holds the key to unlocking a future of inclusive and prosperous democracies.

This paper also contributes to the extensive literature analyzing the complex interrela-

tions between institutions, peaceful political conduct, and democratic evolution. Numerous

scholars have recognized the significance of institutions (North, 1990; Rodrik et al., 2004;

Acemoglu and Robinson, 2008; Acemoglu et al., 2014) and peaceful demeanor (Przeworski,

1988; Alesina et al., 1996; Wittenberg, 2006; Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011; Aisen and Veiga,

2013; Garćıa-Ponce and Wantchekon, 2017; Acharya et al., 2017) for prosperous societal

outcomes. Our contribution lies in weaving these intricate threads together, demonstrat-

ing how the nature of mobilization during democratization shapes the institutional and

behavioral foundation of young democracies, ultimately influencing their success or failure

in achieving inclusive development and lasting peace.

The paper also extends the seminal works of Granovetter (1978); Kuran (1991), which

posit that seemingly inconsequential individual actions can collectively reach a tipping

point, igniting widespread change. By integrating these theories with empirical evidence

on democratization, the paper contributes to the existing literature, demonstrating that the

aggregation of individual acts of dissent within mass Pro-liberal movements can culminate

in a critical mass, wielding considerable sway over democratization processes. While a

solitary act of defiance may seem insignificant, the convergence of numerous individuals

engaged in Pro-liberal Mobilizations—actions advocating for democratic values—during

critical political junctures can significantly tip the scales. Should these mobilizations gain
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even a slight advantage, they are likely to steer the trajectory towards a robust and effective

democracy (Pro-liberal Democracy), thereby catalyzing economic prosperity.

In a broader sense, our paper engages with the debate surrounding means and ends.

Niccolo Machiavelli’s principle, "the ends justify the means," suggests that the ultimate

outcome can validate the methods used to achieve it. However, this paper fundamen-

tally challenges Machiavelli’s view by demonstrating that the methods employed during

democratic transitions are just as critical—if not more so—than the mere achievement of

democracy itself. Our findings support the perspective that “The ends do not justify the

means. The means have important impact on the ends.”

Our study also builds upon, yet diverges from, scholarship highlighting the advantages

of nonviolent social movements in achieving political goals (Chenoweth and Stephan, 2011;

Nepstad, 2011; Chenoweth and Cunningham, 2013; Sunde and Cervellati, 2013; Celestino

and Gleditsch, 2013; Cervellati and Sunde, 2014; Cervellati et al., 2014; Bayer et al., 2016;

Garćıa-Ponce and Wantchekon, 2017; Kadivar, 2018; Kim and Kroeger, 2019; Bethke and

Pinckney, 2021; Fetrati, 2023). However, our analysis departs by emphasizing the direction

of mobilization (Pro-liberal vs. Illiberal) as a more pivotal factor than the mere presence or

intensity of violence. We find that Pro-liberal holds greater power in shaping favorable insti-

tutions, fostering norms of peaceful political behavior, and ultimately promoting economic

development. This distinction rests on a fundamental recognition: peaceful and violent

methods can serve both democratic and autocratic ends. While nonviolent approaches

often characterize Pro-liberal movements, our data reveals that even violent tactics can be

employed within such trajectories. Conversely, Illiberal movements may utilize both violent

and nonviolent strategies to consolidate power and undermine democratic institutions.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. The next five sections present our

argument, data, estimation models, and benchmark results, along with robustness checks

encompassing IV, event study analyses, as well as advanced DID techniques for estimation.

Section 7 examines potential mechanisms linking democracy and growth. Section 8 dis-

cusses Pro-liberal/Illiberal and Non-violent/Violent democratization. Finally, concluding

remarks are provided.
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2 Argument

2.1 Nature of Civil Society Matters

While the positive association between civil society and democracy is well-established

(De Tocqueville, 1835; Putnam, 1995, 2000; Grugel and Bishop, 2014), the nature of this

influence remains a subject of intricate debate.5 Recent scholarship suggests that beyond

mere size and presence, the type of civil society mobilization during and after transi-

tions shapes distinct democratic trajectories (Berman, 1997; Chambers and Kopstein, 2001;

Kopeckỳ and Mudde, 2003; Way, 2014; Satyanath et al., 2017; Sombatpoonsiri, 2020; Grahn

and Lührmann, 2021; Lorch, 2021; Bisin and Verdier, 2023; Hellmeier and Bernhard, 2023).

For instance, the National Socialist German Workers’ Party’s exploitation of pre-existing

civil society networks to mobilize citizens for their anti-democratic agenda (Berman, 1997;

Satyanath et al., 2017). This starkly illustrates the capacity of non-democratic actors to

manipulate civil society and jeopardize democratic foundations. Riley (2010) also argues

that the development of civil society abetted the rise of fascism in Italy, Spain and Romania.

Moreover, the negative role of civil society and mobilization is not confined to the

pre-World War II era. In recent decades, Venezuela’s democratic regression was fueled by

mass mobilization that supported constitutional changes expanding executive power un-

der President Chávez (Briceno-Leon, 2005; León and Smilde, 2009; Hawkins and Hansen,

2006). In Turkey, Erdoğan’s mass appeal to conservative and nationalist values has gal-

vanized public support, enabling the erosion of democracy and centralization of power

(Çaylak, 2008; Doyle, 2017; Yabanci, 2019; Esen and Gumuscu, 2021). The collapse of

Thai democracy illustrates how mass mobilization driven by partisan interests can desta-

bilize democratic institutions and lead to repeated military coups and political instability

(Sombatpoonsiri, 2020; Lorch, 2021; Sinpeng, 2021; Wise, 2024). The collapse of Egyptian

democracy demonstrates the dual nature of mass mobilization, which can both support

and undermine democracy, as seen in the 2011 protests that led to Mubarak’s overthrow

and the 2013 demonstrations that justified the military’s re-establishment of dictatorship

5Tocqueville (Encarnacion, 2000) argued that civil society functions as a training ground for democracy.
Here, citizens develop and internalize democratic norms like trust, tolerance, and compromise. These “large
schools” also nurture democratic leadership. Cohen and Arato (1992) posit that democratic principles
practiced at the micro-level in civil society translate to social skills and trust at the macro-state level,
essentially reproducing democracy. Further, civil society fosters democratic customs and social capital
(Putnam, 2000; Wolfgang, 2004). Social capital, in turn, provides the moral and cultural foundation
necessary for a functioning democracy.
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under Sisi (Ibrahim, 2015; Ketchley, 2017). In addition, Hungary’s democratic regression

under Orbán has been fueled by strategic mass mobilization using nationalist rhetoric and

media control, enabling the systematic erosion of democratic institutions while maintaining

popular support (Herman, 2016; Fesnic, 2016; Susanszky et al., 2016; Bogaards, 2018).

Therefore, the nature of civil society and the types of mobilization involved are of

paramount importance, although strength is still a crucial factor. We contend that the

development of economics and democratic institutions depends on recognizing the diverse

trajectories that Pro-liberal and Illiberal actors can initiate.

2.2 Democratization as a Critical Juncture

Democratization is often seen as a critical juncture because it represents a moment of

profound institutional transformation that can fundamentally alter a country’s political,

social, and economic trajectory.6 Democratization involves a shift from non-democratic

systems to more inclusive and competitive political institutions. Once this shift occurs,

new democratic institutions (e.g., free elections, rule of law, separation of powers) can set

a country on a distinct path. After democratization, subsequent decisions tend to follow

this new institutional framework, making it difficult to revert to the previous system due

to path dependence. In other words, the initial choices made during democratization can

create self-reinforcing patterns that are difficult to change later, influencing future political

developments.

Furthermore, democratization establishes norms of political competition, civil liberties,

and citizen participation. These norms shape the behavior of political elites and the public.

As these become embedded in society, they help lock in the democratic system, making

a return to authoritarianism harder. The long-lasting effects of such changes underscore

the critical juncture framework. Equal important, democratization can also mark a shift

in economic policies. As political power becomes more widely distributed, it leads to

demands for more inclusive economic institutions, which may have long-term effects on

economic development, creating a new path that influences human capital, and economic

growth.

As Capoccia (2015) aptly note, the heightened probability of consequential choices

6An example of democratization as a critical juncture is the transition from apartheid to democracy in
South Africa in the early 1990s. This period involved intense negotiations, the crafting of a new constitution,
and decisions about how to address past injustices. These choices have had profound and lasting effects on
South African politics and society (Klug, 2000; Sisk, 2017).
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during political transitions renders such junctures fertile ground for examining long-term

implications, particularly on economic performance. This critical lens resonates with sem-

inal work by Moore (1966), highlighting how key historical moments influence a nation’s

trajectory. Formal theories (Cervellati et al., 2012, 2014; Besley and Persson, 2019; Rivas,

2023; Bisin and Verdier, 2023) illuminate how seemingly small differences in initial condi-

tions or pivotal events can nudge outcomes towards greater inclusivity or extractiveness.

Empirical studies (Sunde and Cervellati, 2013; Albertus and Menaldo, 2014; Cervellati and

Sunde, 2014; Cervellati et al., 2014; Albertus and Menaldo, 2018a; Sima and Huang, 2023)

further solidify this critical juncture perspective.

Therefore, democratization represents a critical juncture, a moment of extraordinary

fluidity and potential. The choices made during this period resonate far beyond the im-

mediate transition, shaping not only institutions and culture, but also long-term economic

performance (Bisin and Verdier, 2023). Understanding the complex dynamics of civil soci-

ety mobilization within this critical window holds the key to unlocking a future of inclusive

and prosperous democracies.

2.3 Nature of Mobilization During Democratization and Post-transition

Performance

While the presence of civil society is often lauded as a pillar of thriving democracies, a

deeper understanding hinges on recognizing the dynamic nature of mobilization during and

after democratization. Mere institutional structures fail to capture the nuanced ways civil

society shapes regime change. Scholars like Granovetter (1978); Oliver (1993); Diani and

Della Porta (2005); DeNardo (2014) highlight how protests and dissent not only expose

hidden discontent and ignite collective action under authoritarian rule, but also reveal

widespread opposition and moral commitment (Kuran, 1991; Lohmann, 1994; Hellmeier

and Bernhard, 2023). A diverse protest landscape brimming with various actors and tactics

indicates a robust foundation of social opposition and collective agency.

However, our focus extends beyond mere presence. We argue that the qualitative nature

of young democracies lies not only in establishing formal institutions, but also in the initial

character of their civil society and the dynamics of mobilization during the transition. It

is during this critical juncture that the trajectories of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobiliza-

tion diverge, leaving distinct and enduring legacies that shape post-transition institutions,

behavioral patterns, and cultural norms.
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As Besley and Persson (2019); Bisin and Verdier (2023) argue, a society’s initial values

influence the institutions it creates, while these institutions, in turn, shape the evolution of

future culture and values. This feedback loop manifests distinctly in contrasting contexts.

Democracies born of Pro-liberal Mobilization foster a culture of cooperation, compromise,

and respect for opponents, nurturing Pro-liberal values that reinforce the democratic order.

Conversely, those born of Illiberal Mobilization tend to cultivate a culture of exclusion,

conflict, and authoritarianism, characterized by Illiberal values that ultimately lead to

institutional decay and the erosion of democratic gains.

By shifting our focus to the dynamic qualities of mobilization, we unveil a richer under-

standing of civil society’s influence. In young democracies, the seeds of future prosperity

or peril are sown not just in formal structures, but also in the nature of civil society’s

engagement during the pivotal moments of transition.

2.4 Possible Mechanisms: Institutions and Behavioral Patterns

The very nature of the mobilization that births a new democracy holds the key to its fu-

ture trajectory. These early movements cast long shadows, shaping its path through two

interlinked mechanisms: institutional and behavioral. On the institutional front, formal

arrangements like property rights, and economic freedom pave the way for inclusive devel-

opment. These legacies, stemming from the initial nature of mobilization, determine how

resources are allocated and opportunities distributed.7 In particular, Illiberal Mobilization

is likely to create exclusionary institutions immediately after democratization, reflecting

their zero-sum nature. For example, they may favor resource allocation towards their own

group, undermining broader economic growth. Conversely, Pro-liberal Mobilization, by

their very nature, foster inclusive institutions that benefit diverse societal groups.

While the formal institutions established at a democracy’s birth are important, be-

havioral legacies, as explored by Acharya et al. (2017) and Garćıa-Ponce and Wantchekon

(2017), hold equal weight in shaping its future. These legacies refer to the enduring in-

fluence of the founding nature of mobilization on political attitudes, collective behavior,

and community norms, particularly those surrounding political expression, social move-

ments, and tolerance. These norms, shaped by the initial nature of movement’s dynamics,

ultimately determine whether the young democracy leans towards inclusivity and collabo-

7Emerging scholarship highlights the profound influence of early civil society mobilization on the sub-
sequent opportunities and resource landscape for ordinary citizens within nascent democracies (Fernandes,
2015; Fishman, 2017).
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ration or succumbs to the allure of autocracy. For example, Illiberal Mobilization, marked

by intolerance and violence, can sow the seeds of instability and unrest, while Pro-liberal

Mobilization, fostering tolerance and peaceful participation, paves the way for social cohe-

sion and stability, conditions necessary for economic development. In essence, the seeds of

a democracy’s future are sown in the very act of its birth, with the type of mobilization

acting as a crucial predictor of its success or failure.

As Bisin and Verdier (2023) argue, a successful transition requires more than elite

turnover; it necessitates a supportive cultural and institutional landscape. Illiberal path-

ways hinder this fertile ground by prioritizing power consolidation over inclusive engage-

ment, casting a long shadow on the civic opportunities available to citizens in new democ-

racies.

2.5 Beyond Violence: Pro-liberal/Illiberal Mobilization

Traditional analyses of social movements in democratization often categorize them solely

as "violent" or "nonviolent," potentially overlooking crucial nuances. Instead, we propose

that the underlying orientation of the mobilization – Pro-liberal or Illiberal – offers a more

powerful lens for understanding economic and political outcomes.

While Pro-liberal movements are often nonviolent (85% in our data), and Illiberal move-

ments more likely to involve violence (33%), violence itself is not the key determinant.

As Yabanci (2019); Lorch (2021) argue, even nonviolent movements embracing autocratic

principles can erode democracy. Sombatpoonsiri (2020) further highlights the concept of

"authoritarian civil society," where peaceful mobilization can undermine democracy by

promoting strongman leadership and suppressing dissent. These movements, despite their

methods, prioritize order over democratic ideals, ultimately dismantling existing institu-

tions (Kopeckỳ and Mudde, 2003; Hadiz, 2018).

Conversely, Huntington (1993) acknowledges the potential benefits of violent pro-democratic

movements.8 Our findings support this view, suggesting that Pro-liberal movements, even

those employing violence, can contribute positively to development.

By shifting our focus beyond the simplistic "violent vs. nonviolent" dichotomy, we

gain a richer understanding of the drivers of economic and political change. The nature of

8While advocating for peaceful transitions, Huntington (1993) recognized the potential of violent pro-
democratic movements as catalysts for dismantling entrenched authoritarian regimes and laying the ground-
work for democracy.
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mobilization, its orientation towards Pro-liberal or Illiberal, emerges as a crucial factor in

shaping the trajectory of democratization.

3 Data and Descriptive Statistics

Our panel dataset draws annual observations from various sources. The primary democracy

variable comes from Acemoglu et al. (2019) due to its robustness and prominence.9 This

indicator combines data from the Freedom House Index and the Polity V project’s polity2

variable. A country is coded as democratic (value = 1) if both indices classify it as "partially
free/free" and polity2 is positive. When data is missing, alternative sources like Boix et al.

(2013) and Cheibub et al. (2010) are used.10 Finally, the measure is adjusted to align

with permanent democratization timings from Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008a) (PS).

A democratic transition occurs when a country’s annual democracy score transitions from

0 to 1. To minimize noise from temporary regime changes, a five-year smoothing window

is applied.11

There are well-established theories, with substantial supporting evidence, that civil so-

ciety mobilization can have contradictory effects, such as promoting either democratization

or autocratization (Chambers and Kopstein, 2001; Kopeckỳ and Mudde, 2003; Satyanath

et al., 2017; Sombatpoonsiri, 2020; Grahn and Lührmann, 2021; Lorch, 2021; Bisin and

Verdier, 2023; Hellmeier and Bernhard, 2023). We utilize indicators of mobilization from

the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) dataset, which uniquely distinguishes between mass

mobilizations with explicitly pro-democratic aims and those with explicitly anti-democratic

(pro-autocratic) aims (Coppedge et al., 2021). This distinction allows us to investigate how

the two types of mobilization during democratization affect the quality of democracies after

9We updated this dataset to 2020 using data from Polity V, CGV (Cheibub et al., 2010; Bjørnskov and
Rode, 2020), BMR (Boix et al., 2013), and Freedom House.

10For further details on the “spurious changes” addressed by Acemoglu et al. (2019) in their democracy
indicator, please refer to Appendix A1 of their work. Interestingly, these adjustments appear to have
minimal impact on results. While PS, CGV, and BMR democracy indicators exhibit high agreement with
Acemoglu et al. (2019), they yield statistically similar findings, particularly for the preferred IV specification.
Notably, all four indicators produce an identical persistence parameter with identical standard errors,
suggesting remarkable robustness across alternative measures.

11The application of smoothing techniques, as commonly utilized in the scholarly works of Giavazzi and
Tabellini (2005); Persson and Tabellini (2006, 2007); Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008a); Sima and Huang
(2023), is a well-established practice. Given that this method impacts a limited number of countries, the
core finding remains consistent even when employing the unaltered original dataset, shown in Appendix
E.10.
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the transition. Specifically, the dataset provides estimates of latent mass mobilization fa-

voring democracy or autocracy at the country-year level for around 180 polities since 1900.

V-Dem defines mobilization as pro-democratic if it explicitly aims to advance or protect

democratic institutions like free and fair elections, multiple political parties, independent

courts and parliaments; or supports civil liberties including freedoms of association and

speech. Mobilization is classified as pro-autocratic if it is organized explicitly to support

non-democratic rulers and forms of government.12 We employ the standardized interval-

scale indicators of mobilization for democracy and mobilization for autocracy and consider

the former one as Pro-liberal Mobilization while the later one as Illiberal Mobilization,

with higher values denoting larger-scale mobilization for a country-year.13

The nature of mobilization is given by the difference between the Pro-liberal and Illib-

eral indicators.We delineate a scenario as Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates the process

when the metric of mobilization’s nature is positive, indicating a predominance of Pro-

liberal forces, as the scale of Pro-liberal Mobilization exceeds that of Illiberal Mobilization.

Conversely, we designate a scenario as Illiberal Mobilization dominates the process when

the metric is negative, signifying a predominance of Illiberal forces, given that the scale of

Illiberal Mobilization surpasses that of Pro-liberal Mobilization.14

We categorize democracies into two subgroups – Pro-liberal Democracy and Illiberal

Democracy – based on the dominant form of mobilization during the initial democratic

transition (t0).
15 We create two dummy variables to capture the nature of democratiza-

tion. Pro − liberal demit takes a value of 1 for country i in year t if democratization

is primarily driven by Pro-liberal Mobilization (Nature mobilizationi,t0 > 0) during the

political transition (t0). Conversely, Illiberal demit equals 1 if country i y in year t if de-

mocratization is primarily driven by Illiberal Mobilization (Nature mobilizationi,t0 < 0)

12The V-Dem codebook states mobilization is also classified as pro-autocratic if it supports leaders
questioning basic democratic principles or undermining institutions like rule of law, elections, or media
freedom.

13The standardized interval scale provides point estimates from the V-Dem measurement model by aggre-
gating multiple expert ratings, accounting for disagreement and errors, to produce a probability distribution
over scores on a standardized scale (Pemstein et al., 2023).

14It is worth noting that our sample does not include instances where the value of the nature of mo-
bilization during democratization is 0. Appendix B presents figures illustrating representative patterns of
Pro-liberal versus Illiberal Mobilization in democratizing nations. Figure A4 and Figure A5 in Appendix C
display the distribution of mobilization types during the third democratization wave, revealing that Illiberal
Mobilization predominates in approximately 25 percent of cases.

15Although Pro-liberal democracy strongly supports core democratic institutions and processes, while
illiberal democracy does so weakly or not at all, both feature competitive elections with significant result
uncertainty.
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during transition.16 Using this classification, our analysis reveals that 25% of cases fall

under the category of Illiberal democratization.17 Specifically:

Pro− liberal demit =

1 if Democracyit = 1 and Nature mobilizationi,t0 > 0,

0 Otherwise;

Illiberal demit =

1 if Democracyit = 1 and Nature mobilizationi,t0 < 0,

0 Otherwise;

The default regime is autocracy if neither dummy equals 1. The Nature mobilizationi,t0

indicator is measured as the difference between Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mo-

bilization in country i during the democratization period t0.
18

Figure 4 maps the nature of mobilization indicator around the time of democratization

for third-wave democracies. It illustrates the data coverage and variation between countries

with Illiberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process (light green) and those

16In Appendix E.1, we also explore alternative thresholds to define an adequate level of nature of mobi-
lization below which democracy does not benefit economic growth. To allow flexibility, we report estimation
results for various cutoff values, showing that the threshold of 0 yields the most significant difference between
Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies.

17One might question how democratization can succeed when Illiberal Mobilization is dominant. As
Hellmeier and Bernhard (2023) find, Illiberal Mobilization tends to lower the possibility of democratiza-
tion. This may partially explain why only 25% of democratization cases in our study feature dominant
Illiberal Mobilization. However, Illiberal Mobilization does not necessarily imply the mass support for an
autocratic regime per se. Rather, it suggests mobilization that endorses leaders who question fundamental
democratic principles or undermine key institutions such as the rule of law, electoral processes, or media
freedoms (Hellmeier and Bernhard, 2023). Across various countries, mass mobilization has played a dual
role in both supporting and undermining democratic institutions. In Indonesia, the middle class prioritized
stability over democratic ideals, while student protests in December 1993 reflected a desire for change,
albeit through Islamic identity rather than pluralism (Jones, 1998). In Thailand, the People’s Alliance
for Democracy (PAD) advocated reform but simultaneously supported military coups, destabilizing demo-
cratic structures (Mansrisuk, 2017; Sinpeng, 2021). Similarly, Venezuela (Briceno-Leon, 2005; León and
Smilde, 2009; Hawkins and Hansen, 2006) and Turkey (Çaylak, 2008; Doyle, 2017; Yabanci, 2019; Esen
and Gumuscu, 2021) saw mass mobilization used to consolidate autocratic power, while in Egypt (Ibrahim,
2015; Ketchley, 2017) and Hungary (Herman, 2016; Fesnic, 2016; Bogaards, 2018), populist and nationalist
mobilization eroded democratic institutions, leading to authoritarian rule.

18We primarily use the nature of mobilization data for the transition and prior two years, with consistent
findings when utilizing solely data from the transition year or across longer timeframes, as demonstrated
in Appendix E.11.6.
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with Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process (dark green).19

Figure 4. Values of the Initial Nature of Mobilization in Third Wave Democratizing Countries
Worldwide

[-3.49,0]
(0,3.7]
No data

Note: This world map illustrates the nature of mobilization around the time of democratization for countries un-
dergoing democratic transitions during the third wave of democratization. The map depicts the variation across
countries, with light green shading representing countries that experienced Illiberal Mobilization dominates the
democratization process (a nature of mobilization indicator between -3.49 and 0), and dark green shading indi-
cating countries with Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process (a nature of mobilization
indicator between 0 and 3.7). For countries with multiple democratic transitions, the average initial nature of
mobilization is used. Gray areas represent countries that did not democratize during the third wave or those
with unavailable data.

Our sample covers 133 countries, including autocratic countries and third wave democ-

ratizing countries, from 1960 to 2020. The main dependent variable, Growth, is the annual

log difference of real per capita GDP from the 2020 edition of the World Development

Indicators (WDI). Democratic transitions during this period are often characterized as the

third wave of democratization (Huntington, 1993), exhibiting some distinct features from

earlier waves. We exclude countries that were already democratic before 1960, treating

them as missing observations.

Descriptive statistics presented in Table A2 (Appendix D.1) indicate that Pro-liberal

Democracies exhibit better institutional quality and more peaceful behavior relative to

other regimes. Specifically, they are characterized by higher state capacity, stronger prop-

19For countries with multiple democratic transitions, the average initial nature of mobilization is used.
The country list and corresponding initial values of nature of mobilization are provided in Appendix A.
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erty rights protection, greater economic freedom, improved transparency, increased political

stability, and lower levels of social unrest and violence.20

4 Estimation Methods

We utilize several methods to analyze the panel dataset and explore heterogeneous democ-

racy effects on economic growth:

4.1 Dynamic Fixed-Effect Model

We estimate the effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on GDP per capita growth

rate using the following dynamic growth model with country and time fixed effects:

git = βpPro− liberal demit + βIIlliberal demit +

3∑
j=1

αjgit−j + φyit−4 + λi + δt + εit. (1)

The dependent variable git is the annual growth rate of per capita GDP in country i

and year t, defined as git = 100∗(yit−yit−1) where y is the natural log of GDP per capita.21

Pro− liberal demit and Illiberal demit indicate Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies, re-

spectively. To capture non-linear conditional marginal effects, discrete categories are better

than multiplicative interaction terms such asDemocracyi,t∗Nature mobilizationi,t0 , which

imposes linear interaction effects that change at a constant rate with the moderator (Hain-

mueller et al., 2019).22 Our arguments suggest democracy affects institutions, behaviors,

and growth in qualitatively distinct ways contingent on the initial nature of mobilization

20Appendix D.2 also examines the economic structures during periods of democratization in both Pro-
liberal and Illiberal Democracies. The analysis reveals that countries with positive values of nature of
mobilization during democratization exhibit higher levels of human capital, stronger economic development,
and greater social globalization. However, these countries show no notable differences in economic or
political globalization, nor in income inequality.

21As discussed in Sima and Huang (2023), using either GDP per capita (Murtin and Wacziarg, 2014;
Madsen et al., 2015; Acemoglu et al., 2019) or GDP per capita growth rate (Barro, 1996; Tavares and
Wacziarg, 2001; Baum and Lake, 2003; Glaeser et al., 2004; Persson and Tabellini, 2006; Knutsen, 2013a)
yields identical democracy coefficient estimates in this dynamic model.

22As demonstrated in Section 5.1 and Appendix E.4, our analysis unveils notable non-linear associations
between the initial nature of mobilization during democratic transitions, the consequent democracy types,
and future economic growth. The positive influence of Pro-liberal Democracies on growth is not consistent
across all nature of mobilization levels, with medium nature of mobilization intensities yielding the strongest
growth dividends.
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context.23 Figure 2 shows evidence of such non-linear relationships. This specification

shares similarities with Persson (2005) and Sima and Huang (2023) using multiple democ-

racy type indicators.

We capture growth dynamics via three lags of GDP per capita growth rates and a

four-period lag of GDP per capita, yit−4.
24 Country fixed effects λi absorb time-invariant

factors like geography, history and culture, while year effects δt account for global growth

trends. The error εit includes other unobserved shocks to growth, orthogonal to democracy

type conditional on controls. Standard errors are clustered by country to address serial

correlation (Papaioannou and Siourounis, 2008a; Madsen et al., 2015). The coefficients

of interest, denoted as βP and βI , can be accurately estimated through the application

of the standard within estimator. This method has been has been shown to produce

consistent estimates when compared to various alternative estimation methods, as detailed

in Acemoglu et al. (2019).

4.2 Event-Study Analysis

Additionally, we conduct event study analyses examining changes in economic growth

surrounding democratic transitions in this dynamic model setting. This enables assessing

the comparability of treatment and control groups in the periods immediately before and

after treatment (the transition itself).25 The event study regressions are specified as:

git = βPePro − liberal dem Eventie+βIeIlliberal dem Eventie+

3∑
j=1

αjgit−j+φyit−4+λi+δt+εit.

(2)

where βPe (βIe) is the relative time e coefficient for Pro-liberal (Illiberal) Democratiza-

tion events. As in the dynamic models, we include country (δt) and year (λi) fixed effects

plus control variables for growth dynamics (
3∑

j=1
αjgit−j + φyit−4). We define event time e

23Several theoretical models argue countries with initial conditions near some threshold can have di-
vergent trajectories (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006; Robinson, 2008; Cervellati et al., 2014; Besley and
Persson, 2019; Bisin and Verdier, 2023).

24Including enough growth rate lags eliminates residual serial correlation, particularly the pre-transition
growth dip (Papaioannou and Siourounis, 2008a; Acemoglu et al., 2019). Results are similar with more
than three lags, showing in Appendix E.11.4.

25The event studies rely on the parallel trends assumption that absent democratic transitions, growth
would have evolved similarly across groups conditional on controls and fixed effects.
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(five-year periods) relative to the time of democratic transition (e = 0). The event indica-

tors Pro − liberal dem Eventie and Illiberal dem Eventie equal 1 if country i is e

time before or after becoming a Pro-liberal or Illiberal Democracy, respectively, at time t.

We normalize the coefficients to 0 in the time prior to treatment (e = −1) so estimated

effects show changes in growth relative to the pre-treatment time. We examine a 25-year

symmetric window around events (e = −5 to e = +5) to assess pre-trends and dynamic

effects. Standard errors are clustered at country level.

4.3 Advanced DID Techniques

4.3.1 Beyond Linear Dynamics: A Semiparametric Approach Following Ace-

moglu et al. (2019)

Building upon Acemoglu et al. (2019), we employ a semiparametric approach to estimate

the causal impact of democracy on GDP per capita. This method acknowledges the non-

random selection into democracy, where countries transitioning might differ from non-

democracies in unobserved ways that could also influence GDP per capita. The approach

utilizes a treatment effects framework that models the selection process as a function of

observable characteristics, particularly lagged GDP per capita, without imposing a specific

structure on GDP per capita dynamics. This allows for greater flexibility in analyzing

the time path of democracy’s impact on GDP per capita. The key assumption is that,

conditional on lagged GDP per capita, democratizing countries don’t exhibit a different

GDP per capita trend compared to non-democracies.26 We demonstrate later that this

approach effectively controls for the pre-democratization GDP per capita dip.

The semiparametric approach’s strength lies in its flexibility. It avoids imposing a linear

structure on GDP per capita dynamics, enabling a more nuanced exploration of how GDP

per capita evolves after democratization (Acemoglu et al., 2019). Reassuringly, the results

from this semiparametric approach corroborate those obtained from dynamic linear panel

models, lending credence to the positive association between Pro-liberal Democracy and

26The framework involves two key steps (Acemoglu et al., 2019). First, a probit regression estimates the
propensity score for a country to democratize in a given year, considering its past GDP per capita levels
and other observable characteristics. This score is then used to weight observations in non-democratizing
countries, creating a control group comparable to those transitioning. Second, the impact of democracy on
GDP per capita is estimated by comparing the actual GDP per capita trajectory of democratizing countries
to the counterfactual path they would have followed without democratization. This counterfactual path
is estimated using a linear regression model for non-democracies that controls for the same observable
characteristics and lagged GDP per capita used in the propensity score model.
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economic development, as well as the negligible impact of Illiberal Democracy on GDP per

capita.

4.3.2 Matching-Augmented DID for Robust Causal Inference

We complement our analysis with a matching-augmented DID approach proposed by Imai

et al. (2023) to further address concerns about time-varying unobserved confounding fac-

tors, particularly relevant when studying the effect of democracy on growth. This method

offers a robust approach to account for the complex dynamics and potential confounders

in the data, leading to more credible causal inferences. Unlike the approach in Acemoglu

et al. (2019) that models selection into democracy based on lagged GDP per capita, this

approach prioritizes matching treated units (democratizing countries) with control units

(non-democratizing countries) based on their treatment history (past regime status) up

to a pre-specified lag (e.g., four years). This is then refined using standard matching or

weighting techniques to ensure similar covariate values between treated and control units.27

4.3.3 Additional DID Specifications

We further present additional robustness checks in Appendix G.1 using alternative tech-

niques. First, we explore the factor-augmented DID approach proposed by Eberhardt

(2022) that can account for heterogeneous pre-treatment trends and endogenous selection

into democracy (Chan and Kwok, 2022).

Second, to allow for potential heterogeneity in treatment effects across time and coun-

tries, we report estimates from various recently developed estimators robust to such het-

erogeneity (Appendix G.2). These include studies by Cengiz et al. (2019); Freyaldenhoven

et al. (2019); Borusyak et al. (2021); Callaway and Sant’ Anna (2021); Sun and Abraham

27In particular, the matching-augmented DID approach by Imai et al. (2023) involves a four-step process.
First, treatment units (democratizing countries) are identified. Second, for each treated unit, the algorithm
searches for untreated units (non-democratizing countries) that share the same treatment history (past
regime status) up to a pre-specified lag. This creates matched sets based on similar pre-treatment trends.
Third, within each set, the Mahalanobis distance metric (default) is used to assess the similarity between the
treated unit and each control unit across lagged time periods. This metric accounts for correlations among
variables and data scale, providing a more accurate measure of comparability. Fourth, weights are assigned
to control units based on Mahalanobis distances. Units most similar to the treated unit (smallest distances)
receive higher weights, while others receive 0 weight. Finally, a weighted DID analysis is conducted within
each matched set, comparing the treated unit’s outcomes to the weighted average outcomes of control units
before and after treatment. Averaging these weighted DID estimates across all matched sets yields the
overall causal effect estimate.
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(2021); Butts and Gardner (2021); Dube et al. (2023).

Reassuringly, across all specifications, the core finding remains consistent: Pro-liberal

Democracies promote economic growth, while Illiberal Democracies have minimal impact.

4.4 IV Method

Reverse causality is a legitimate concern, as rising income may increase citizen demand

for democracy and affect the likelihood of democratic transition. Although event study

analyses show no empirical evidence of reverse causality (see Figure 7 and Figure 8), we

supplement the OLS panel regressions with 2SLS IV models using regional democratic

waves as exogenous variation in domestic regime type. We follow Dorsch and Maarek

(2019); Acemoglu et al. (2019) in calculating the percentage of democracies in a country’s

politico-geographic region, excluding the country itself, to generate exogenous variation in

its democracy variable (see Appendix I for details). To instrument the interaction term,

we interact the democracy IV with the Illiberal demit, following Sima and Huang (2023).

The IV approach identifies consistent estimates if the exclusion restriction holds that

- conditional on controls - regional waves affect domestic growth only through domestic

institutions. This restriction seems plausible. Nevertheless, we examine it in detail and

include robustness checks addressing potential violations.

5 Baseline Results and Robustness Checks

Estimation results based on Equation (1) are shown in Table 1, using average nature

of mobilization over the transition and prior two years to categorize Pro-liberal versus

Illiberal Democracies. The baseline regression result, shown in Column (1), demonstrates

that the Pro-liberal Democracy coefficient is 0.994 and significant at 1%, while the Illiberal

Democracy coefficient is small at 0.100 and insignificant. More importantly, the estimated

coefficient on the Pro-liberal Democracy variable is statistically significantly different from

the coefficient on the Illiberal Democracy variable. Furthermore, the long-run GDP growth

effects are 32% for Pro-liberal transitions but only 3% for Illiberal transitions.28 This large

discrepancy across new democracies highlights the importance of carefully differentiating

regimes. Our findings suggest that democracies lacking a strong “spirit of democracy,” as

28The long-run growth rate hinges on the estimated coefficient for the fourth lag of GDP per capita
(log), which is -3.104, shown in Appendix E.1. The derivation of the formula that quantifies the impact on
long-run growth is meticulously detailed in Appendix H.
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indicated by a positive value for the nature of mobilization during democratization, do not

experience significant growth benefits. This aligns with theoretical models that highlight

the critical role of a robust civil society in successful democratization processes (Besley and

Persson, 2019; Bisin and Verdier, 2023).29

A potential concern is whether the general state of the nature of mobilization, rather

than its nature during the transition period, exerts the true influence. To address this, we

first create a dummy variable that takes a value of 1 if the nature of mobilization indica-

tor is above 0 (indicating Pro-liberal Mobilization exceeds Illiberal Mobilization) for each

country and year, and 0 otherwise. Column (2) presents the growth regression results by

controlling for this dummy, showing a highly significant coefficient of 1.185 for Pro-liberal

Democracy and an insignificant coefficient of 0.118 for Illiberal Democracy, with a highly

significant difference between the two.30 The negative coefficient associated with the mo-

bilization dummy might initially appear counterintuitive. However, this likely reflects the

destabilization that can accompany high levels of ongoing mobilization (beyond the initial

transition period). To account for this possibility, Column (3) directly controls for the level

of the nature of mobilization indicator in each year, leading to a slight amplification of the

differences in growth outcomes between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies. Notably,

the coefficient of the nature of mobilization indicator itself is negative, aligning with the

negative effects of the dummy variable observed in the previous column. With the similar

concern, we also control for the lagged dummy variable and level of the nature of mobi-

lization at the past year (Columns (4)–(5)).31 The results remain consistent and suggest

the importance of nature of mobilization during the transition itself.

Our baseline regression emphasizes the crucial role of initial conditions at democrati-

zation and utilize the nature of mobilization during the political transition as the starting

point, contrasting with prior studies by Acemoglu et al. (2019); Eberhardt (2022) that

employ variables in a fixed year as the initial conditions for democracies. To verify the

critical role of the transition year, we conduct a placebo test. Democracies are categorized

29Appendix E.1 explores the impact of using alternative thresholds to define the initial nature of mobi-
lization categorization. Our analysis reveals that a threshold of 0 (percentile 25) yields the most pronounced
effect size, as it maximizes the difference in growth outcomes between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies.

30Including this dummy leads to a reduced sample size. This stems from the fact that while Pro-liberal
and Illiberal Democracy utilize initial nature of mobilization to categorize countries, some autocratic regimes
lack mobilization data and are included. The dummy variable we construct here automatically excludes
these countries due to missing data.

31We construct the variables using data from the four preceding years. Our results are robust to alter-
native lag specifications (available upon request).
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into Pro-liberal and Illiberal based on the nature of mobilization in a fixed year (e.g., 1970)

and then further divided by the nature of mobilization during their actual transition. Two

subgroups present internal conflicts: Pro-liberal Democracy in the baseline but Illiberal

using the information in the fixed year, and vice versa. These conflicting classifications

allow us to compare their effects. The results in Column (6) reveal that the “fake” catego-

rization based on the information in the fixed year loses explanatory power. The coefficient

for “Pro-liberal Democracy in the baseline but Illiberal using the fixed year...” is positive

and significant, while the coefficient for the reversed categorization remains insignificant.

These analyses solidify the robustness of our baseline results regarding the differential

growth effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies. The findings hold even when con-

trolling for current or past nature of mobilization or using an alternative initial condition

(nature of mobilization in a fixed year). This reinforces the significance of the nature of

mobilization during the transition period for subsequent growth trajectories.32

In our analysis, we use a threshold of 0, where positive values indicate that Pro-liberal

Mobilization dominates the democratization process, and negative values reflect Illiberal

Mobilization dominance. To assess whether 0 is a critical point, we restrict the sample to

countries with values of nature of mobilization during democratization near 0 and auto-

cratic regimes.33 The regression results in column (7) show that Pro-liberal Mobilization

significantly fosters growth, while Illiberal Mobilization has no significant effect, validating

our threshold.

Furthermore, as Edmund Burke aptly observed, "The only thing necessary for the tri-

umph of evil is for good men to do nothing," highlighting the vital role of individual action

in resisting systemic oppression. Yet, individuals often feel powerless when confronting

authoritarian regimes, where the vast machinery of the state appears overwhelming. This

sense of helplessness, while common, is overly simplistic and misinformed, as this result

demonstrates. Specifically, the finding reveals that individual acts of defiance, particularly

when part of a broader Pro-liberal Mobilization can exert significant influence. As more

individuals join the Pro-liberal Mobilization at such critical juncture – democratization –

32Appendix E.2 investigates the utility of distinct indicators for Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal
Mobilization in delineating Pro-liberal from Illiberal Democracies. The analysis indicates that Pro-liberal
Mobilization is not a robust predictor of economic growth disparities. However, the growth differential be-
tween Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies is accentuated when Illiberal Mobilization during the transition
is taken into account. This suggests that reduced Illiberal Mobilization during democratization correlates
positively with economic growth prospects.

33Specifically, we focus on democratizing countries with mobilization values between -0.2 and 0.2 during
democratization. Similar patterns emerge when using alternative ranges close to 0.
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the likelihood of this type mobilization dominating the transition process increases sub-

stantially. Even a marginal lead in Pro-liberal Mobilization during transition can pave the

way for the emergence of a viable and well-functioning democracy—what we term a Pro-

liberal Democracy. This collective action, when scaled, has the potential to drive political

transformation and, ultimately, contribute to long-term economic prosperity.

In the next column, we conduct a placebo test by using pre-democratization mobiliza-

tion data to classify Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies.34 If the nature of mobilization

during democratization is key to differentiating types of democracy, earlier years of data

should not effectively distinguish the growth impacts of these types.35 The results, pre-

sented in column (8), confirm this hypothesis, showing significantly positive growth effects

for both types of democracy. This supports our grouping strategy, which relies on the

nature of mobilization during democratization.

We further explore the role of civil society during the political transition by employing

an alternative measure: the characteristics of civil society organization (CSO) anti-system

movements from the V-Dem dataset, focusing on democratic (v2csanmvch 4) and anti-

democratic (v2csanmvch 5) characteristics. Similar to the nature of mobilization, a pos-

itive difference between democratic and anti-democratic movements defines a Pro-liberal

Democracy, while a negative difference indicates an Illiberal Democracy. Column (9) dis-

plays results consistent with our baseline finding, where Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit

positive and significant growth effects, whereas Illiberal Democracies do not.

5.1 Explore the Quality of Indicators Measuring Mobilizations

Our study relies on data from V-Dem, which offers core metrics on mobilizations. A

key concern with this dataset is whether it accurately measures mobilizations, given its

reliance on expert assessments that may be subjective.36 Hellmeier and Bernhard (2023)

address this issue comprehensively, arguing that it effectively captures mobilization through

a multi-faceted approach.37 Their findings indicate that experts successfully distinguish

34We thank Tomoki Fujii for raising this point.
35Since we use mobilization data from up to two years before democratization for categorization, we

employ data from at least three years prior for the placebo test. In particular, we average mobilization
levels between the third and tenth year before democratization, with similar patterns observed if the ending
year is at least seven years prior to democratization.

36We thank Zihan Hu for raising this point.
37This includes expert surveys, data comparisons, and internal consistency analyses. They leverage

expert knowledge via a V-Dem survey to assess the frequency and scale of mass mobilization. To ensure
data quality, the dataset is benchmarked against existing datasets, revealing strong correlations. Potential
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between mobilization for democracy and mobilization for autocracy. The validity of dataset

is further confirmed through regional and temporal analyses that align well with historical

records.

Our research further focuses on mobilization for democracy and mobilization for autoc-

racy (conceptualized in our study as Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization) during periods

of democratization. A potential concern is that assessments of these indicators may lack

accuracy during such periods of political turbulence. Since multiple experts evaluate each

indicator for each country-year, we can compare the variance in these assessments (assum-

ing independence, the variance of the nature of mobilization is the sum of the variances of

the two indicators) during the transition period against other periods. Surprisingly, we find

that expert assessments of these two indicators are more precise during democratization

compared to the entire sample and other periods in democratizing countries (as shown in

the Table 2).38 This finding helps alleviate some concerns regarding data accuracy.

We conducted additional checks to show that the estimation error of the data is neg-

ligible in our study, where the results are provided in Table 3. For most countries, the

mobilization data is assessed by at least five experts; however, in some instances, fewer

than five experts were involved, potentially leading to inaccuracies. We excluded democ-

ratizing countries with fewer than five expert assessments, and our conclusions remained

unchanged (Column (2)). In another robustness check, we removed countries with high

levels of expert disagreement (i.e., high variance of nature of mobilization during the tran-

sition period) and continued to find robust results (Column (3)).39 Another concern is

that if the levels of Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization are roughly equiva-

lent, the positive and negative of the nature of mobilization (defined as Pro-liberal minus

Illiberal Mobilization) may appear random due to measurement errors. Consequently, we

biases are further addressed through expert agreement analysis and comparisons with revolution and protest
data.

38Several factors may contribute to this phenomenon: Political transitions often involve widespread
mobilizations, making it easier for experts to gauge their scale. This, in turn, may reduce variation in
their assessments. Furthermore, during pivotal moments of political transformation, media coverage and
academic scrutiny tend to intensify, providing experts with more robust information for evaluation. Finally,
Hellmeier and Bernhard (2023) found that expert ratings of Pro-liberal Mobilization do not significantly
differ across political regimes. In contrast, disagreement over Illiberal Mobilization rises as countries become
more democratic, making it easier to identify Illiberal Mobilization under authoritarian regimes. This
finding further supports the argument that expert assessments of political mobilization are generally more
accurate during democratization periods.

39In particular, expert disagreements above the 90th percentile are classified as high levels of disagree-
ment.
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excluded democratizing countries where the nature of mobilization during democratization

is close to 0; the results continued to support our conclusions (Column (4)).40 In the final

two columns, we directly controlled for the variance of the nature of mobilization (Column

(5)) and the variance of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Mobilization for each country-year (Column

(6)), with results remaining robust.

Another potential bias is that, given that these assessments in V-Dem were conducted

post-2010, experts may have been predisposed to more favorable evaluations (both eco-

nomic and political) of democratic countries, including during their transition periods,

which could result in higher values for the nature of mobilization. However, this hypothe-

sis is not supported by our regression analysis. Generally, a higher nature of mobilization

indicates greater instability (globally, Pro-liberal Mobilization frequently exceeds Illiberal

Mobilization, resulting in a positive nature of mobilization in most cases), which negatively

impacts economic growth (as shown in Columns (2)–(5) of Table 1). This would suggest

weaker economic performance.

Nevertheless, experts might still assign higher values of nature of mobilization during

transitions to countries with strong economic and political performance. If this were the

case, stronger economic growth in democratizing countries would correlate with higher na-

ture of mobilization during democratization; however, this is not supported by our regres-

sion results. As demonstrated Table A7 in the Appendix, the countries with the strongest

economic performance during democratization actually show relatively small positive val-

ues for the nature of mobilization. In contrast, those with relatively high values exhibit

more moderate economic growth.

To more comprehensively examine the economic performance of democratizing countries

with varying nature of mobilization values, we divided these countries into several groups

based on the nature of mobilization during democratization from smallest to largest, with

each one grouping countries with similar values. In particular, we divide the nature of

mobilization during democratization into approximately 0.25-unit intervals when the mo-

bilization value is negative, as these cases are fewer, comprising only about a quarter of

the democratization cases. This finer categorization better captures the impact of Illiberal

Democracy on growth across different ranges. For positive values, the mobilization is cat-

egorized into approximately 0.5-unit intervals. We conducted repeated regressions using

one group of democratizing countries and all autocratic countries. The results, presented

40In particular, we exclude democratizing countries with mobilization values between -0.2 and 0.2 during
the transition. Similar results are observed when alternative ranges near 0 are excluded.
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Figure 5. Event-specific Effects of Democracy on Growth

Note: This figure illustrates the heterogeneous effects of democratization on various events, with red diamonds
representing negative and blue triangle representing positive nature of mobilization during democratization. The
event-specific effects are negative when the nature of mobilization is negative, the remaining effects are positive.

in Figure 5, show that when the nature of mobilization during democratization is negative

(indicated by the red diamond), the effects of democracy on growth are negative. Addi-

tionally, larger negative values (in absolute terms) of the nature of mobilization do not

necessarily imply a greater negative impact on growth. Similarly, the effects of democracy

are generally positive when the nature of mobilization during democratization is positive.

However, higher positive values of the nature of mobilization do not necessarily translate

into larger positive effects.

In summary, measurement error in the core indicators of our study appears to be

negligible.

5.2 An Alternative Placebo Test: Transition Timing Matters

Empirically, the democratization process often unfolds over multiple years, whereas our

data captures a single transition year. To assess whether this temporal discrepancy affects

our results, we conduct a placebo test in which a random year within the 10-year window
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surrounding the true democratization year is designated as the fake transition year for

categorizing Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies. Repeating the analysis 1,000 times

yields placebo growth effects plotted in Figure 6, with true effects marked by the red

line, clearly distinct from the placebo distribution. This confirms the recorded transition

year is a critical juncture playing a distinct role for subsequent growth. In contrast, most

fake Illiberal Democracy coefficients spread randomly around the true effect remaining

insignificant. So the actual transition year does not stand out from nearby years for Illiberal

Democracies.

Figure 6. Estimates from Randomly Assigned Transition Years versus Actual Data

Note: The left figure depicts the distribution of placebo t-statistics estimating the effect of Pro-liberal Democ-
racy on economic growth, obtained by randomly assigning a false democratization year within a 10-year window
around the true transition. The vertical red line marks the actual estimated effect (p = 0.003), clearly distinct
from the placebo distribution, indicating that the recorded transition year plays a critical role in subsequent
growth for Pro-liberal Democracies. The right figure presents the analogous placebo distribution for Illiberal
Democracies, where the actual estimated effect (p = 0.502) is indistinguishable from the placebo estimates.

5.3 Controlling for Democratic Stock and Formats

Another conjecture is that while transition-period nature of mobilization is critical, institu-

tional quality or peaceful behavior may improve over time through democratic learning-by-

doing. Could poor initial nature of mobilization effects in Illiberal Democracies dissipate?

To assess this, we control for democratic capital using the stock measure from Gerring

et al. (2005), equal to a country’s annual Polity2 score since 1900 with a 5% depreciation
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rate, updated to 2020. As shown in column (1) of Table 4, the Pro-liberal and Illiberal

Democracy coefficients remain similar to the baseline estimate around 1.165 and 0.110,

while the insignificant democratic capital coefficient is near 0.

The literature also examines whether specific democratic institutions like presidential-

ism or proportional representation matter more than the democracy-autocracy distinction

overall (Persson, 2005). Table 4 controls for various institutional combinations, with the

Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy effects remaining similar while institutional formats

do not consistently affect growth, except for negative effects of majoritarian and propor-

tional systems. The results demonstrate democracy’s growth effects are dominated by the

Pro-liberal – Illiberal distinction rather than specific democratic formats.

5.4 Alternative Democracy Indicators

The impact of democracy on economic growth remains a contentious topic, partly due to

the sensitivity of empirical results to the chosen democracy measure (Gründler and Krieger,

2021, 2022). Democracies encompass diverse institutions, making their quantification and

cross-country comparison challenging. To address this concern, we assess the robustness

of our findings to alternative democracy indicators (Table 5).41

Initially, we replicate the analysis using the binary democracy variable from the Boix

et al. (2013) (Column (1)). Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit a significantly positive growth

effect, while Illiberal Democracies are associated with negative growth. Similar results are

obtained with the binary democracy variable from Cheibub et al. (2010); Bjørnskov and

Rode (2020) (Column (2)).

Next, we employ the Polity V dataset, defining democracies as countries with a Polity

2 score exceeding 0 (following Persson and Tabellini (2007) and Acemoglu et al. (2019)).42

Pro-liberal Democracies remain positively associated with growth, while Illiberal Democ-

racies show no significant effect (Column (3)).

Furthermore, we utilize the PS dataset (Papaioannou and Siourounis, 2008b), which

considers only enduring transitions to democracy.43 This excludes many Illiberal Democ-

41Due to limited data availability before 1972, the corresponding result using the Freedom House data
is presented in Appendix E.10.

42The reduced sample size in the robustness check primarily arises from missing Polity data for small
countries. Additionally, using a stricter democracy threshold (Polity2 > 5) yields a similar result (Appendix
E.10).

43We employ the 2015 update of the PS dataset (Pozuelo et al., 2016) to account for recent political
shifts and corrected classifications.
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racies due to their brief lifespans and frequent reversals to autocracy. The coefficient for

Illiberal Democracy is insignificant, while the significantly positive effect of Pro-liberal

Democracy persists (Column (4)). This suggests that even for well-established democ-

racies, the nature of mobilization during the transition period has a lasting impact on

growth.

We extend the robustness check by constructing separate categories of Pro-liberal

and Illiberal Democracies using alternative data sources (Columns (5)–(9)). These in-

clude the Machine Learning Democracy Index (Gründler and Krieger, 2021),44 Episodes

of Regime Transformation (ERT) dataset (Maerz et al., 2023),45 Lexical Index (Skaaning

et al., 2015),46 and Electoral Democracy and Liberal Democracy variables from the V-

Dem project.47 Across all specifications, Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit substantial and

favorable impacts on growth, whereas Illiberal Democracies correlate with adverse effects,

occasionally reaching statistical significance. Furthermore, these disparities between the

groups persist as statistically significant.

5.5 More Robustness Checks in the Appendix

Appendix E presents a comprehensive set of robustness checks that reinforce the base-

line findings on the distinct impacts of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on economic

growth. Adjusting the classification threshold for these democracy types based on the na-

ture of mobilization does not alter the observed patterns, underscoring the stability of the

classification method. The positive correlation between Pro-liberal Democracy and growth

is consistently significant across an extended timeframe, contrasting with the negligible

impact of Illiberal Democracy.48 Non-linear interaction models suggest that transitions to

44The Machine Learning Dichotomous Democracy Index from Gründler and Krieger (2021) is used.
45The ERT dataset (Maerz et al., 2023) differentiates between democratization episodes and democratic

regime changes. A democratization episode requires a small positive change and a substantial cumulative
change in the V-Dem polyarchy index over the episode’s duration.

46We construct a dichotomous democracy variable from the Lexical Index in Skaaning et al. (2015). A
country is coded as a democracy (1) if it has “Minimally competitive elections,” “Male or female suffrage,”
or “Universal suffrage,” and 0 otherwise.

47We construct dichotomous democracy variables from the V-Dem electoral democracy and liberal
democracy indices. We rely on their ordinal versions, coding countries as democracies (1) if they are
“Minimally Democratic” or “Democratic,” and 0 otherwise.

48Our analysis in the Appendix E.3 shows that Pro-liberal Democracy is positively linked to economic
growth, while Illiberal Democracy has an insignificant impact, though historical data limitations, including
expert disagreements on mobilizations and measurement errors in GDP per capita, suggest caution in
interpreting long-term results.
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Pro-liberal Democracy with intermediate levels of nature of mobilization are most beneficial

for growth. Notably, Pro-liberal Democracies maintain positive growth effects regardless

of colonial status.

The robustness of the baseline model is further confirmed by the stability of findings

upon excluding outlier observations and countries with fewer than 20 observations to miti-

gate Nickell bias. Persisting disparities between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy effects

despite growth covariates inclusion imply mechanisms beyond standard explanations. A

generalized model supports the baseline assumption of equal but opposite effects for de-

mocratization and its reversal. Alternative categorization strategies, including different

Polity score cutoffs and Freedom House data, consistently align with the baseline findings.

In addition, the findings are robust to adjustments in sample size and end year, as

well as to additional checks for special-case robustness, transition frequency, growth lag

structure, and political institution quality. Excluding specific countries, periods, regions,

outliers, or varying model specifications does not qualitatively change the conclusions.49

In summary, the robustness checks consistently demonstrate that Pro-liberal Democ-

racy positively influences economic growth, while the effects of Illiberal Democracy remain

uncertain. The findings are resilient to various methodological adjustments and controls,

reinforcing the study’s conclusions with a high degree of confidence.

6 Alternative Techniques to Estimate

6.1 Event-Study Analysis

Building on Equation (2), we leverage event study plots to visually assess the compa-

rability of treatment (democratization) and control (non-democratization) groups before

and after the event. Figure 7 presents event study plots for both Pro-liberal and Illiberal

Democracies, depicting their relative economic growth compared to non-democratic states

in the twenty-five years preceding and following democratization. Regression coefficients

with 95% confidence intervals are plotted across treatment leads and lags (i.e., five-year

periods leading up to and following democratization), marked by the vertical spike at "0"
representing the year of democratization.

49Regional analysis shows that the democracy-growth relationship is robust across most regions, though
Sub-Saharan Africa exhibits notably weaker effects, likely attributable to its disproportionately high con-
centration of illiberal democratic nations.
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Figure 7. Event Study Plots of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal (Red) Democracy’s Effects on
Economic Growth

Note: This figure depicts the estimated differences in economic growth between Pro-liberal democratic states
(blue) and non-democratic states, as well as between Illiberal democratic states (red) and non-democratic states,
before and after democratic transitions. The plot displays regression coefficients with 95% confidence intervals
for the treatment leads and lags, which represent five-year periods leading up to and following Pro-liberal or
Illiberal democratization. The regression specification includes fixed effects and controls for growth dynamics
and the fourth lag of GDP per capita, as described in Equation (2). The diverging patterns for Pro-liberal and
Illiberal Democracies relative to non-democracies reveal distinct economic growth trajectories associated with
the nature of mobilization during democratization.

Figure 7 reveals that, prior to democratization, the pre-treatment dynamics of Pro-

liberal (blue line) and Illiberal (red line) democracies closely resemble those of autocracies,

with almost all coefficients hovering around 0 and insignificant within the confidence inter-

vals. Following the transition, however, a clear divergence emerges for Pro-liberal Democ-

racies. The significantly positive coefficient after the initial dip in the democratization year

indicates a growth-promoting effect, contrasting starkly with Illiberal Democracies, which

display no discernible difference from autocracies in post-transition growth patterns.

These findings align with our earlier arguments, suggesting that the nature of mobiliza-

tion during democratization plays a crucial role in shaping subsequent economic trajecto-

ries. Pro-liberal Democracies, characterized by broad-based participation and compromise,

appear to foster environments conducive to sustained growth, while Illiberal Democracies,

often lacking these features, may not exhibit similar positive outcomes.
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6.2 Semiparametric Estimates Following Acemoglu et al. (2019)

In Section 5, we employed a dynamic (linear) panel model to control for growth dynam-

ics. While this approach enabled us to account for the confounding influence of the GDP

per capita dip observed in Figure 1 and compute the cumulative effects of a permanent

democratic transition on GDP per capita, it is fundamentally grounded in the linearity

assumption. The linearity assumption imposes restrictive conditions, including the require-

ment that the effects of transitions to and from democracy be equal in absolute value.50

Furthermore, it constrains the time pattern of democracy’s cumulative effects on GDP

per capita, derived by extrapolating the linear GDP per capita process into the future.

Despite being closely related to the commonly used empirical model in the literature and

facilitating efficient estimation under its maintained assumptions, the dynamic linear panel

approach lacks flexibility in capturing potential non-linearities in the relationship between

democracy and economic development.

Building on Acemoglu et al. (2019), this subsection employs an alternative approach

to estimate the causal impact of democracy on economic growth. We acknowledge the po-

tential non-random selection into democracy. Countries transitioning to democracy might

differ from those remaining non-democratic in unobserved characteristics that could also

influence economic growth. To address this concern, we adopt a semiparametric treatment

effects framework. This framework models the selection into democracy as a function of

observable characteristics, particularly lags of GDP per capita. Importantly, it avoids

specifying a parametric model for the dynamics of GDP per capita, allowing for greater

flexibility in estimating the impact of democracy on GDP per capita over time. The

key identifying assumption is that, conditional on past GDP per capita levels, countries

transitioning to democracy do not exhibit a different long-run GDP per capita trajectory

compared to non-democracies.

The approach involves two key steps to estimate the causal impact of democracy on

GDP per capita. In the first stage, a probit model predicts the propensity score, the

probability of a country transitioning to democracy in a given year. This score is based on

past GDP per capita and other observable characteristics. Propensity scores then weight

observations in non-democracies, creating a control group comparable to democratizing

countries. In the second stage, we estimate the treatment effect by contrasting the actual

50To validate the assumption that democratization and its reversal have equal but opposite effects, we es-
timate a generalized model and confirm through testing that both Pro-liberal and Illiberal democratization,
along with their reversals, exhibit this relationship, as shown in Appendix E.8.
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Figure 8. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Illiberal (Red) and Pro-liberal
(Blue) Democracy on the log of GDP per capita

Note: This figure depicts the effects of Pro-liberal (blue line) and Illiberal (red line) democratization on log GDP
per capita, estimated using a semiparametric approach with counterfactuals. The lines represent the average ef-
fect on GDP for countries that democratized in a Pro-liberal/Illiberal way, relative to a counterfactual scenario
without democratization (dashed lines indicate 95% confidence intervals). The horizontal axis shows time (in
years) relative to the year of democratization. We normalize log GDP per capita to 0 in the year preceding the
democratization. The estimates control for pre-existing GDP per capita trends by assuming a linear counterfac-
tual model. See Acemoglu et al. (2019) for details on this approach.

GDP per capita trajectory of democratizing countries with the counterfactual path they

would have followed absent democratization. This counterfactual is derived from a linear

regression model for non-democracies that controls for the same covariates used in the

propensity score model.

Figure 8 presents the estimated effects of Illiberal and Pro-liberal democratization on

GDP per capita (log points) using an inverse-propensity-score reweighting approach. Esti-

mates are plotted for lags (s) ranging from -10 to 15 years, with s = 0 corresponding to the

year of democratization. The negative lag estimates serve as a specification test, as they

should be unaffected by subsequent democratization. The blue line depicts the gradual

increase in GDP per capita following Pro-liberal democratization, while the red line indi-

cates a contrasting decline in GDP per capita after Illiberal democratization. Notably, the

pre-democratization trends (s < 0) show no significant difference between the two groups,

reassuring our identification strategy.
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6.3 Matching-Augmented DID

We leverage a matching framework proposed by Imai et al. (2023) to further address con-

cerns about time-varying unobservables, particularly relevant when studying the causal ef-

fect of democracy on economic growth. This approach complements traditional fixed-effects

and DID models by constructing matched treatment and control groups with identical pre-

treatment histories (up to a specified lag). Applied to the democracy-growth question,

this matching method offers a robust approach to account for complex data dynamics and

potential confounders, yielding more reliable causal inferences.

The matching procedure operates as follow. First, for each country experiencing de-

mocratization (treated), we identify control observations (untreated) from the same period

with identical pre-treatment regime status for a predefined lag (default: 4 years). This

ensures the control countries mirror the treated country’s regime history up to the democ-

ratization event. Second, we refine the matched sets using standard methods (Mahalanobis

distance preferred) to balance observed covariates between treated and control units. This

step mitigates potential biases arising from confounding factors. Finally, we estimate the

Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (ATT) using a DID approach. This estimator

controls for time trends and compares the outcomes of treated and control groups before

and after democratization.

We employ the PanelMatch R package (Imai et al., 2023) with default options to esti-

mate the effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal democratization on GDP per capita growth rates

over the 5-year period following the transition. Figure 9 depicts the matching estimates for

Pro-liberal democratization, while Figure 10 illustrates the estimates for Illiberal democ-

ratization. Our findings indicate that the point estimates for Pro-liberal democratization

are significantly positive over almost the entire 5-year period. In contrast, the estimated

effects of Illiberal democratization hover around 0 throughout the same timeframe.

6.4 Other DIDs

Appendix G.1 explores alternative specifications to address potential concerns. First, we

employ the factor-augmented DID approach of Eberhardt (2022) to account for heteroge-

neous pre-treatment trends and endogenous selection into democracy. Second, we present
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Figure 9. Estimated Average Effects of Pro-liberal Democracy on Growth

Note: The estimates are based on a matching method that adjusts for treatment and covariate histories during
the 4-year pre-treatment period (Imai et al., 2023). The figure shows the average effects of Pro-liberal democra-
tization for the 5 years following the transition (t = 0, 1, ..., 5), with 95% asymptotic confidence intervals repre-
sented by vertical bars.
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Figure 10. Estimated Average Effects of Illiberal Democracy on Growth

Note: The estimates are based on a matching method that adjusts for treatment and covariate histories during
the 4-year pre-treatment period(Imai et al., 2023). The figure shows the average effects of Illiberal democratiza-
tion for the 5 years following the transition (t = 0, 1, ..., 5), with 95% asymptotic confidence intervals represented
by vertical bars.
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estimates from recent treatment effect heterogeneity-robust estimators (Cengiz et al., 2019;

Freyaldenhoven et al., 2019; Borusyak et al., 2021; Callaway and Sant’ Anna, 2021; Sun

and Abraham, 2021; Butts and Gardner, 2021; Dube et al., 2023) in Appendix G.2. Re-

assuringly, these extensions consistently reveal a positive association between Pro-liberal

Democracy and economic development, with minimal impact from Illiberal Democracy.

6.5 Endogeneity Concerns and Instrumental Variables

The dynamic panel model employed here relies on the assumption that, after controlling for

country and time fixed effects, past growth rates, and GDP per capita levels, a country’s

political regime choice is independent of other unobserved variables influencing growth.

While intuitively sensible, this assumption is not infallible.51 Political and economic forces

often intertwine and evolve concurrently, particularly during democratization processes.

Consequently, isolating a purely causal effect of democracy proves challenging due to the

difficulty of identifying truly exogenous IVs.

One viable source of exogenous variation in democratic transitions lies in the phe-

nomenon of regional waves of democratization and autocratic reversals, as documented by

Acemoglu et al. (2019); Dorsch and Maarek (2019). We construct an IV based on the av-

erage level of democratic indicators in a country’s designated region (regional information

derived from Acemoglu et al. (2019)).52 Two lagged average level of democratic indicators

are employed to instrument for a specific country’s democracy level. Our exclusion restric-

tion hinges on the assumption that regional waves significantly influence democratization

without being directly driven by regional trends in future GDP per capita.

The primary threat to the validity of this IV approach arises from the potential correla-

tion between regional GDP per capita and regional democracy, independent of a country’s

internal democratic impact on its own GDP per capita. To mitigate this concern and

ensure our results are not driven by these regional trends, we present estimates both with

and without controlling for various other factors that might also exhibit spatial spillover

effects within regions.

51We acknowledge the potential for endogeneity bias due to factors like visionary leaders simultaneously
driving growth and democratic adoption. For example, if historically, talented individuals in autocracies
received Western education and subsequently implemented democratic reforms, growth and democracy
might appear interconnected solely due to leader characteristics.

52In our sample, constructing regional averages based solely on countries sharing similar initial political
institutions (autocracies or democracies) is equivalent to considering all countries in the same region due
to our sample restrictions.
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The second-stage results obtained from the 2SLS estimator are presented in Panel A of

Table 6. We specifically instrument for Democracy and the interaction term Democracy ∗
Illiberal dem, which captures the differential growth effects between Pro-liberal and Illib-

eral Democracies.53 The table reports coefficients for Democracy (equivalent to Pro-liberal

Democracy), Interaction (representing the effect difference between Pro-liberal and Illib-

eral Democracy), and Illiberal Democracy (calculated as the difference between Democracy

and Interaction). The corresponding first-stage results are shown in Panels B1 and B2 of

Table 6.

Employing two lagged IVs (DemIV F and InteractionIV ) for democracy and its in-

teraction, the baseline 2SLS estimate (column (1)) reveals a larger and statistically signif-

icant unconditional effect of democratic transitions, representing the impact of Pro-liberal

Democracy in this context. The positive and significant difference between Pro-liberal and

Illiberal Democracy effects exceeds those from the OLS regression, aligning with findings

in relevant literature (Madsen et al., 2015; Acemoglu et al., 2019). The Hansen test shows

no evidence of misspecification, and Kleibergen-Paap statistics demonstrate strong instru-

ment validity (Stock et al., 2002). These IV analyses bolster our argument that the impact

of democracy on growth hinges on the nature of mobilization during democratization.

Columns (2)–(8) explore the robustness of our results to potential violations of the

exclusion restriction using time-varying covariates. The primary concern involves correlated

regional economic shocks that might simultaneously influence democratization and GDP

per capita. We follow Acemoglu et al. (2019) and address this by incorporating initial

development level controls in column (2)54, post-socialist transition controls in column

(3)55, unobserved regional heterogeneity in column (4)56, observable regional shocks in

column (5)57, and spatially correlated GDP per capita and shocks in columns (6)–(7)58.59

Across these specifications, the overall pattern in the IV results remains consistent with

the baseline findings: positive and significant estimated effects for Pro-liberal Democracy,

53Detailed steps for generating the IVs are provided in Appendix I.
54Interactions between GDP quintiles in 1960 (as the proxies of initial development level) and year

dummies account for common shocks related to initial development across regions.
55Interactions with a Soviet/satellite country dummy and year dummies for 1989-1992 ensure results are

not driven by geographically concentrated transitions from socialism.
56Region-specific trends control for unobserved regional variations, supporting the lack of correlation

between regional democratization waves and other regional trends.
57Average GDP per capita and trade share within each initial regime cell are included.
58Column (6) models spatially correlated GDP per capita based on inter-country distance. Column (7)

incorporates inverse-distance-weighted GDP per capita and democracy in other countries.
59For a more comprehensive discussion of these issues, please refer to Section V of Acemoglu et al. (2019).
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while those for Illiberal Democracy remain small and insignificant in most cases. This

robustness suggests that the dynamic panel model provides a reliable framework to estimate

the effects of democratic types on growth, largely unaffected by endogeneity concerns.60

7 Unveiling the Mechanisms: Behavioral and Institutional

Pathways

With a robust relationship demonstrated between the nature of mobilization during de-

mocratization and later economic growth, an imperative question emerges: what are the

mechanisms through which mobilization dynamics impose durable effects? We now probe

the potential channels underpinning this association.

As discussed in Section 2, democratic transitions represent more than a regime shift;

they trigger a cultural transformation. We emphasize the enduring impact of civil society

and mobilization patterns during this period on the nascent democracy’s formal institutions

and practices. Two distinct mechanisms are considered: behavioral path dependence and

institutional path dependence.61

The first mechanism centers on the persistence of political cultures. Drawing on

Acharya et al. (2017); Garćıa-Ponce and Wantchekon (2017), we conceptualize behav-

ioral path dependence as a process where past political attitudes, collective behavior, and

community norms perpetuate divergent political cultures over time. In our context, we

hypothesize that Illiberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process might en-

trench political violence, amplifying the risk of post-transition instability and unrest. This

could stem from its potential to legitimize anti-democratic tactics and facilitate the spread

of violence. Conversely, Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates the demowe cratization process

might foster a civil society and democratic norms by normalizing mutual tolerance among

opposing parties.

The second mechanism focuses on the evolution of post-transition institutions. We

examine how these institutions, shaped by the nature of mobilization, influence economic

development. Illiberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process, characterized

by its "zero-sum" nature, may have limited or no impact on fostering inclusive institu-

tions during the post-transition period. In contrast, Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates

60Having said that, these results are better interpreted cautiously in terms of causality.
61For more nuanced discussions on institutional versus behavioral mechanisms underlying historical

legacies, see Wittenberg (2006); Nunn and Wantchekon (2011); Acharya et al. (2017).
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the democratization process, with its emphasis on broad participation and compromise,

might lay the groundwork for inclusive institutions. In essence, the quality of institutions

established in the wake of democratization, shaped by the prevailing mobilization patterns,

could explain subsequent economic performance.

We explore these conjectures within a dynamic panel model that examines the differ-

ential impact of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on key institutional and behavioral

variables denoted by mit.

mit = βPPro− liberal demit+βIIlliberal demit+

4∑
j=1

αjmit−j +

4∑
j=1

φjyit−j +λi+ δt+ εit.

(3)

To capture the dynamic nature of each variable, we control for its four lagged levels, four

lagged GDP, country fixed effects, and year fixed effects. Estimation follows the within

estimator approach employed in Acemoglu et al. (2019) and Sima and Huang (2023).

7.1 Superior Peaceful Conduct and Institutional Development in Pro-

liberal Democracies

We operationalize our hypotheses as follows. First, we examine the heterogeneous impacts

of democracy types, determined by the nature of mobilization during transition, on indi-

cators capturing conflict across various intensities, ranging from mild political polarization

to more severe violence. An effective democracy should facilitate peaceful resolution of

societal conflicts.62 Excessive instability signifies a less functional political regime.63

Table 7 reports such mechanism results. Column (1) reveals that supporters of opposing

camps are more likely to engage in friendly rather than hostile interactions in Pro-liberal

Democracies, as measured by political polarization indicator from the V-Dem (extent to

which political differences affect social relationships beyond political discussions). This

effect is absent in Illiberal Democracies. We further explore the differential impacts on key

mobilization components – Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization. The results

(columns (2)–(3)) suggest that only Pro-liberal Democracies significantly reduce both types

of mobilization, implying their ability to alleviate societal discontent and lessen reliance on

62The impact of violence or political turmoil during transitions on subsequent growth has been explored
by Huntington (1993), Cervellati and Sunde (2014), and Pozuelo et al. (2016) among others.

63Detailed information on data sources for all indicators is provided in Appendix O.
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mass mobilization.64 Column (4) examines the impact on a more intense conflict: political

violence from V-Dem (use of physical force by non-state actors for political objectives).

The contrast is stark, with a substantial reduction in political violence under Pro-liberal

Democracies but a slight increase under Illiberal ones. Additional conflict variables from

Aisen and Veiga (2013) are utilized: Violence Index (measuring assassinations, revolutions,

and wars) and Regime Instability Index (capturing frequencies of constitutional changes,

coups, cabinet/executive changes, and regime crises). As shown in columns (5)–(6), sig-

nificant reductions occur only in Pro-liberal Democracies. This pattern holds true for the

final column measuring societal instability, where social unrest (Acemoglu et al., 2019) is

a binary variable indicating the presence of unrest in a given year.

Second, we investigate the heterogeneous impacts of democracy types on growth-enhancing

institutions. Besides examining institutions like transparency index, state capacity, prop-

erty rights protection, and economic freedom index, we also explore the differential effects

on five democratic quality dimensions: electoral, liberal, participatory, deliberative, and

egalitarian.

Table 8 reports institution mechanisms results. Column (1) reports the differential

effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on transparency measured by HRV index

(Hollyer et al., 2014), an objective transparency measure based on the quality of data

reported to international organizations, which is a good predictor of a country’s law and

order and bureaucratic quality. This pattern is reinforced by column (2), which employs

political corruption measure from the V-Dem as the dependent variable.

Subsequently, we examine the heterogeneous roles of democracies on state capacity,

defined as the ability of governments to effectively implement policies and achieve goals

such as providing security, public goods, and rule of law. Utilizing the dataset from Hanson

and Sigman (2021) that captures the multidimensionality of state capacity across three

dimensions – extractive, coercive, and administrative – the results in column (3) indicate

that Pro-liberal Democracy can dramatically enhance state capacity, although Illiberal

Democracy also shows limited improvements.

We then examine property rights protections, another institution integral to economic

growth, using the degree of private property rights enjoyment from V-Dem data. As shown

64Kopeckỳ and Mudde (2003) argues that successful mobilization by a particular social group or network
should follow by demobilization (potentially accompanied by the incorporation of its leaders into the state
apparatus). This does not signify the demise of civil society as a whole, but rather the (often temporary)
demobilization of a specific segment. Other segments of civil society may remain largely unaffected by these
events, or even become more active in response.
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in column (4), the emergence of Pro-liberal Democracy substantially strengthens property

rights protections, whereas Illiberal Democracy generates no improvements on this key

institution.

Next, we analyze an institution measure directly related to economic growth: the Eco-

nomic Freedom Index, a composite encompassing trade freedom, government size, regula-

tory efficiency, property rights, and access to sound money (Krieger and Meierrieks, 2016;

Kotschy and Sunde, 2017).65 As shown in column (5), the index is significantly higher

in Pro-liberal Democracies, while no difference exists between Illiberal Democracies and

autocracies. In the final five columns, we explore the heterogeneous effects of democ-

racies on five democracy quality measures from V-Dem: electoral, liberal, participatory,

deliberative, and egalitarian. We find that Pro-liberal Democracy confers greater, robust

democracy quality across dimensions.66

In summary, the results in Table 7 and Table 8 show no significant relationship be-

tween Illiberal Democracy and behavioral outcomes, nor meaningful impacts on growth-

enhancing institutions. However, Pro-liberal Democracy can dramatically cultivate behav-

ioral patterns that sustain political inclusion. In other words, Pro-liberal Democracy can

directly resolve conflicts between political rivals (Przeworski, 1988). Additionally, Pro-

liberal Democracy also substantially improves growth-enhancing institutions like trans-

parency, state capacity, property rights, and economic freedom. These findings confirm

our hypothesis that the nature of mobilization during political transitions significantly

impacts behavior patterns and institutional quality for years following democratization.

Specifically, Illiberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process indicates that

the masses have not sufficiently embedded the spirit of democracy to effectively exercise

their promised power, and consequently, new institutions and behaviors do not facilitate

their interests through economic growth.

65To maximize sample size, we construct a new economic freedom index incorporating data from the
1960s. Results remain similar when restricting data to post-1970 periods.

66Boese-Schlosser and Eberhardt (2023) highlight the importance of democratic pillars such as freedom
of expression, electoral integrity, and legislative-executive balance for the long-run economic growth. As
detailed in Appendix K, we reveals that while Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit a consistent and sustained
trajectory of improvement, Illiberal Democracies face significant challenges in achieving long-term, mean-
ingful progress in these areas.
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7.2 Dissecting the Mechanisms: Behavior, Institutions, and Growth

Having established the differential growth impacts of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies,

we delve deeper to identify the specific behavioral and institutional channels underlying

these relationships. Which institutional or behavioral factors hold the greatest sway over

growth? Can our mechanism variables effectively capture the distinct growth effects of

each democracy type?

To address these questions, we augment the baseline growth model by incorporating

behavioral or institutional quality indicators (mit):

git = βPPro− liberal demit+βIIlliberal demit+γmit+
3∑

j=1
αjgit−j +φyit−4+λi+δt+εit.

Table 9 explores the heterogeneous effects of democracy by introducing these behavioral

indicators individually. All instability-related variables exhibit significant negative impacts

on growth. When incorporated into the growth regressions, these variables substantially

absorb the growth effect of Pro-liberal Democracies, particularly for political polarization,

Illiberal Mobilization, violence index, and regime instability index. This confirms their role

as key channels through which democracy influences growth, aligning with the theory of

Bisin and Verdier (2023).

Similarly, Table 10 examines the heterogeneous effects by including institutional indi-

cators. After controlling for each institutional indicator, only state capacity and economic

freedom index significantly reduce the growth effect of Pro-liberal Democracies (columns

(3) and (5)).67 Interestingly, controlling for democratic quality indicators amplifies the pos-

itive and significant effects of Pro-liberal Democracies while leaving Illiberal Democracy

effects unchanged. Furthermore, the difference in impacts between these two types widens.

These results suggest that even within similar de jure democracy frameworks, our classi-

fication strategy captures how elites and the public utilize these institutions in practice,

and these de facto institutional dynamics become crucial for economic performance. These

findings resonate with theories of elite persistence in Acemoglu and Robinson (2008).

67The positive growth effects of economic freedom and state capacity align with relevant literature (e.g.,
De Haan and Sturm (2000); Sturm and De Haan (2001); De Haan and Sturm (2003); Sturm and De Haan
(2005); De Haan et al. (2006); Knutsen (2013b); Hanson (2014); Dincecco and Katz (2016); Geloso and
Salter (2020)).
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7.3 More Evidence on Mechanisms in the Appendix

To bolster the robustness of our findings, we have employed a series of supplementary

methodologies, detailed in Appendix J. First, we applied an instrumental variables (IV)

approach, as described in Section 6.5, to address potential endogeneity. Additionally,

a split-sample analysis, following the approach outlined by Dorsch and Maarek (2019),

enabled us to isolate and assess distinct effects across different data subsets. For a more

refined understanding of the underlying mechanisms, we also incorporated a semiparametric

estimation method based on Acemoglu et al. (2019).

Appendix L further reveals that Pro-liberal Democracies significantly reduce various

forms of violence, such as election-related and ethnic violence, while Illiberal Democracies

show minimal improvements. Moreover, compared to Pro-liberal Democracies, illiberal

regimes display weaker institutional quality, especially in protecting disadvantaged groups,

highlighting their lack of inclusivity and social equality.

Beyond macro-level insights, Appendix N highlights how Pro-liberal Democracies cul-

tivate political parties that are more pluralistic, less violent, and more inclusive compared

to those in Illiberal Democracies. Moreover, exposure to Pro-liberal Democracy, unlike

Illiberal Democracy, significantly fosters entrepreneurial activity. This can be attributed

to the supportive economic and entrepreneurial environments characteristic of pro-liberal

regimes.

In summary, the results consistently show that Pro-liberal Democracies have a positive

impact on peaceful behavior, institutional quality, and entrepreneurship. In contrast, the

effects of Illiberal Democracies remain ambiguous. The findings are robust across various

methodological adjustments and alternative indicators, confirming the study’s conclusions

with a high degree of confidence.

8 Beyond Violence: The Enduring Impact of Mobilization

Orientation

While analyzing social movements through the lens of violence (violent vs. non-violent)

provides a familiar framework, it risks overlooking valuable insights into their influence on

democratization. We propose that the orientation of mobilization, whether Pro-liberal or

Illiberal, offers a more powerful lens for predicting political and economic outcomes.

Our analysis of democracies classified by the nature of mobilization during democ-
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ratization indicates a stark contrast: Pro-liberal movements dominates the democratiza-

tion process utilize non-violent campaign tactics in 85% of cases (NAVCO 1.3 data from

Chenoweth and Shay (2020)), whereas Illiberal movements dominates the democratization

process exhibit a significant incidence of violence (33%). Our aim is to demonstrate that

focusing solely on violence overlooks the critical point that both peaceful and coercive

methods can serve either democratic or autocratic ends.68

We categorize non-violent and violent democratization using the NAVCO 1.3 dataset,

encompassing all Third Wave democratization cases.69 Building on the previous models,

we estimate regressions for economic growth and key mediating mechanisms, focusing on

those significantly explaining growth effects (Table 11, Panel A). Non-violent democratiza-

tion exhibits a statistically significant positive association with growth, while the effect of

violent democratization is insignificant, although it is marginally significant and positive.

However, both violent and non-violent democratization significantly affect most mechanism

regressions. This suggests that the violence/non-violence dimension might not effectively

categorize the growth effects and main mechanisms of different democracy types, although

it effectively distinguishes democratic qualities across five dimensions (Table 12), aligning

with prior literature (Cervellati et al., 2014; Garćıa-Ponce and Wantchekon, 2017; Kadivar,

2018; Bethke and Pinckney, 2021; Fetrati, 2023).

Replicating our previous analysis, we run growth and key mechanism regressions using

the same sample but categorizing countries by Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy (Panel

B of Table 11). The findings reaffirm those from earlier sections.

Furthermore, to validate the critical role of our grouping strategy, we consider two

dimensions: Pro-liberal/Illiberal and Non-violent/Violent. This allows us to identify four

68Sombatpoonsiri (2020) introduces the concept of “authoritarian civil society,” where nonviolent mobi-
lization can undermine democracy by promoting strongman figures and suppressing dissent. Despite their
peaceful appearance, these movements prioritize order and obedience over democratic values, contribut-
ing to dismantling existing democratic institutions (Kopeckỳ and Mudde, 2003; Hadiz, 2018). Conversely,
Huntington (1993) acknowledges potential benefits from violent pro-democratic movements. While advo-
cating peaceful transitions, he suggests that in certain contexts, violence serves as a necessary catalyst
for dismantling authoritarian regimes and establishing democratic foundations. Our study supports this
view, finding that Pro-liberal movements dominates the democratization process, including violent ones,
can contribute positively to economic and political development.

69Our approach to identifying the transition scenario differs slightly from prior studies. We utilize
campaign data from the transition year and the preceding three years. This extended timeframe cap-
tures information from well-known cases, such as the Czech Republic (1993) and Mongolia (1993) in our
democracy dataset, which would be omitted with a shorter window (e.g., one or two years around democ-
ratization). Additionally, we exclude cases lacking information on violent or nonviolent campaigns during
democratization, typically associated with elite-driven democratization.
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subgroups: Pro-liberal and Non-violent Democracy, Illiberal and Violent Democracy, Non-

violent but Illiberal Democracy, and Violent but Pro-liberal Democracy. By comparing

them in a "horse race" regression, we can assess the superiority of our strategy.

If our approach holds greater merit, the coefficient of Violent but Pro-liberal Democracy

should exhibit significant positive effects on growth, reduced instability, and improved

institutional quality. Panel C of Table 11 confirms this prediction. The distinction between

Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy proves more robust in predicting economic growth than

that of Non-violent and Violent Democracy. For instance, countries categorized as Pro-

liberal but Violent Democracy exhibit similar coefficients to those with Pro-liberal and

Non-violent Democracy. Conversely, Illiberal Democracy, even in its Non-violent form,

hinders growth. Even more compelling, the coefficient of Violent but Pro-liberal Democracy

suggests the favorable influences on peaceful behaviors and institutions, while that of Non-

violent but Illiberal Democracy remains insignificant or even worse in some cases.

Our findings elevate Pro-liberal Mobilization dominates the democratization process as

a crucial determinant of positive outcomes, surpassing a simplistic focus on violence. This

shift rests on a fundamental reality: violence does not exclusively define the path towards

democracy or autocracy. Peaceful methods often define dominant Pro-liberal movements,

yet our data reveal that even violent tactics can find expression within such trajecto-

ries. Conversely, dominant Illiberal forces in movements can wield both violence and

non-violence to consolidate power and dismantle democratic institutions. This nuanced

approach highlights that the essence of mobilization – namely, its underlying goals and

societal orientation – matters far more for long-term political and economic trajectories

than the mere presence or absence of violence.70

9 Concluding Remarks

The notion that "the ends justify the means" implies that any method is acceptable if

it achieves the desired outcome. While Machiavelli supported this perspective, our paper

presents a contrasting view, arguing that the success of democracy and economic growth

70Sima and Huang (2023) classify democracies as "Strong" or "Weak" based on the level of economic
development during their political transition, which determines their capacity to promote growth post-
transition. In Appendix F, we further finds that economic prosperity is realized only when economic
development and nature of mobilization are aligned during democratization. Countries with adequate
development but dominant Illiberal Mobilization, or lacking development despite dominant Pro-liberal
Mobilization, do not show significant economic improvements.
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hinges not only on achieving democracy (the end) but also on the means employed to

achieve it. Dominant Pro-liberal methods rooted in cooperation and democratic values

yield long-term benefits, whereas dominant illiberal approaches founded on conflict and

exclusion lead to instability and poor economic outcomes.

This study specifically examines the enduring relationship between civil society pres-

sures and mobilization during democratic transitions and their impact on subsequent eco-

nomic growth. Our findings indicate that these interactions significantly influence both

the formal design of political institutions and the prevailing norms of peaceful political

behavior. We demonstrate that democratization characterized by dominant Pro-liberal

Mobilization fosters democratic values, resulting in superior outcomes compared to au-

tocracies. Conversely, democratization accompanied by dominant Illiberal Mobilization,

which is rooted in autocratic tendencies, leads to stagnant growth trajectories relative

to autocracies. This supports the idea that the methods used in democratization pro-

foundly affect the quality and stability of political and economic systems, as Pro-liberal

Mobilization dominates the democratization process encourages cooperation, inclusivity,

and peaceful discourse. These methods contribute to the establishment of robust institu-

tions that facilitate sustained economic growth, while Illiberal Mobilization dominates the

democratization process, despite potentially achieving democratization, often results in in-

stability and institutional decay, hindering long-term growth. Using our novel indicator of

the nature of mobilization, we classify 25% of democratization cases since 1960 as Illiberal

Democracies.

The influence of mobilization transcends the presence or absence of violence. Domi-

nant Pro-liberal movements foster a more cooperative political environment, reduce social

tensions, and establish institutions conducive to economic activity. In contrast, dominant

Illiberal movements leave a legacy of instability and weak institutions that impede long-

term growth. These findings align with arguments emphasizing the critical role of civil

society (Skocpol, 1979; Rueschemeyer et al., 1992; Berman, 1997; Chambers and Kopstein,

2001; Kopeckỳ and Mudde, 2003; Satyanath et al., 2017; Sombatpoonsiri, 2020; Grahn and

Lührmann, 2021; Lorch, 2021) and its decisive influence at critical junctures (Bisin and

Verdier, 2023).

Our findings provide important insights for policymakers, emphasizing the significance

of the nature of mobilization during political transitions. International actors should fo-

cus on fostering Pro-liberal civil society and movements, as these efforts can promote a

more stable and prosperous future for transitioning countries. Furthermore, our study also
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demonstrate that every individual’s contribution counts. If Pro-liberal forces take the lead,

even with a slight advantage, can lay the groundwork for a viable democratic regime.

Future research avenues include identifying more precise criteria to assess a country’s

readiness for Pro-liberal Democracy, examining the links between the nature of mobilization

and specific democratization formats, and exploring methods to assist Illiberal Democracies

in improving their governance and institutional frameworks.
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Table 2. Compare Variances of Mobilizations During Democratization vs. Other Time

Obs. Mean Sd Min Max Mean Diff.: p-value

Panel A: During Democratization
Panel A vs Panel A vs
Panel B1 Panel B2

Variance of Nature of Mobilization 312 0.741 0.235 0.236 1.360 0.000 0.064
Variance of Pro-liberal Mobilization 312 0.355 0.150 0.0882 0.834 0.008 0.054
Variance of Illiberal Mobilization 312 0.387 0.147 0.0847 0.734 0.001 0.265

Without Info. During Democratization

Panel B1: All Countries
Variance of Nature of Mobilization 9,116 0.794 0.249 0.160 1.535
Variance of Pro-liberal Mobilization 9,116 0.377 0.148 0.0506 0.904
Variance of Illiberal Mobilization 9,127 0.417 0.158 0.0404 0.918
Panel B2: Only Democratizing Countries
Variance of Nature of Mobilization 4,498 0.768 0.247 0.191 1.535
Variance of Pro-liberal Mobilization 4,498 0.371 0.145 0.0912 0.904
Variance of Illiberal Mobilization 4,498 0.397 0.159 0.0762 0.846

Note: Refer to the main text for a detailed description of the variables and their respective sources. T-tests are employed to assess
whether the differences between variables in Panel A and their counterparts in Panel B1 or Panel B2 are statistically significant
from 0.

Table 3. Effects of Pro-liberal vs Illiberal Democracy on Growth: Explore the Quality of Indicators
Measuring Mobilizations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Keep Drop Great Dif. Control

Only ≧5 Estimations Drop Countries Variances
Experts Among with Nature of of Pro-liberal
Estimate Experts. on Mobilizations Control Mobilization

Mobilizations Mobilizations close to 0 Variance of and
During During During Nature of Illiberal

Dependent Variable: Baseline Democratization Democratization Democratization Mobilization Mobilization
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.994*** 0.991*** 1.012*** 0.808*** 1.148*** 1.216***

(0.319) (0.361) (0.334) (0.300) (0.345) (0.366)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.100 -0.172 0.048 -0.004 0.041 0.040

(0.344) (0.392) (0.367) (0.339) (0.347) (0.349)
Variance of Nature of -1.029
Mobilization (0.858)
Variance of Pro-liberal -0.531
Mobilization (1.295)
Variance of Illiberal -1.561
Mobilization (1.164)
Coef. Test (p-value):
βP = βI 0.0144 0.00540 0.0180 0.0244 0.00445 0.00493
Countries 133 117 124 127 130 130
Observations 5,697 4,882 5,257 5,422 5,567 5,567
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.193 0.190 0.182 0.192 0.192

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth
lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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Table 4. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Controlling Democratic Stock and Formats

Dependent Variable: Growth Rate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 1.165*** 1.475*** 0.961* 1.395** 1.430**

(0.353) (0.517) (0.543) (0.619) (0.634)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.110 0.319 0.049 0.319 0.271

(0.322) (0.492) (0.482) (0.502) (0.472)
Democratic Stock -0.003 -0.002

(0.003) (0.004)
Majoritarian -1.145** -1.380** -1.345**

(0.528) (0.550) (0.553)
Proportional -0.898* -0.935* -0.858*

(0.486) (0.475) (0.481)
Mixed Election System 0.011 -0.107 -0.042

(0.748) (0.759) (0.776)
Parliamentary 0.565 0.999 1.025

(0.593) (0.649) (0.659)
Presidential -0.361 -0.449 -0.395

(0.337) (0.340) (0.343)
Semi-Presidential -0.198 -0.051 -0.066

(0.263) (0.250) (0.252)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.00738 0.0495 0.123 0.0997 0.0873
Countries 124 130 130 130 121
Observations 5,378 4,052 4,052 4,052 3,876
Adjusted R2 0.188 0.188 0.187 0.188 0.188

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three
lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at
the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 6. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Instrumental Variables

Dependent Variable: Growth (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

GDP in 1960 Regional Spatial Spatial Lags
Quintiles × Soviet Regional GDP Lag of GDP and

Baseline Year Effect Dummies Trends and Trade of GDP Democracy

Panel A. 2SLS Estimates with Fixed Effects

Pro-liberal Democracy/Democracy 1.791** 1.812** 1.262* 2.226** 1.434* 1.861** 2.267**
(0.770) (0.908) (0.703) (0.965) (0.835) (0.785) (1.042)

Illiberal Democracy 0.460 1.079 0.340 0.768 0.789 0.539 0.728
p-value: [0.525] [0.109] [0.620] [0.390] [0.406] [0.465] [0.363]

Diff. (Pro-liberal Dem-Illiberal Dem) -1.332* -0.733 -0.922 -1.458 -0.645 -1.322* -1.538*
(0.697) (0.638) (0.627) (0.912) (0.843) (0.709) (0.838)

Hansen Test (p-value) 0.267 0.413 0.306 0.232 0.577 0.274 0.420
F-stat. in the First Stage:
IV for Democracy 20.17 17.72 19.94 16.07 22.77 14.43 11.25
IV for Interaction 23.45 20.10 23.36 25.28 21.20 17 12.79
Partial R2 for Dem. (p-value) 0.128 0.137 0.126 0.0778 0.135 0.129 0.129
Partial R2 for Interaction (p-value) 0.481 0.500 0.481 0.487 0.482 0.483 0.484
Countries 133 61 133 133 130 133 133
Observations 5,651 3,342 5,651 5,651 5,190 5,651 5,651

Panel B1. First-Stage Estimates for Democracy

L.DemIV F 0.389** 0.169 0.385** 0.316* 0.439** 0.376** 0.341**
(0.157) (0.254) (0.157) (0.161) (0.170) (0.155) (0.163)

L2.DemIV F 0.300* 0.599** 0.297* 0.256* 0.312* 0.310** 0.347**
(0.155) (0.250) (0.155) (0.143) (0.161) (0.153) (0.157)

L.InteractionIV 1.388*** 1.342*** 1.391*** 1.384*** 1.352*** 1.386*** 1.385***
(0.220) (0.285) (0.220) (0.222) (0.227) (0.219) (0.220)

L2.InteractionIV -0.836*** -0.783*** -0.833*** -0.821*** -0.834*** -0.836*** -0.836***
(0.250) (0.287) (0.249) (0.229) (0.269) (0.250) (0.249)

Panel B2. First-Stage Estimates for Interaction

L.DemIV F -0.057 -0.079 -0.057 -0.083 -0.067 -0.066 -0.052
(0.047) (0.073) (0.047) (0.051) (0.047) (0.048) (0.043)

L2.DemIV F -0.058 -0.057 -0.060 -0.012 -0.044 -0.051 -0.033
(0.040) (0.059) (0.040) (0.042) (0.041) (0.039) (0.039)

L.InteractionIV 1.812*** 1.789*** 1.813*** 1.810*** 1.779*** 1.811*** 1.805***
(0.200) (0.231) (0.200) (0.199) (0.204) (0.199) (0.198)

L2.InteractionIV -0.490*** -0.455** -0.490*** -0.473*** -0.479*** -0.490*** -0.490***
(0.165) (0.194) (0.165) (0.154) (0.169) (0.165) (0.165)

Note: All columns present results using the 2SLS method. A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as
well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in
parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 12. Four Types of Democracies on Alternative Mechanisms

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Economic Electoral Liberal Participatory Deliberative Egalitarian
Freedom Violence Political Democracy Democracy Democracy Democracy Democracy
Index Index Corruption Index Index Index Index Index

Panel A: Only Non-violent VS. Violent Democracy
Non-violent Democracy 0.029** -0.209*** -0.008* 0.069*** 0.055*** 0.035*** 0.054*** 0.034***

(0.012) (0.065) (0.004) (0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.009) (0.006)
Violent Democracy 0.085*** -0.146 0.004 0.050*** 0.036*** 0.024*** 0.036*** 0.019***

(0.015) (0.299) (0.005) (0.013) (0.011) (0.006) (0.010) (0.005)

Panel B: Only Pro-liberal VS. Illiberal Democracy, Same Sample
Pro-liberal Democracy 0.049*** -0.258*** -0.007 0.073*** 0.058*** 0.037*** 0.056*** 0.034***

(0.012) (0.092) (0.004) (0.011) (0.009) (0.006) (0.010) (0.006)
Illiberal Democracy 0.007 0.158 -0.002 0.046*** 0.035*** 0.022*** 0.035*** 0.022***

(0.022) (0.163) (0.005) (0.008) (0.007) (0.004) (0.007) (0.004)

Panel C: Both Non-Violent VS. Violent; Pro-liberal VS. Illiberal Democracy
Pro-liberal and Non-violent 0.040*** -0.244*** -0.008 0.076*** 0.062*** 0.039*** 0.059*** 0.037***

Democracy (0.013) (0.062) (0.005) (0.012) (0.010) (0.007) (0.011) (0.008)
Illiberal and Violent 0.061*** 0.382*** 0.019* 0.021*** 0.008** 0.010*** 0.012** 0.010***

Democracy (0.019) (0.122) (0.011) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003)
Non-violent but Illiberal -0.009 -0.066 -0.009** 0.054*** 0.044*** 0.026*** 0.043*** 0.026***

Democracy (0.028) (0.236) (0.004) (0.009) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.005)
Violent but Pro-liberal 0.094*** -0.335 -0.001 0.062*** 0.047*** 0.029*** 0.045*** 0.022***

Democracy (0.018) (0.321) (0.003) (0.015) (0.012) (0.007) (0.011) (0.006)

Countries 90 88 100 101 101 101 101 101
Observations 3,445 2,021 4,091 4,240 4,212 4,240 4,240 4,240

Note: Four lags of dependent variables and GDP per capita are controlled in each regression. A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled
in all specifications. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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A The List of Countries at Democratic Transition

Table A1. The List of Countries Ranked by Nature of Mobilization at Democratic Transition in 1960–2020

Country
Nature of Percen-

Country
Nature of Percen-

Country
Nature Percen-

Dem. Mob. at tile (%) Dem. Mob. at tile (%) Dem. Mob. at tile (%)
Period Transition Period Transition Period Transition

Uganda 1980-1984 -3.486 1 Armenia 1998-2020 0.460 35 Albania 1997-2020 1.490 70
Burundi 2003-2013 -1.472 1 Cyprus 1974-2020 0.468 36 Pakistan 1972-1976 1.494 71
Turkey 1983-2015 -1.380 2 Slovak

Republic

1993-2020 0.528 37 Slovenia 1992-2020 1.555 72

Thailand 2008-2013 -1.238 3 Mali 2013-2019 0.533 38 Zambia 1991-2020 1.582 73
Dominican

Republic

1978-2020 -1.153 4 Sierra

Leone

2001-2020 0.539 39 Pakistan 2008-2020 1.610 74

Liberia 2004-2020 -1.063 5 Fiji 1990-2005 0.556 40 Bolivia 1982-2020 1.767 75
Congo,

Rep

1992-1996 -0.961 6 Solomon

Islands

2004-2020 0.563 41 Haiti 1994-1999 1.790 76

Niger 2010-2020 -0.829 7 Tunisia 2011-2020 0.587 42 Lebanon 2005-2018 1.827 77
Comoros 1990-1994 -0.804 8 Latvia 1993-2020 0.659 43 South

Africa

1994-2020 1.893 78

Senegal 2000-2020 -0.794 9 Burkina

Faso

2015-2020 0.664 44 Argentina 1983-2020 1.963 79

Central

African

Republic

1993-2002 -0.766 10 Indonesia 1999-2020 0.669 45 Malawi 1994-2020 1.992 80

Hungary 1990-2020 -0.714 11 Mozambique 1994-2018 0.688 46 Benin 1991-2020 2.080 81
Lesotho 1993-1997 -0.621 12 Pakistan 1988-1998 0.727 47 Madagascar 1993-2008 2.099 82
Djibouti 1999-2009 -0.587 13 Poland 1990-2020 0.732 48 Mongolia 1993-2020 2.107 83
Niger 1999-2008 -0.481 14 Cote

d’Ivoire

2012-2018 0.760 49 Peru 1980-1991 2.171 84

Guinea-

Bissau

2005-2011 -0.471 15 Nicaragua 1990-2017 0.781 50 Lithuania 1993-2020 2.140 84

Turkey 1973-1979 -0.400 16 Estonia 1992-2020 0.786 51 Madagascar 2011-2020 2.172 85
Mexico 1997-2020 -0.342 17 Ukraine 1994-2020 0.790 51 Nepal 2006-2020 2.241 86
Niger 1991-1995 -0.338 17 Ecuador 1979-2020 0.810 52 Kyrgyz

Republic

2010-2019 2.308 87

Lesotho 1999-2020 -0.276 18 Croatia 2000-2020 0.843 53 Thailand 1992-2005 2.414 88
Ethiopia 1995-2009 -0.219 19 Cabo

Verde

1991-2020 0.875 54 Bulgaria 1991-2020 2.482 89

Guatemala 1966-1973 -0.210 20 Peru 1963-1967 0.879 55 Brazil 1985-2020 2.488 90
Nigeria 1979-1983 -0.184 21 Nepal 1991-2001 0.898 56 Honduras 1982-2018 2.573 91
Zimbabwe 1978-1986 -0.183 22 North

Macedo-

nia

1991-2020 0.930 57 Spain 1978-2020 2.625 92

Nigeria 1999-2020 -0.158 23 Guyana 1992-2020 0.954 58 Armenia 1991-1995 2.736 93
Turkey 1961-1970 -0.109 24 Greece 1975-2020 0.983 59 Russian

Federation

1993-2003 2.947 94

Czech

Republic

1993-2020 -0.084 25 Uruguay 1985-2020 1.042 60 Mali 1992-2011 2.984 95

Peru 1993-2020 0.070 26 Thailand 1978-1990 1.045 61 Korea,

Rep

1988-2020 2.998 96

Comoros 2002-2017 0.145 27 Panama 1994-2020 1.118 62 Philippines 1987-2020 3.609 97
Bhutan 2008-2020 0.188 28 Seychelles 2016-2020 1.151 63 Portugal 1976-2020 3.645 98
Chile 1990-2020 0.195 29 Guinea 2010-2020 1.153 64 El

Salvador

1982-2020 3.680 99

Georgia 1995-2020 0.199 30 Guatemala 1986-2020 1.172 65 Ghana 1996-2020 3.696 100
Fiji 2014-2020 0.237 31 Serbia 2000-2020 1.180 66
Bangladesh 2009-2017 0.277 32 Kenya 2002-2020 1.234 67
Bangladesh 1991-2006 0.288 33 Guinea-

Bissau

2014-2020 1.234 67

Romania 1990-2020 0.404 34 Moldova 1994-2020 1.234 67
Suriname 1991-2020 0.405 34 Paraguay 1993-2020 1.472 69

Note: Nature of mobilization constructed by Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization, which are from V-Dem.
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Figure A1. Consistently Dominant Pro-liberal Mobilization in Democratizing Countries

Note: This figure illustrates the trends of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization in democratizing coun-
tries during the Third Wave, highlighting a consistent dominance of Pro-liberal Mobilization through-
out the entire sample period. The blue line with squares indicates the scale of Pro-liberal Mobilization
over time, with higher values reflecting larger scales. In contrast, the red line with triangles represents
Illiberal Mobilization, where higher values also signify greater scales. The vertical dashed line marks
the year of democratization, with the corresponding value indicating the nature of mobilization during
transition (the difference between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization).

B Trends of Pro-liberal vs. Illiberal Mobilization in Democ-

ratizing Countries

The analysis reveals distinct patterns of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization during the

Third Wave of democratization. In certain cases, such as Burkina Faso, Cyprus, Ghana,

and South Korea, Pro-liberal Mobilization consistently dominates throughout the sample

period, including the democratization phase (see Figure A1).

Conversely, Illiberal Mobilization prevails in some countries like Burundi, Djibouti,

Lesotho, and Senegal during the same time frame (see Figure A2).
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Figure A2. Consistently Dominant Illiberal Mobilization in Democratizing Countries

Note: This figure depicts the trends of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization in democratizing coun-
tries during the Third Wave, showing a consistent dominance of Illiberal Mobilization throughout the
sample period. The blue line with squares represents the scale of Pro-liberal Mobilization over time,
where higher values indicate larger scales. Conversely, the red line with triangles illustrates Illiberal
Mobilization, with greater values reflecting increased scales. The vertical dashed line denotes the year
of democratization, and the corresponding value represents the nature of mobilization during transi-
tion (the difference between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization).
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Figure A3. Democratizing Countries with Fluctuating Levels

Note: This figure presents the trends of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization in democratizing coun-
tries during the Third Wave, revealing periods of dominance by both types of mobilization. Pro-liberal
mobilization prevails at certain times, while Illiberal Mobilization is dominant at others. The blue
line with squares indicates the scale of Pro-liberal Mobilization over time, with higher values denoting
larger scales. The red line with triangles represents the scale of Illiberal Mobilization, where increased
values also reflect greater scales. The vertical dashed line marks the year of democratization, along
with the corresponding value indicating the nature of mobilization during transition (the difference
between Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization).

The most common scenario involves fluctuating levels of mobilizations, where either

Pro-liberal or Illiberal forces can dominate at different time, as observed in Benin, Spain,

Greece, and Thailand (see Figure A3).
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Figure A4. Distribution of the Nature of Mobilization During Democratization

Note: This figure presents the distribution of the nature of mobilization indicator during the third wave of de-
mocratization. The x-axis represents value of nature of mobilization, with positive values indicating Pro-liberal
tendencies and negative values indicating Illiberal leanings. The y-axis shows the percentage of cases observed
at each level of the nature of mobilization. The distribution reveals that Illiberal Mobilization (negative values)
is a dominant characteristic in 25% of the cases.

C Distribution of Mobilizations During Democratization

Figure A4 depicts the nature of mobilization during the third wave of democratization.

Interestingly, the distribution reveals that Illiberal Mobilization is dominant in 25% of

cases, while a large share of cases cluster around 0 on the nature of mobilization scale.

Figure A5 delves deeper into the relationship between Pro-liberal/Illiberal Mobilization

and nature of mobilization during transitions. The figure reveals a distinct pattern. When

Illiberal Mobilization is dominant (negative values of nature of mobilization), we observe

high levels of Illiberal Mobilization (positive scale on the y-axis) that often coincide with

relatively high levels of Pro-liberal Mobilization (also positive on the y-axis). Conversely,

when Pro-liberal Mobilization is dominant (positive values of nature of mobilization), par-

ticularly with scores of nature of mobilization close to 0, there are low levels of Illiberal

Mobilization (negative on the y-axis) accompanied by relatively low levels of Pro-liberal
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Figure A5. Relationship between Initial Nature of Mobilization and Initial Pro-liberal/Illiberal
Mobilization

Note: This figure explores the relationship between the nature of mobilization during democratization and the
levels of Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization. The left panel displays a negative association be-
tween the nature of mobilization index (x-axis) and Illiberal Mobilization (y-axis, represented by red plus signs).
When Illiberal Mobilization dominates (negative values of the nature of mobilization), particularly around 0,
there are typically high levels of both Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization, indicating the coexis-
tence of competing forces. The right panel shows a positive relationship between the nature of mobilization index
and Pro-liberal Mobilization (y-axis, represented by blue circles). When Pro-liberal Mobilization prevails (posi-
tive values of nature of mobilization), particularly around 0, there are relatively low levels of both pro-autocratic
and Pro-liberal Mobilization. This pattern suggests that as Pro-liberal Mobilization becomes more pronounced,
the opposition from Illiberal forces diminishes. The contrasting dynamics revealed in the two panels highlight
the intricate interplay between the nature of mobilization and the intensity of Pro-liberal Mobilization and Il-
liberal Mobilization during democratic transitions.

Mobilization (negative on the y-axis).

D Descriptive Statistics

D.1 Summary Statistics: Differences between Pro-liberal vs Illiberal

Democracy

Significant differences between the two types of democracies are evident in Table A2, which

presents descriptive statistics on key economic, demographic, institutional, and behavioral

variables separately for Pro-liberal Democracies, Illiberal Democracies, and autocracies.

On average, Pro-liberal Democracies exhibit superior human capital development, more
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market reforms, greater openness to trade, and higher income, and investment. As ex-

pected, the quality of institutions and behavior patterns in Pro-liberal Democracies ap-

pear better, as indicated by stronger state capacity, improved property rights protections,

greater economic freedom, more transparency, higher political stability, and less social

unrest and violence.

D.2 Summary Statistics: Conditions During Democratization

The nature of mobilization during democratization is closely linked to a country’s economic

structure at that time. Our examination of key structural variables, detailed in Table A3,

reveals significant differences between cases of positive and negative nature of mobilization

during transition. Notably, countries exhibiting positive mobilization during democratiza-

tion have higher levels of human capital, as indicated by enrollment rates, human capital

stock from PWT, average years of schooling, and the percentage of the population with sec-

ondary education. These countries also show lower inequality in human capital, measured

by the educational Gini index and accessibility to quality basic education.

In addition to human capital, differences in economic development are evident, as re-

flected by GDP per capita and urbanization rates. A marked variation in social globaliza-

tion is also observed, incorporating interpersonal contact, information flows, and cultural

proximity, with components assessed through various de facto and de jure measures us-

ing data from QOG. However, we find no significant differences between the two groups

regarding economic or political globalization, nor in income inequality.

E Further Growth Regressions and Robustness

E.1 Using Different Values of Nature of Mobilization to Categorize Democ-

racy

Estimation results based on Equation (1) are shown in Table A4, using average nature

of mobilization over the transition and prior two years with different cutoffs to categorize

Pro-liberal versus Illiberal Democracies. In Column (3), with the threshold set at the 25th

percentile (P25) and the value of the nature of mobilization just at 0, which is also our

baseline result. Results are similar with the 20th or 15th percentile thresholds in the first

two columns. As the cutoff increases, the difference diminishes and loses significance. At
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the limit using a single democracy indicator as in Acemoglu et al. (2019) in the last column,

the estimates converge to the average effect.

E.2 Alternative Indicators as Grouping Indicator

We define the nature of mobilization in the main paper as the difference between Pro-liberal

Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization. We use each of these indicators with different

cutoffs separately to categorize Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy, and display the results

in Panel A and B in Table A5.71 These results suggest that Pro-liberal Mobilization is not

a good criterion to distinguish Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy, as it does not imply

that more Pro-liberal Mobilization during the transition period leads to higher economic

growth. On the other hand, the difference in growth between Pro-liberal and Illiberal

Democracy is more evident when we use Illiberal Mobilization during democratization to

classify democracy, indicating that lower Illiberal Mobilization (or higher of this reversed

indicator) during democratization fosters growth, although this difference is less clear than

the one based on the nature of mobilization. Therefore, the results in Panel A and B

support our grouping strategy. That is, it is not the Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal

Mobilization per se, but rather the relative strength of Pro-liberal Mobilization and Illiberal

Mobilization, or the nature of mobilization, that has a lasting impact on growth in the

post-transition period.

Furthermore, instead of using the standardized scale of mobilization to construct the

nature of mobilization in the main paper, we also use the original scale of Pro-liberal

Mobilization and Illiberal Mobilization with 5 levels, where 0 indicates no events and 4

indicates many large-scale and small-scale events, to construct the nature of mobilization.72

Panel C uses this alternative form of the nature of mobilization as the grouping indicator,

and shows that the effects of Pro-liberal Democracy are consistently positive and significant,

while the effects of Illiberal Democracy are insignificant when the threshold is low, although

the differences are not significant for all thresholds. This suggests that the standardized

scale of the indicator can better capture the nature of mobilization.

In addition, to construct a new indicator that captures the nature of civil society,

71For clarity, we now measure Illiberal Mobilization on a reversed scale, where higher values signify
lower levels of Illiberal Mobilization. This aligns with our interpretation of the indicator and simplifies
comparisons.

72The V-Dem dataset employs a linear transformation to convert its underlying measurement model
estimates back to an ordinal scale, providing interval-level data.
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we use the characteristics of CSO anti-system movements from V-Dem. We focus on

two characteristics: democratic and anti-democratic. A CSO anti-system movement is

democratic if most disinterested observers regard it as willing to abide by the rules of the

democratic game, respect constitutional provisions or electoral outcomes, and relinquish

power (under democratic auspices). Conversely, a CSO anti-system movement is anti-

democratic if most disinterested observers regard it as unwilling to abide by the rules

of the democratic game, disrespect constitutional provisions or electoral outcomes, and/or

retain power (under democratic auspices). The nature of civil society is then defined by the

difference between democratic CSO movement and anti-democratic CSO movement, similar

to how we construct the nature of mobilization. Panel D displays the results, showing that

the pattern exists for almost all cutoff levels from the 15th to the 40th percentile, where

the coefficients of Pro-liberal Democracy are always positive and significant (from 0.860 in

Column (1) to 0.982 in Column (7)), while those of Illiberal Democracy are not statistically

different from 0 when the thresholds are lower than the 45th percentile. These empirical

estimates suggest that democracies without an adequate spirit of democracy among the

masses are unlikely to improve economic growth. Moreover, in line with the results using

the nature of mobilization, the divergent effects on growth by the nature of civil society

are mainly driven by pro-autocratic civil society. Panel E shows the results.

E.3 Alternative Democracy Indicators and A Longer Time Period

To enhance robustness, we utilize real GDP per capita data from Fariss et al. (2022),

covering the years 1789 to 2019. Separate measures of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democ-

racy are constructed from established indices: CGV (1945-2020), Polity V (1789-2020),

ML Democracy Index (1919-2019), ERT (1789-2020), and the V-Dem project’s Electoral

and Liberal Democracy indices (1789-2020). The results, presented in Table A6, reveal

a significantly positive association between Pro-liberal Democracy and economic growth,

while the impact of Illiberal Democracy is insignificantly positive, with occasional estima-

tion imprecision. The difference in growth effects between these two democracy types is

statistically insignificant in most cases.

This finding is not surprising, sine we employ a GDP per capita measure derived from

a latent variable model that integrates multiple sources and adjusts for purchasing power

parity (PPP) across time and countries. As Johnson et al. (2013) and Acemoglu et al.

(2019) caution, such adjustments may introduce non-trivial measurement errors, necessi-
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Figure A6. Global Trends of Mass Mobilizations Since 1900

Note: This figure illustrates the global trends in Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilization from 1900 on-
wards. The blue line with squares represents the scale of Pro-liberal Mobilization over time, with
higher values indicating larger scales. The red line with triangles depicts Illiberal Mobilization, where
greater values also denote larger scales. The vertical dashed line marks the year 1960.

tating careful interpretation of the results.

In addition to potential errors arising from the use of PPP-adjusted GDP per capita,

there are further explanations for the relatively disappointing long-term regression results.

Notably, liberalism was not widely recognized internationally before World War II, and if

Pro-liberal Mobilization serves as a proxy for liberalism, it remained relatively marginal

globally compared to the Third Wave of democratization, as illustrated in Figure A6. The

global dominance of the U.S. facilitated the acceptance of liberal values after World War

II, with countries embracing these ideals receiving more favorable treatment from the U.S.

and international organizations, potentially aiding their growth—channels that were largely

absent before World War II. This argument aligns with the recent literature(Park, 2024).73

73The central thesis of Park’s paper is that the positive effects of democracy observed in cross-country
analyses may stem not from democracy itself, but rather from the preferential treatment afforded to democ-
racies by powerful democratic nations and international organizations. This "democratic favor channel"
encompasses various forms of support, including economic and military aid, sanctions, and interventions
that favor democratic regimes over autocracies.
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Furthermore, since our analysis focuses on the dynamics between Pro-liberal and Il-

liberal Mobilization during democratization, we find that when one type outweighs the

other—either marginal positive or negative mobilization—it results in distinct democratic

regimes and corresponding economic outcomes, as shown in Table 1. This underscores

the necessity for highly accurate data on mobilization to make credible assessments of

democratic transitions. However, as Hellmeier and Bernhard (2023) acknowledge, histori-

cal V-Dem data have inherent limitations; experts generally have more detailed knowledge

about recent events compared to distant historical periods. Thus, the reliability of data

on political mobilizations before 1960 may be compromised, limiting the applicability of

our theory and yielding undesirable results. As Figure A6 indicates, the global scale of

both Pro-liberal and Illiberal Mobilizations was much smaller and more stable prior to

World War II, with smaller and less dynamic movements attracting less attention and me-

dia coverage, exacerbating estimation errors. More importantly, as illustrated in Figure

A7, expert disagreements regarding political movements were notably high globally be-

fore 1960, but such disagreements significantly decreased as the timeline approached the

present, particularly concerning Pro-liberal Mobilization.

E.4 Beyond Binary Classifications

Instead of employing separate dummy variables for Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies,

we explore an alternative approach by interacting the "Democracy" indicator with the

nature of mobilization at the time of democratization. This generates two coefficients: one

for "Democracy" itself and another for its interaction term.

Table A7 presents the results in column (1). Both coefficients are positive, but only the

"Democracy" coefficient is statistically significant. This implies a positive effect close to

0 value of the nature of mobilization (corresponding to the 25th percentile), aligning with

our baseline findings. The insignificant interaction term suggests a non-linear relationship,

where higher initial nature of mobilization levels do not necessarily translate to stronger

economic performance.

Column (2) introduces the interaction term squared, but again, only the "Democracy"
coefficient remains significant. While the interaction squared term is negative, it lacks

statistical significance. This hints at a potentially larger democratic effect for intermediate

levels of initial nature of mobilization.
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Figure A7. Global Trends of Disagreements Among Experts on Mass Mobilizations Since 1900

Note: This figure presents global trends in expert disagreements regarding mass mobilizations since
1900, using the average variance of country-year mobilization as a proxy for these disagreements. The
blue line with squares represents disagreements among experts concerning Pro-liberal Mobilization
over time, with higher values reflecting larger disagreements. The red line with triangles indicates dis-
agreements on Illiberal Mobilization, where increased values signify greater disagreements. The verti-
cal dashed line marks the year 1960.
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To further explore this non-linearity, we construct three democracy dummies: Illib-

eral Democracy, Medium Pro-liberal Democracy (defined by the values of initial nature of

mobilization between 0 and the cutoff of P70), and High Pro-liberal Democracy (defined

by values of initial nature of mobilization beyond the cutoff of P70). Column (3) dis-

plays the corresponding growth regression results, reaffirming the previous observations.

Medium Pro-liberal Democracy exhibits a larger and significant effect than High Pro-liberal

Democracy. Notably, this non-linear and significant relationship is exclusive to Pro-liberal

Democracies.

These analyses reveal crucial non-linear relationships between the nature of mobiliza-

tion, democracy types, and subsequent economic growth. Our findings suggest that the

positive impact of Pro-liberal Democracy is not uniform across all nature of mobilization

levels, with intermediate levels potentially yielding the strongest growth benefits. This

underscores the importance of considering non-linear effects in understanding the complex

interplay between mobilization dynamics and democratic consolidation.

E.5 Mitigating the Impact of Outliers

Figure A8 reveals the presence of outlier observations in the growth residual distribution

from our baseline regression. The lowest value (-107.79) falls far below the 1st percentile

(-16.718), while the highest (79.103) significantly exceeds the 99th percentile (12.656). The

5th and 95th percentiles sit at -7.483 and 6.577, respectively. To assess the influence of these

extremes, we re-run the baseline regression using subsets of observations with standardized

residuals falling within different percentile ranges, from the 1st (P1) to the 99th (P99).

Table A8 presents the results.

Dropping a small number of outliers (column (1)) yields patterns similar to the baseline,

and this consistency persists as we remove more extreme observations (columns (2)–(6)).

This robustness to outlier removal strengthens our confidence in the baseline findings.
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Figure A8. Growth Residual Distribution

Note: This figure presents the distribution of residuals from our baseline regression analysis. The horizontal axis
depicts the residuals, while the vertical axis shows the percentage of cases observed at each level of the residual.
The distribution reveals the presence of potential outliers. The lowest residual (-107.79) falls well below the 1st
percentile (-16.718), and the highest residual (79.103) considerably exceeds the 99th percentile (12.656). The
5th and 95th percentiles are located at -7.483 and 6.577, respectively.

E.6 Controlling for Economic and Demographic Factors

Although incorporating additional controls is often useful for enhancing robustness, intro-

ducing extraneous covariates risks biasing and obfuscating the true causal impact (Angrist

and Pischke, 2008). Therefore, while expanded models may not fully capture the entire

growth impact of democracy, comparing them to our baseline specification can shed light

on potential mediating mechanisms.

Table A9 presents results incorporating standard growth covariates (Papaioannou and

Siourounis, 2008a; Barro, 2013; Acemoglu et al., 2019), including trade share, investment

rate, inflation, government spending, and enrollment rates across various education levels.

Additionally, fertility rate and life expectancy are included. Four lags of each covariate are

used to capture dynamic processes.

The overall patterns and coefficient magnitudes remain largely consistent with the base-

line across all columns, except when controlling for secondary school enrollment rates. In

Column (6), the coefficient for Pro-liberal Democracy weakens and become less signifi-

cant, indicating that human capital, particularly at the mid-skill level, is a crucial channel
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through which democracy influences growth. The effect of Illiberal Democracy becomes

significant after controlling for government spending, as shown in Column (4), though its

magnitude remains smaller than that of Pro-liberal Democracy. This suggests that gov-

ernment spending is a key channel through which Illiberal Democracy impairs economic

performance. The Pro-liberal Democracy coefficient varies from 0.646 (in column (6) with

secondary enrollment control) to 1.371 (in column (2) with investment control), all statis-

tically significant. Illiberal Democracy coefficients range from -0.882 (column (7), tertiary

enrollment control) to 0.617 (column (4), government spending control).

These findings underscore the robustness of the distinct growth effects associated with

Pro-liberal versus Illiberal Democracy, further suggesting that these effects cannot be fully

explained by standard economic and demographic conditions.

E.7 Ex-colonial/Non-colonial Democracy vs Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democ-

racy on Growth

Research has consistently shown that extractive institutions perform worse than inclusive

ones. Cervellati et al. (2014) highlight the heterogeneous effects of income on democracy,

distinguishing between former colonies and non-colonies.74 It would be valuable to exam-

ine the growth effects of democratizing ex-colonies compared to non-colonies, as well as

to compare the impacts of ex-colonial and non-colonial democracies with Pro-liberal and

Illiberal Democracies.

To analyze these growth effects, we categorize democratizing countries as ex-colonial

or non-colonial using datasets from QOG, Cervellati et al. (2014), and Acemoglu et al.

(2008b).75 The results, reported in columns (1)–(3) of Table A10, indicate that non-

colonial democracies exhibit significantly larger growth effects, echoing Cervellati’s findings

that countries with colonial histories tend to have less inclusive institutions.

Furthermore, we incorporate both the colonial status and the nature of mobilization

during democratization to classify democracies into four types. The results, shown in the

last column, reveal significant positive growth effects for Pro-liberal Democracy, regardless

of whether it is ex-colonial or non-colonial, with a larger effect observed for Pro-liberal and

non-colonial democracies. This finding supports the robustness of our grouping strategy,

even when considering the colonial factor.

74We thank Saeed Khodaverdian for raising this important point.
75Interestingly, the proportion of countries with a colonial history is similar in both Pro-liberal and

Illiberal Democracies, with approximately one-quarter of these countries lacking a colonial past.
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E.8 Distinguishing Democratization and Reversals

Our baseline regression implicitly assumes equal magnitudes, albeit opposite signs, for the

effects of democratization and its reversal. To validate this assumption, we consider a

generalized model:

git = βPPro− liberalDemit + γPPro− liberal Reversalit+

βIIlliberalDemit + γIIlliberal Reversalit +
3∑

j=1
αjgit−j + φyit−4 + λi + δt + εit,

where Pro − liberalDem, IlliberalDem, Pro − liberal Reversal, Illiberal Reversal

denote the cumulative counts of Pro-liberal democratization, Illiberal democratization,

and their respective reversals for country i at time t. Assessing whether βP + γP = 0 and

βI + γI = 0 helps us determine if their effects indeed possess the same magnitude but

opposite signs.

Column (1) in Table A12, presenting results from this generalized model, confirms that

both conditions hold. This finding supports the validity of our initial assumption and

enhances the reliability of our estimates.

E.9 Consider Nature of Mobilization During Democratic Breakdown

If the nature of mobilization during democratization is indeed pivotal, it raises the ques-

tion of how this aspect influences the economic performance of autocracies emerging from

democratic breakdowns.76 To investigate this, we categorized these democratic breakdowns

into two types based on key thresholds: democracies exhibiting low versus high levels of

mobilization during the breakdown (results are shown in Table A11). Our analysis, using 0

as the threshold, reveals that autocracies formed after a democratic breakdown character-

ized by a positive nature of mobilization tend to experience significantly worse economic

outcomes, while those arising from a negative nature of mobilization do not (column (1)).

One possible explanation for this trend is that a positive nature of mobilization reflects

a strong societal preference for democracy, even if the democratic system is ultimately

overthrown—potentially through a coup by a small elite. This preference likely contributes

to heightened instability within the new autocratic regime, undermining economic perfor-

mance. Conversely, when Illiberal Mobilization predominates (indicated by a negative

nature of mobilization), it suggests a societal inclination toward accepting autocratic prin-

ciples, thereby minimizing or eliminating instability arising from mass mobilization. This

76We thank Madhav Aney for raising this important point.
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pattern remains consistent when non-negative values for the nature of mobilization are

employed as thresholds (as demonstrated in columns (5)–(7)).

E.10 Alternative Grouping Strategies for Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democ-

racy

Column (2) in Table A12 offers additional robustness checks on our baseline result using an

alternative grouping strategy. We utilize the original democracy data from Acemoglu et al.

(2019) (updated to 2020) without applying a five-year smoothing window. The resulting

patterns align with those presented in the baseline table. Column (3) uses a higher Polity

score cutoff (5) to define the democracy dummy, as adopted in other studies (Glaeser et al.,

2007; Polity, 2014). The Pro-liberal Democracy coefficients remain significantly positive,

while the estimated growth effect of Illiberal Democracy is significant but negative. Column

(4) utilizes Freedom House data to construct the dichotomous democracy indicator. While

positive but statistically insignificant effects are observed for Pro-liberal Democracy and

negligible and insignificant effects for Illiberal Democracy, these findings might arise due

to data limitations.

E.11 Further Scrutiny: Examining Specific Scenarios and Alternative

Specifications

E.11.1 Special-Case Robustness Checks

Table A13 presents various robustness checks commonly employed in the literature. Ex-

cluding countries with fewer than 20 observations (column (1)) yields nearly identical re-

sults, mitigating concerns about Nickell bias.77 Column (2) incorporates region-year fixed

effects, while column (3) controls for country-specific time trends. Column (4) includes in-

teractions between a "Soviet-related countries" dummy and year dummies for 1989 –1992

(the period of transition for these countries). In all cases, the estimated coefficients remain

stable.

Dropping outliers in growth rates (defined as observations below the 5th or above the

95th percentile of standardized residuals) in column (5) renders the Illiberal Democracy

effect insignificant (0.102) while preserving the positive and significant effect of Pro-liberal

77The Nickell bias, arising from a lack of strict exogeneity in dynamic panel models (Nickell, 1981;
Alvarez and Arellano, 2003), diminishes significantly when the time horizon exceeds 20 periods (Judson
and Owen, 1999). This robustness check adheres to this requirement, mitigating concerns about this bias.
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Democracy (0.626). The final column includes all controls from previous columns, with

similar results persisting.

E.11.2 Regional and Temporal Sensitivity

Recent studies (Colagrossi et al., 2020) suggest that the democracy-growth nexus hinges

on specific regions and time periods. To address this concern, we first examine whether our

findings are driven by democratization in particular regions. Table A14 presents results

obtained by excluding regions one at a time. The conditional results remain consistent in

magnitude in almost all cases, suggesting that the relationship represents a broad general

pattern across democratization episodes.

Excluding Sub-Saharan African countries diminishes the distinction between Pro-liberal

and Illiberal Democracies, likely due to the reduced sample size. As indicated in Table

A14, this exclusion lowers the sample to 91 countries, whereas omitting countries from

other regions does not substantially affect the sample size. Further analysis reveals that

Sub-Saharan Africa accounts for approximately two-thirds of all Illiberal Democracies (see

Table A15). Excluding these countries significantly increases the standard deviation of

the Illiberal Democracy coefficient. Similarly, Sub-Saharan African nations classified as

Pro-liberal Democracies represent one-quarter of all such democracies, contributing to a

higher standard deviation and reducing its statistical significance. The resulting increased

standard deviations render the difference between the two coefficients statistically insignif-

icant.

Table A16 further illustrates this concerning outcome (column (2)), primarily driven

by the exclusion of democratizing countries from this region (column (3)), particularly

Illiberal Democracies (column (6)), rather than autocratic countries (column (4)).

Table A17 further assesses robustness to specific time periods by excluding 10-year

segments at a time. The results again hold.

E.11.3 Varying Transition Frequency

Table A18 explores robustness to different numbers of transitions. Column (2) focuses on

countries experiencing multiple transitions and remaining autocratic throughout, finding

insignificant coefficients for both Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy. This is unsurprising,

as repeated transitions imply regime instability which can hinder economic growth. It

also suggests that our baseline findings are primarily driven by countries undergoing a

20



single transition. Column (3) confirms this by considering only countries with a single

transition and remaining autocratic, and the pattern persists. Column (4) further restricts

the analysis to single-transition cases, again yielding consistent results.

E.11.4 Lag Structure of Growth

The baseline regression employs three lags of the growth rate. Table A19 explores robust-

ness by incorporating additional lags (6, 9, 12, and 15). The results remain qualitatively

similar. Notably, the Illiberal Democracy effect becomes negative with more lags.

E.11.5 Quality of Political Institutions

Table A20 examines the influence of de jure political institution quality (proxied by Polity

or Freedom House scores normalized between 0 and 1, with higher values indicating higher

quality of democracy) during democratic periods on the economic growth performance of

Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy. This is achieved by interacting the democracy quality

indicator with the democracy dummies. Our findings remain valid, and the impact of Pro-

liberal Democracy even strengthens, aligning with results of Table 10 using five V-Dem

democracy quality measures.

E.11.6 Alternative Transition Year Measurement

Our baseline regression uses the average nature of mobilization in the democratization

year and the preceding two years to categorize Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy. Table

A21 employs the average nature of mobilization within different time ranges around the

transition point (specified in each column) for categorization. The results closely resemble

the benchmark.

E.11.7 Changes in the Sample: Number of Time Series Observations or End

Year

Following Eberhardt (2022) recommendations, we conduct robustness checks by altering

the sample size, including the number of time series observations and the sample’s end

year. This ensures our findings are not overly sensitive to minor changes in the dataset.

Initially, we exclude countries based on their observation counts, Ti, as fewer observa-

tions might amplify individual economic shocks. This is crucial because fewer observations

21



Figure A9. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on Growth: Change in the Number of
Time Series Observations

Note: This figure explores the impact of sample size on the estimated effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democra-
cies on growth. Filled (white) squares/triangles denote statistically significant (insignificant) coefficients at the
10% level. The x-axis shows the minimum number of observations required for inclusion.

often correspond to fewer observations in democratic contexts. Although we use a dynamic

model to capture economic performance dips before and after democratization, incorrect

model specifications might bias the estimations. Analyzing the evolution of estimates as we

limit the sample to countries with increasing minimum observation counts helps mitigate

these issues.

Figure A9 shows the baseline model results for the sample reduction by observation

counts. In the plot, filled (hollow) squares/triangles indicate statistically significant (in-

significant) differences from 0 at the 10% level for Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy effects.

The x-axis represents the minimum observation count Ti required for inclusion, while the

y-axis shows the estimated Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy coefficient (in percent). Our

results exhibit robustness, as Pro-liberal Democracy effects remain significant and Illiberal

Democracy effects remain insignificant despite the exclusion of some observations.

Our data spans 1960-2020, including the global financial crisis, a potentially influential

shock.78 To assess its impact, we conduct a robustness check by progressively excluding

78Recent work by Broderick et al. (2020); Eberhardt (2022); Young (2022) has underscored the fragility
of statistical inference in numerous applications, which frequently rely on a limited number of observations.
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Figure A10. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on Growth: Change in the End Year
of the Sample

Note: This figure examines the sensitivity of growth effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies to the sample
end year. Filled (white) squares/triangles indicate statistically significant (insignificant) coefficients at the 10%
level. The leftmost estimates replicate Table 1, column (1). The x-axis shows the end year of the sample period..

later years (Figure A10). The estimated effects of Pro-liberal Democracy remain remark-

ably stable and statistically significant throughout, with the sole exception of 1997. This

suggests the financial crisis and post-crisis dynamics do not significantly influence our find-

ings.

F Further Democracy Categorization

Sima and Huang (2023) categorize democracies as "Strong" or "Weak" based on their eco-

nomic development level at the time of political transition, which subsequently influences

their ability to foster growth post-transition. They find that democracy facilitates growth

only in countries that have already attained adequate development at the time of transi-

tion (labeled as "Strong Democracy"). Without appropriate development, democracy does

not improve growth (labeled as "Weak Democracy"). We replicate their results using an

updated dataset, as shown in column (1) of Table A22.

Furthermore, we find that economic prosperity following political transition manifests

only when economic development and the nature of mobilization are aligned during de-

mocratization, as evidenced in column (4) of Table A22. Notably, countries with adequate
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development during democratization but with dominant Illiberal Mobilization (Strong but

Illiberal Democracy), such as Mexico, and countries lacking adequate development during

democratization despite dominant Pro-liberal Mobilization (Weak but Pro-liberal Democ-

racy), like Benin, do not exhibit significant economic improvements.

G Alternative Techniques to Estimate Growth Effects

G.1 Using Method from Eberhardt (2022): A Factor-augmented DID

We explore the method of Eberhardt (2022), which leverages the idea of the principal

component DID to account for unobserved heterogeneity and heterogeneous treatment ef-

fects. This approach captures strong cross-sectional dependence through common factors

with country-specific loading (Eberhardt, 2022). We implement a factor-augmented DID,

including common factors estimated from the control group in regressions for treated coun-

tries to address potential selection bias.79

We slightly modify the models in Eberhardt (2022) for countries experiencing regime

change (Pro-liberal Democracy to autocracy or vice versa). We estimate a static regres-

sion model with country and year fixed effects (captured by cross-sectional averages) and

common factors to control for unobserved heterogeneity:

yit = αi + θiPro− liberal demit + β′
iXit + δyi ȳt + δX

′
i X̄t + εit,

where y is per capita GDP (in logs and multiplied by 100), Pro − liberal dem is the

Pro-liberal Democracy dummy, and X is a set of additional controls (gross investment

share of GDP and trade openness). ȳ and X̄ are the cross-section averages of the observed

variables but for those countries which never experienced Pro-liberal Democracy during

the sample period (the control group).

The dynamic version of the above Equation is specified as follows:

yit = αi + θ∗i Pro− liberal demit + β∗′
i Xit +

p−1∑
ℓ=0

ωD
iℓ∆ Pro-liberal demi,t−ℓ +

p−1∑
ℓ=0

ωX′
iℓ ∆Xi,t−ℓ

+

pȳ∑
ℓ=0

δ∗yiℓ ȳt−ℓ +

pX̄∑
ℓ=0

δ∗X
′

iℓ X̄t−ℓ + εit,

79This approach is flexible and can model unobserved heterogeneity effectively. The implementation is
straightforward: each “treated” country regression is augmented with common factor proxies estimated
from the control group of countries that never transitioned into democracy. These factors, in combination
with country-specific parameters, provide a great deal of flexibility in modeling unobserved heterogeneity.
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where the terms involving sums capture the short-run effects, while θ∗i and β∗
i represent

the long-run coefficients for Pro-liberal Democracy and additional controls on income per

capita, respectively. These long-run estimates, indicated with stars, differ in interpretation

from those in the Equation describing the static regression model.

The sums in the second line account for the multi-factor error structure using cross-

sectional averages from countries that never experienced democracy during the sample

period. This “CS-DL” approach, adapted from Chan and Kwok (2022), is convenient as it

allows the estimation of the long-run democracy coefficient, θ∗i , in a single step, unlike the

two-step error-correction specification.

Following Chudik and Pesaran (2015), we set pȳ = 0 and p = pX̄ = int
(
T 1/3

)
= 3,

where T is the time dimension of the panel. We focus on average estimates of θ̂
∗
i in the dy-

namic model, interpreted as ATET estimates, and use robust regression (Hamilton, 1992)

to compute outlier-resistant means. Country-specific ITET estimates θ̂∗i are employed. In-

ference for all ’Mean Group’ estimates is based on non-parametric standard errors (Pesaran

and Smith, 1995).

Observed covariates X are not included in the ’plain vanilla’ implementation of Chan

and Kwok (2022); however, the covariate cross-sectional averages from the control sample,

ȳ and X̄, are always included. For comparison, we also estimate simple Mean Group models

(Pesaran and Smith, 1995) excluding the cross-sectional averages in the dynamic version

of the Equation.

Similarly, we conducted regressions for another type of democracy using the following

models:

yit = αi + θiIlliberal demit + β′
iXit + δyi ȳt + δX

′
i X̄t + εit,

yit = αi + θ∗i Illiberal demit + β∗′
i Xit +

p−1∑
ℓ=0

ωD
iℓ∆ Illiberal demi,t−ℓ +

p−1∑
ℓ=0

ωX′
iℓ ∆Xi,t−ℓ

+

pȳ∑
ℓ=0

δ∗yiℓ ȳt−ℓ +

pX̄∑
ℓ=0

δ∗X
′

iℓ X̄t−ℓ + εit,

Using these regression models, we replicated Table 1 from Eberhardt (2022), and the

results are reported in Table A23. These results align with our baseline model estimates.

Specifically, we present robust mean estimates (ATET) for two specifications of two het-

erogeneous estimators. The first two columns display the ’plain vanilla’ models, which do

not include the observed values for gross investment share of GDP and trade openness.

The final two columns include these variables. The MG estimator is a simple ’mean group’
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estimator that excludes cross-sectional averages, while the C&K MG estimator follows

Chan and Kwok (2022), which is the preferred approach. All results are long-run estimates

derived from the dynamic specification.

G.2 Using Recent DID techniques to Explore the Growth Effects

We primarily rely on single coefficient estimates from a two-way fixed effects (TWFE) spec-

ification in the main analysis. Although TWFE regressions are widely used for panel data,

they have been shown to deliver consistent estimates only under relatively strong assump-

tions about homogeneity in treatment effects (De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille, 2020;

Borusyak et al., 2021; Callaway and Sant’ Anna, 2021; Goodman-Bacon, 2021; Sun and

Abraham, 2021). Specifically, as demonstrated by Goodman-Bacon (2021), the treatment

effect estimate obtained from a TWFE model is a weighted average of all possible 2 × 2

DID comparisons between groups of units treated at different points in time. If treatment

effects are homogeneous across treated groups and over time, the TWFE estimator is con-

sistent for the ATT. Conversely, if treatment effects are heterogeneous across groups or

time, the TWFE estimator does not deliver consistent estimates for the ATT. The TWFE

specification tends to estimate an average of treatment effects that over-weights short-run

effects and under-weights long-run effects (Borusyak et al., 2021).

To allow for heterogeneity in treatment effects across time and treated units, we present

estimations generated by a set of recently proposed estimators that are robust to treat-

ment effect heterogeneity, including Cengiz et al. (2019); Freyaldenhoven et al. (2019);

Borusyak et al. (2021); Callaway and Sant’ Anna (2021); Sun and Abraham (2021); Butts

and Gardner (2021); Dube et al. (2023). We report the DID estimators using these meth-

ods, displayed in Figure A11. In particular, we show estimates from the two-way fixed

effects single coefficient model, Cengiz et al. (2019); De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille

(2020); Borusyak et al. (2021); Callaway and Sant’ Anna (2021); Sun and Abraham (2021);

Butts and Gardner (2021); Freyaldenhoven et al. (2019). Note that the methods except

"ols" and "fect" can only be used in a staggered treatment setting. We use a subsample

where only always autocratic countries (control group) and countries that were once democ-

ratized without reversal (treated group) are included. For comparison, OLS result using

this subsample is also reported. These results demonstrate a consistent pattern: Pro-liberal

Democracy promotes growth, while Illiberal Democracy has little positive impact.
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Figure A11. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on Growth: Alternative DID Esti-
mators

Note: This figure presents the estimated effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on subsequent economic
growth using various estimators: Two-Way Fixed Effects (TWFE) with OLS (twfe) and alternative methods
from the literature, including Liu et al. (2024) (fect); Callaway and Sant’ Anna (2021) (csdid); Borusyak et al.
(2021) (did imputation); Sun and Abraham (2021) (eventstudyinteract); Cengiz et al. (2019) (stackedev); and
Hegland (2023) (wooldid). Note that methods beyond twfe and fect require a staggered treatment setting. To
accommodate this, the analysis also use a subsample of countries: those consistently autocratic (control) and
those that underwent a single, irreversible democratization (treated). OLS results with this subsample are in-
cluded for comparison. The dependent variable is the growth rate. The figure displays the estimated coefficients
for Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy, along with their 90% confidence intervals. All models control for three
lagged growth rates, the fourth lag of log GDP per capita, country fixed effects, and year fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the country level.
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H Calculating Long-Run Growth Impact

Our study employs the following growth regression model:

git = βPPro−liberal demit+βIIlliberal demit+α1git−1+α2git−2+α3git−3+φyit−4+λi+δt+εit.

To quantify the long-run growth impact of democracy, we substitute git = 100(yit −
yit−1) into the above equation and re-arrange:

100yit = βPPro − liberal demit + βIIlliberal demit + 100(1 + α1)yit−1 + 100(α2 −
α1)yit−2 + 100(α3 − α2)yit−3 + (φ− 100α3)yit−4 + λi + δt + εit.

Assuming convergence to long-run equilibrium income levels (y∗P for Pro-liberal Democ-

racy and y∗I for Illiberal Democracy) as t approaches infinity, the long-run growth effect of

Pro-liberal Democracy is:

LongEffectPro−liberal dem = 100(y∗P −y0) =
100β̂P

100−100(1+α̂1+α̂2−α̂1+
α̂3−α̂2+0.01φ̂−α̂3 =

100β̂P
−φ̂ = 100β̂P

ˆ|φ|
,

where β̂P is the estimated coefficient for Pro-liberal Democracy and φ̂ is the estimated

coefficient for the fourth-lagged GDP per capita (always negative). Similarly, the long-run

growth effect of Illiberal Democracy is:

LongEffectIlliberal dem = 100(y∗I − y0) =
100β̂I
−φ̂

=
100β̂I

ˆ| φ |
.

These expressions reveal that the long-run growth impacts of both types of democracy

are directly proportional to their estimated coefficients and inversely proportional to the

absolute value of the coefficient for the fourth-lagged GDP per capita.

I IVs for Growth Regressions

To address potential endogeneity concerns in our growth regressions, we construct instru-

mental variables based on regional democratization waves. For each country i belonging to

region r, we mathematically define DemocracyF,IVit , which is the average level of democ-

racy among other countries in the same region at time t (excluding country i), normalized

by the number of countries in the region minus 1, and InteractionF,IV
it , which is the product
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of DemocracyF,IVit and the Illiberal Democracy indicator for country i at time t:

DemocracyF,IVit =
1

Nrt − 1

∑
j ̸=i,i∈R,j∈R

Democracyjt,

InteractionF,IV
it = DemocracyF,IVit ∗ Illiberal demjt.

These instruments capture the regional context of democratization while being plausibly

uncorrelated with country-specific shocks that might affect growth.

J Strengthening the Mechanism Analysis: Further Robust-

ness Checks

J.1 IV Method: Behavioral and Institutional Channels

To bolster our mechanism analysis, we leverage the IV approach outlined in Section 6.5.

Applying the IV method with behavioral and institutional channel indicators yields results

consistent with those OLS ones (Table A24). However, support for institutional channels

weakens somewhat (Table A25).

J.2 Split-Sample Analysis

Further corroborating our findings, we adopt the split-sample regression approach used

by Dorsch and Maarek (2019) for both Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy. This analysis

utilizes behavior and institution indicators from the main paper (Table A26 and Table

A27). we find similar results where various instability institutions, state capacity, and

economic freedom are key mechanisms underlying the effect of Pro-liberal Democracy on

growth.

J.3 Semiparametric Estimates on Mechanisms

Figure A12 illustrates the estimated effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on be-

haviors, employing the inverse-propensity-score reweighting method from Acemoglu et al.

(2019) for values of s ranging from −10 to 15, with s = 0 indicating the year of democrati-

zation. The blue line represents the estimated effects of Pro-liberal democratization, while

the red line depicts the effects of Illiberal democratization. Notably, the impacts approach
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0 for both types before democratization, especially as the transition period nears. Follow-

ing this, there is a dramatic decline in violent behaviors in Pro-liberal Democracies, while

Illiberal Democracies show no significant decline in most cases.

Figure A13 depicts the effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on institutions

using an inverse-propensity-score reweighting approach (Acemoglu et al., 2019). The x-

axis (s) represents the relative time to democratization, with s = 0 marking the year of

transition. The blue line shows a gradual improvement in institutions following Pro-liberal

Democracy, while the red line shows no noticeable improvement after Illiberal Democracy.

This suggests a positive causal effect of Pro-liberal Democracy on institutional develop-

ment.

Building on Acemoglu et al. (2019), Figure A14 explores the impact of Pro-liberal

and Illiberal Democracy on democratic quality using inverse-propensity-score reweighting.

The x-axis (s) represents the relative time to democratization (s = 0 being the transition

year). Estimates for negative s values serve as a pre-treatment check. The blue line shows

a substantial improvement in quality of democracy following Pro-liberal Democracy. In

contrast, the red line suggests initial gains in quality of democracy after Illiberal Democ-

racy, often followed by a decline. This implies Pro-liberal Democracy fosters sustainable

improvements in democratic quality.

Table A28 summarizes the above estimates by reporting the average effect over dif-

ferent time horizons using the inverse-propensity-score reweighting approach from Ace-

moglu et al. (2019), where columns (1)–(4) present the effects of Pro-liberal Democracy on

mechanisms, including behaviors and institutions, and columns (5)–(8) report the effects

of Illiberal Democracy. The estimates confirm the lack of significant effects before Pro-

liberal/Illiberal democratization on almost all indicators measuring mechanisms, such as

behaviors and institutions, providing reassurance. Additionally, they show that after Pro-

liberal democratization, peaceful behaviors and institutions significantly improve, whereas

after Illiberal democratization, there is no or weak improvement in peaceful behaviors and

institutions.
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Figure A12. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
(Red) Democracy on Mechanism: Behaviors

Note: Semiparametric estimates of the over-time effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on behaviors (Politi-
cal Polarization, Mass Pro-liberal Mobilization, Mass Illiberal Mobilization, Political Violence, Violence Index,
Regime Instability Index, and Social Unrest), obtained using a regression model to estimate counterfactuals.
This figure plots semiparametric estimates of the effect of Pro-liberal (blue)/Illiberal (red) democratization on
behaviors. The blue (red) line plots the estimated average effect on behaviors in countries that Pro-liberal (Il-
liberal) democratized. Time (in years) relative to the year of democratization runs on the horizontal axis. We
normalize each behavior variable to 0 in the year preceding the democratization. The estimates are obtained by
assuming and estimating a linear model for counterfactual outcomes, which we use to control for the influence
of behaviors dynamics, as explained in full detail by Acemoglu et al. (2019).
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Figure A13. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
(Red) Democracy on Mechanism: Institutions

Note: Semiparametric estimates of the over-time effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on institutions (Trans-
parency [HRV Index], Political Corruption, State Capacity, Property Rights, and Economic Freedom Index), ob-
tained using a regression model to estimate counterfactuals. This figure plots semiparametric estimates of the
effect of Pro-liberal (blue)/Illiberal (red) democratization on institutions. The blue (red) line plots the estimated
average effect on institutions in countries that Pro-liberal (Illiberal) democratized. Time (in years) relative to
the year of democratization runs on the horizontal axis. We normalize each institution variable to 0 in the year
preceding the democratization. The estimates are obtained by assuming and estimating a linear model for coun-
terfactual outcomes, which we use to control for the influence of institutions dynamics, as explained in full detail
by Acemoglu et al. (2019).
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Figure A14. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
(Red) Democracy on Quality of Democracy

Note: Semiparametric estimates of the over-time effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on the quality of
democracy indicators (Electoral Democracy Index, Liberal Democracy Index, Participatory Democracy Index,
Deliberative Democracy Index, and Egalitarian Democracy Index), obtained using a regression model to esti-
mate counterfactuals. This figure plots semiparametric estimates of the effect of Pro-liberal (blue)/Illiberal (red)
democratization on institutions. The blue (red) line plots the estimated average effect on institutions in coun-
tries that Pro-liberal (Illiberal) democratized. Time (in years) relative to the year of democratization runs on
the horizontal axis. We normalize each quality of democracy variable to 0 in the year preceding the democratiza-
tion. The estimates are obtained by assuming and estimating a linear model for counterfactual outcomes, which
we use to control for the influence of institutions dynamics, as explained in full detail by Acemoglu et al. (2019).
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K Effects on the Crucial Components of Democracy

Boese-Schlosser and Eberhardt (2023) explores the democratic components that signifi-

cantly contribute to economic growth. They employ the variables from V-Dem and find

that freedom of expression, clean elections, and legislative-executive constraints are the pri-

mary drivers of long-run development. We have identified relatively limited improvements

in these crucial components under Illiberal Democracy from OLS regressions, as shown in

Table A29. The reason is that the improvements are unsustainable during post-Illiberal

democratization, often followed by a regression shortly after an initial period of improve-

ment, as depicted in Figure A15, which uses the non-parametric method from Acemoglu

et al. (2019).

L Mechanism Evidence: Effects on More Violence and In-

stitutions

In this section, we analyze the effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on more

violence and institutional quality using various indicators, as shown in Table A30. Most

data come from V-Dem, except for the civil or ethnic violence risk, which is sourced from

the Center for Systemic Peace.

Column (1) shows that Pro-liberal Democracies experience significant reductions in

election-related violence, unlike illiberal ones. Additionally, Pro-liberal Democracies wit-

ness decreased mass mobilizations for anti-system movements, revolutions, and revolution-

ary wars (columns (2)–(4)). Consequently, these regimes declare states of emergency less

frequently (column (5)). Ethnic violence, civil wars, and broader societal violence also

decline in Pro-liberal Democracies (columns (6)–(7)), suggesting that democracy promotes

peace primarily in pro-liberal regimes.

Additionally, we identify notable patterns in institutional outcomes. Illiberal Democra-

cies show minimal improvements in protecting disadvantaged groups, particularly in terms

of gender or economic and social status, as evidenced in columns (8) and (9). This suggests

that while these regimes may exhibit formal democratic structures, they often fail to ad-

dress the needs of marginalized populations, highlighting the limited institutional capacity

of Illiberal Democracies to promote social equality and inclusivity.
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Figure A15. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
(Red) Democracy on the Crucial Components of Democracy

Note: Semiparametric estimates of the over-time effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on crucial compo-
nents of democracy, including the Alternative Sources of Information Index, Clean Elections Index, Judicial
Constraints on the Executive Index, and Legislative Constraints on the Executive Index, obtained using a re-
gression model to estimate counterfactuals. This figure plots semiparametric estimates of the effect of Pro-liberal
(blue)/Illiberal (red) democratization on democracy components. The blue (red) line plots the estimated aver-
age effect on behaviors in countries that Pro-liberal (Illiberal) democratized. Time (in years) relative to the year
of democratization runs on the horizontal axis. We normalize each component of democracy variable to 0 in the
year preceding the democratization. The estimates are obtained by assuming and estimating a linear model for
counterfactual outcomes, which we use to control for the influence of behaviors dynamics, as explained in full
detail by Acemoglu et al. (2019).
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Figure A16. Semiparametric Estimates of the over-time Effects of Pro-liberal (Blue) and Illiberal
(Red) Democracy on State Ownership of the Economy

Note: Semiparametric estimates depict the over-time effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on the State
Ownership of Economy indicator, which measures the extent of government control over capital in various sec-
tors. Higher values signify less state ownership. The figure plots semiparametric estimates of the effect of Pro-
liberal/Illiberal democratization on state ownership. The blue (red) line represents the estimated average effect
for countries that underwent Pro-liberal (Illiberal) democratization. The horizontal axis indicates time (in years)
relative to democratization. We normalize the State Ownership of Economy indicator to 0 in the year preceding
the democratization. These estimates are derived from a linear model for counterfactual outcomes, controlling
for behavioral dynamics, as detailed by Acemoglu et al. (2019).

M Effects on the State Ownership of Economy

"Liberalism" emphasizes individual rights and freedoms, contingent on respecting others’

rights. It aligns with democratic values such as civil rights, political freedom, constitutional

government, and legal equality. Key tenets of liberalism, including capitalism and free

markets, also resonate with our regression analysis findings (see Figure A16), which utilize

the non-parametric method from Acemoglu et al. (2019). The State Ownership of Economy

indicator, extracted from V-Dem, measures government control over capital in industrial,

agricultural, and service sectors. Higher values denote less direct state ownership or control.

The graph indicates that Pro-liberal Democracy (blue) enhances the free-market system,

whereas Illiberal Democracy (red) does not.
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N Mechanism Evidence: Beyond Macro-Level Insights

N.1 Influence of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on Political Par-

ties

The initial nature of civil society mobilization during democratic transitions might has

a lasting impact on the subsequent civic landscape. Political parties are foundational to

modern democracies. They shape how citizens participate, how ideologies are represented,

and ultimately, how democracies function. Illiberal pathways, marked by non-democratic

tendencies, pose a distinct threat. These movements might exhibit hierarchical structures,

concentrating power within select leadership circles and hindering broad-based civic en-

gagement. Further, having secured leverage during the transition, they could capture state

resources, weaving patronage networks that breed corruption and undermine accountabil-

ity. Their initial repertoire of uncivil dissent, even if nonviolent, normalizes tactics that

delegitimize opposing views, paving the way for future restrictions on pluralism participa-

tion when it clashes with elite interests.

N.1.1 V-Party Dataset

To explore the influence of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on political parties, we em-

ploy dataset of the Varieties of Party Identity and Organization Dataset (V-Party), which

provides comprehensive data on party structures and ideology across 1900 political parties

in 168 countries from 1970 to 2019. This dataset is instrumental in analyzing how Pro-

liberal and Illiberal Democracies influence party behavior, particularly their commitment

to democratic norms and pluralism.

N.1.2 Regression Model and Results

This section examines how Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies affect key characteristics

of political parties. To investigate this, we employ a dynamic panel model that assesses the

differential impact of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on political parties, denoted by

pit, at the party level:

mcpe = βPPro− liberal demct+βIIlliberal demct+αmcp,e−1+φyc,e−1+λp+γc+ δt+ εit.
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Here, mcpe represents the characteristics of political party in election year e in country

c, and t refers to the consecutive years. The model controls for the dynamic characteristics

of political parties in the previous election (mcp,e−1) and the GDP per capita level (yc,e−1),

along with fixed effects for country, party, and year.

The results are presented in Table A31. A key variable from the V-Party dataset is

the Anti-Pluralism Index, which captures a party’s adherence to democratic norms before

elections. This index reflects factors such as tolerance of political opponents, commitment

to free and fair elections, respect for minority rights, and rejection of political violence.

Parties in Pro-liberal Democracies demonstrate significantly lower anti-pluralist tendencies

than those in Illiberal contexts (column (1)). This suggests that Pro-liberal democratic

structures encourage parties to embrace political pluralism and reject violence (columns

(2)–(3)).

Additionally, the analysis explores how parties mobilize voters under Pro-liberal and

Illiberal regimes. The findings reveal that parties in Pro-liberal Democracies avoid leader-

centered appeals, reliance on a homogenous "people," and, notably, the use of intimidation

or violence (columns (4)–(6)).80

A further noteworthy result is that parties in Illiberal Democracies struggle to establish

open and dynamic political elites, as measured by the inclusivity of candidate nomination

processes. This finding underscores the relationship between party structure and demo-

cratic health (column (7)).

N.2 Exposure to Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on Entrepreneurship

In this subsection, we present evidence on how exposure to Pro-liberal versus Illiberal

Democracy affects individual economic activity, particularly entrepreneurship. Our find-

ings indicate that individuals exposed to Pro-liberal Democracy are more likely to become

entrepreneurs and engage in business ventures. This increased propensity is partly driven

by societal perceptions that entrepreneurship is prestigious, a viable career choice, and

80According to the V-Party codebook, "People-centrism" refers to how leaders depict "the people" as a
homogeneous group, emphasizing their own connection to and representation of this group. This framing
suggests a denial of diverse societal interests and values, portraying "the people" as having a unified political
will that drives all political action. Often, this group is idealized and romanticized, embodying the national
ideal of the ordinary citizen. By stressing a unified and homogeneous people, this approach tends to overlook
the pluralistic nature of societies, where diverse groups and interests coexist. Moreover, people-centrism
is commonly linked to populist rhetoric, where leaders appeal directly to "the people" while positioning
themselves in opposition to perceived elites or outsiders. In this sense, when political parties adopt a
people-centric strategy during elections, it may indicate underlying issues within the political system.
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frequently highlighted as a marker of success in the media. These perceptions suggest a

positive and innovative economic climate within such societies.

N.2.1 Entrepreneurship: The GEM Dataset

The primary data source for measuring entrepreneurship is the Global Entrepreneurship

Monitor (GEM), the largest ongoing annual study of entrepreneurial activities worldwide.

GEM collects harmonized data on new ventures from over 100 countries each year, spanning

from 1999 to 2017. It classifies entrepreneurs into three categories: nascent, new, and

established. The first two categories are combined into "total early-stage entrepreneurial

activity" (TEA), which includes individuals in the process of starting a business and those

who own businesses less than 42 months old. Established entrepreneurs are defined as

those managing businesses for more than 42 months.

For our analysis, we focus primarily on established entrepreneurs to construct an indica-

tor of entrepreneurship. To ensure robustness, we also consider an alternative measure that

includes both TEA and established entrepreneurs, capturing all stages of entrepreneurship,

from startups that do not yet pay wages to those that do and are up to 42 months old.

It is well-recognized that entrepreneurship is heterogeneous, and higher levels of en-

trepreneurial activity do not necessarily correlate with higher productivity. For instance,

developing countries tend to have higher rates of self-employment, often informal and under

poor working conditions, compared to industrialized nations. Therefore, identifying high-

quality entrepreneurship is essential. GEM provides rich information on the characteristics

of established entrepreneurs, which we use to define high-quality entrepreneurship.

We consider the following seven indicators to measure the quality of entrepreneurship:

High-growth aspiration: The respondent’s goal to create five or more jobs within five

years (1 = yes, 0 = no).

High-export behavior: The respondent’s belief that over 25% of their customers will be

from abroad (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Product innovativeness: The respondent’s belief that their product is considered new

by some or all clients (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Process innovativeness: The respondent’s belief that the technology used in production

became available within the last 12 months (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Opportunity motivation: Businesses initiated due to opportunity-driven motives (1 =

yes, 0 = no).
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Advanced technology level: Businesses operating in high or medium technology sectors

(1 = yes, 0 = no).

Few competitors: Businesses started in markets with few competitors offering the same

product (1 = yes, 0 = no).

To leverage this information, we construct a composite index of entrepreneurial qual-

ity by averaging these seven indicators with equal weighting. This index serves as an

alternative dependent variable for our robustness check.

N.2.2 Regression Model and Results

The following regression model examines how exposure to Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democ-

racies affects individuals’ propensity to engage in entrepreneurial activities:

yicat = β̄1Once Exposure to Pro-liberal Democracyc,s,a+β̄2Once Exposure to Illiberal Democracyc,s,a

+Iicatα+ τct + λca + φat + εicat (4)

where i represents the individual, c represents the country, a represents the age, and t

represents the survey year. The dependent variable yicat represents the outcome of interest,

specifically entrepreneurial activity.

The key independent variables, Once Exposure to Pro-liberal Democracy equals 1 if

the individual was at least exposed to Pro-liberal Democracy during her lifetime (starting

from age 6 in the baseline specification) and 0 otherwise. Similarly, Once Exposure to Illiberal Democracy

equals 1 if the individual was at least exposed to Illiberal Democracy during her lifetime

and 0 otherwise. Iicgt includes a vector of individual characteristics, such as gender and

education level. The model controls for country-by-survey-year fixed effects (τct), country-

by-age fixed effects (λca), and age-by-survey-year fixed effects (φat). The error term εicat

is random and idiosyncratic, with standard errors clustered by country to account for

intra-country correlations in outcomes.

The results, displayed in Table A32, suggest that individuals once exposed to Pro-liberal

Democracy are significantly more likely to become entrepreneurs, while once exposure

to Illiberal Democracy shows no such effect (columns (1) and (2)). This pattern holds

when accounting for personal weights (column (3)) and when considering the precise year

of exposure (column (4)). Moreover, the results remain consistent even under broader

definitions of entrepreneurship (column (5)).

The differential effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on entrepreneurship can
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be partially explained by the supportive economic and entrepreneurial environment in Pro-

liberal Democracies. Columns (6) to (8) provide additional evidence, highlighting a positive

entrepreneurial culture, media promotion of business success, and societal acceptance of

entrepreneurial risk in these contexts.

O Data Sources

Our empirical analysis draws upon a rich dataset encompassing diverse sources:

Indicators from V-Dem: Pro-liberal Mobilization, Illiberal Mobilization, CSO anti-

system Movement Character (Democratic, Anti-democratic), Political Polarization, Polit-

ical Violence, Political Corruption, Property Rights, Electoral Democracy Index, Liberal

Democracy Index, Participatory Democracy Index, Deliberative Democracy Index, Egal-

itarian Democracy Index, the Alternative Sources of Information Index, Clean Elections

Index, Judicial Constraints on the Executive Index, Legislative Constraints on the Execu-

tive Index, State Ownership of Economy, Educational Equality, Education 15+ (Average

Year of Education, above 15 age), Gini Educational Inequality, Petroleum/Coal/Natural

Gas Production per Capita, Petroleum/Coal/Natural Gas/Metals Production per Capita,

Electoral Violence, CSO Anti-system Movements, Revolutionary, Revolutions War, State

of Emergency, Ethnic Wars, Gender Equality in Civil Liberties, Social Class Equality in

Civil Liberties, Ethnic Wars, and Region (Politico-Geographic, 10 levels).

Indicators from World Development Indicators (2020 Edition): Enrollment Rates, Fer-

tility Rate, GDP per capita, Government Spending (Share of GDP), Inflation Rate, In-

vestment Rate, Life Expectancy, Mortality Rate, Regional Area (WDI), Trade Share of

GDP, Urban Population (% of Total Population), Petroleum Production per Capita, Total

natural Resources Rents (% of GDP), Manufacturing (Value Added, % of GDP), Industry

(Value Added, % of GDP).

Indicators from Quality of Government (QOG) Dataset: HRV (Transparency) Index,

Economic Freedom, Forms of Democracy81, Regional Area (QOG), Social Globalization,

Economic Globalization, Political Globalization.

81We combine Regime Institutions (Cheibub et al., 2010), Political System (The Database of Political
Institutions), and Institution (Bormann and Golder, 2013) to construct dummy variables of Parliamentary
Democracy, Mixed (semi-presidential) democracy and Presidential democracy. Electoral System (Bormann
and Golder, 2013) and Electoral Family (Norris, 2009) are used to generate three dummy variables to
represent Majoritarian Election System, Proportional Election System, and Mixed System.
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Indicators from PWT 9.0: Human Capital, Human Capital Index, Physical Capital,

Population, TFP.

The Indicator from Fariss et al. (2022): Real GDP per capita.

State Capacity is extracted from Hanson and Sigman (2021).

Indicators from Acemoglu et al. (2019): Democracy, Market Reform Index, Social

Unrest, Tax Revenue, Regional Area.

Indicators from Aisen and Veiga (2013): Human Capital per capita, Physical Capital

per capita, Regime Instability Index2, Violence Index2.

Alternative Democracy indicators are from Boix et al. (2013), Cheibub et al. (2010);

Bjørnskov and Rode (2020), Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008b), Polity V, Machine

Learning Democracy Index (Gründler and Krieger, 2021), Episodes of Regime Transfor-

mation (ERT) dataset (Maerz et al., 2023), and Lexical Index (Skaaning et al., 2015).

Democratic Capital (Democratic Stock) is extracted from Gerring et al. (2005).

Indicators from NAVCO 1.3 dataset (Chenoweth and Shay, 2020): Violent and Non-

violent Movement.

Indicators from Barro and Lee (2013): Average Schooling Years, Percentage with Sec-

ondary Schooling.

Indicators from Solt (2016): Gini Income (post-tax), Gini Income (pre-tax).

Colony indicators are from QOG, Cervellati et al. (2014), and Acemoglu et al. (2008b).

Indicators from the Center for Systemic Peace: Civil or Ethnic Violence Risk.

Indicators from V-Party: Anti-Pluralism Index, Political Pluralism, Rejection of Polit-

ical Violence, Effort to Gain and Keep Voters (People-centrism, The Leader, Intimidation

and Violence), Inclusive Candidate Nomination.

Indicators from GEM: Established Entrepreneur, High-growth Aspiration, High-export

Behavior, Product Innovativeness, Process Innovativeness, Opportunity Motivation, Ad-

vanced Technology Level, Few Competitors, All Stages of Quality of Entrepreneurship,

High Status to Successful Entrepreneurs, Entrepreneurship as a Good Career Choice, Of-

ten See Stories in the Media about Successful New Businesses, Gender, Age, Education,

and Personal Weight.
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Table A4. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Using Initial Nature of Mobilization with Different Cutoffs

Nature of Mobilization in Political Transition Period as Cutoffs No Grouping
Dependent Variable: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Growth Rate p15 p20 p25 p30 p35 p40
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.827*** 0.925*** 0.994*** 0.859*** 0.886*** 0.881***

(0.308) (0.313) (0.319) (0.296) (0.301) (0.309)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.534 0.181 0.100 0.637 0.601 0.637

(0.426) (0.345) (0.344) (0.459) (0.422) (0.395)
Democracy 0.797***

(0.291)
GDP Growth First Lag 0.136* 0.135* 0.135* 0.136* 0.136* 0.136* 0.136*

(0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.072) (0.072)
GDP Growth Second Lag 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047*** 0.047***

(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
GDP Growth Third Lag 0.042** 0.042** 0.042** 0.042** 0.042** 0.042** 0.042**

(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)
GDP Fourth Lag -3.097*** -3.100*** -3.104*** -3.097*** -3.096*** -3.099*** -3.093***

(0.585) (0.585) (0.587) (0.585) (0.585) (0.586) (0.584)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.516 0.0411 0.0144 0.607 0.469 0.514 -
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697
Adjusted R2 0.190 0.190 0.191 0.190 0.190 0.190 0.190

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications. Robust standard errors clustered at the country
level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A5. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Alternative Nature of Mobilization Indicators

Dependent Variable: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Growth Rate p15 p20 p25 p30 p35 p40 p45 p50

Panel A: Pro-liberal Mobilization

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.626** 0.574** 0.585** 0.666** 0.682** 0.701** 0.660** 0.657**
(0.278) (0.278) (0.282) (0.290) (0.294) (0.298) (0.303) (0.315)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 1.950*** 2.107*** 1.752*** 1.245** 1.148** 1.031** 1.091** 1.024***
(0.640) (0.560) (0.511) (0.515) (0.500) (0.462) (0.431) (0.390)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0267 0.00228 0.00930 0.232 0.328 0.458 0.301 0.346
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697

Panel B: Reversed Illiberal Mobilization

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.802*** 0.846*** 0.938*** 0.907*** 0.964*** 0.978*** 1.047*** 1.056***
(0.305) (0.312) (0.319) (0.322) (0.326) (0.339) (0.355) (0.374)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.774 0.622 0.400 0.538 0.487 0.522 0.489 0.556*
(0.482) (0.414) (0.365) (0.362) (0.341) (0.322) (0.308) (0.307)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.954 0.586 0.144 0.309 0.160 0.167 0.0959 0.161
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697

Panel C: Nature Mobilization, Alternative Variable Form

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.813*** 0.813*** 0.844*** 0.729** 0.729** 0.719** 0.719** 0.719**
(0.305) (0.305) (0.310) (0.291) (0.291) (0.307) (0.307) (0.307)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.738 0.738 0.663 0.943** 0.943** 0.893** 0.893** 0.893**
(0.478) (0.478) (0.424) (0.441) (0.441) (0.379) (0.379) (0.379)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.873 0.873 0.662 0.596 0.596 0.624 0.624 0.624
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Obs. 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697

Panel D: Nature of Civil Society

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.860*** 0.941*** 0.941*** 0.936*** 0.939*** 0.978*** 0.982*** 0.889***
(0.302) (0.321) (0.321) (0.319) (0.327) (0.334) (0.346) (0.332)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.321 0.383 0.383 0.403 0.510 0.480 0.517* 0.688*
(0.481) (0.322) (0.322) (0.320) (0.319) (0.308) (0.302) (0.350)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.240 0.0777 0.0777 0.0822 0.165 0.103 0.148 0.570
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697

Panel E: Reversed Pro-autocratic Civil Society

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.893*** 0.924*** 1.007*** 1.007*** 0.994*** 0.993*** 0.923** 0.986***
(0.307) (0.320) (0.334) (0.334) (0.339) (0.358) (0.370) (0.371)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.224 0.323 0.330 0.330 0.427 0.523* 0.666** 0.613**
(0.405) (0.334) (0.327) (0.327) (0.321) (0.303) (0.297) (0.296)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0830 0.0773 0.0521 0.0521 0.0995 0.176 0.449 0.271
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,697

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth
lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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Table A6. Effects of Democracy on Growth Over a Longer Time: Various Democracy Indicators

Dependent Variable: Growth (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Machine Electoral Liberal

CGV Polity IV Learning Index ERT Democracy Democracy

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.450*** 0.279* 0.328*** 0.199** 0.278*** 0.232**
(0.138) (0.165) (0.116) (0.098) (0.100) (0.101)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.023 0.248 0.118 0.065 0.140 0.318
(0.133) (0.174) (0.186) (0.146) (0.201) (0.267)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0226 0.836 0.313 0.325 0.464 0.725

Countries 139 127 139 159 162 165
Observations 8,980 7,320 9,184 13,396 13,617 13,876
Adjusted R2 0.638 0.655 0.628 0.631 0.632 0.629

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates
and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses.
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A7. Effect of Democracy on GDP Growth: Interaction with Initial Nature of
Mobilization

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Only

Dependent Variable: Growth Rate Full Sample Pro-liberal Democracy
and Autocracy

Democracy 0.745** 0.750** 1.356***
(0.321) (0.321) (0.496)

Interaction 0.048 0.104 -0.260
(0.125) (0.245) (0.192)

Interaction2 -0.024
(0.085)

Middle Pro-liberal Democracy 1.311***
(0.384)

High Pro-liberal Democracy 0.648*
(0.335)

Illiberal Democracy 0.112
(0.347)

Countries 133 133 133 112
Observations 5,697 5,697 5,697 4,732
Adjusted R2 0.190 0.190 0.191 0.199

Note: Nature of mobilization at democratization time is used to construct the interaction term for the
third-wave democratic countries. In the third column, two cutoffs, 0 and P70 of nature of mobilization
during democratization, are used to built these three democracy dummies. A full set of country and
year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth
lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parenthe-
ses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A8. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on GDP Growth: No Ex-
treme Observations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dropping Extreme Observations with Residuals
outside Specified Ranges

Dependent Variable: Growth P1-P99 P5-P95 P10-P90 P15-P85 P20-P80 P25-P75

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.621*** 0.626*** 0.503*** 0.527*** 0.591*** 0.582***
(0.221) (0.190) (0.143) (0.101) (0.094) (0.074)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) -0.102 0.102 0.109 0.117 0.134 0.057
(0.274) (0.246) (0.280) (0.216) (0.225) (0.179)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0105 0.0510 0.162 0.0757 0.0488 0.00526

Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133
Observations 5,585 5,129 4,559 3,989 3,419 2,849
Adjusted R2 0.323 0.476 0.597 0.688 0.770 0.834

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of

growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level

are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A10. Effects of Ex-colonial and Non-colonial Democracy on Growth: Baseline and Robustness

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Two Strategies
to Categorize

Categorize Democracy by ... Democracy
Colony Dummy from Colony Dummy from Colony Dummy from (Colony from

Dependent Variable: Growth QOG Cervellati et al. (2014) Acemoglu et al. (2008b) QOG)
Ex-colonial Democracy (βC) 0.585*** 0.581*** 0.682***

(0.217) (0.222) (0.221)
Non-colonial Democracy (βN ) 1.777*** 1.576*** 1.336**

(0.559) (0.519) (0.565)
Pro-liberal and Non-colonial Democracy 2.177***

(0.588)
Illiberal and Ex-colonial Democracy 0.185

(0.383)
Pro-liberal and Ex-colonial Democracy 0.725**

(0.309)
Illiberal and Non-colonial Democracy -0.190

(0.637)
Coef. Test (p-value): βC = βN 0.0340 0.0618 0.259
Countries 169 169 148 127
Observations 7,598 7,611 7,012 5,489
Adjusted R2 0.211 0.211 0.183 0.193

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per
capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A11. Effects of Autocracy on Growth: Consider Nature of Mobilization During Democratic Breakdown

Dependent Variable: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Growth Rate Using Diff. Thresholds of Nature of Mobilization

During Democratic Breakdown

0 p20 p30 p40 p50 p60 p70

Autocracy with Low Nature of Mobilization -0.346 -1.074* -0.975* -0.626 -0.445 -0.395 -0.433
During Democratic Breakdown (βAL) (0.404) (0.544) (0.496) (0.467) (0.381) (0.331) (0.303)
Autocracy with High Nature of Mobilization -0.748** -0.390 -0.369 -0.494 -0.672** -0.825** -0.859*
During Democratic Breakdown (βAH) (0.306) (0.305) (0.318) (0.341) (0.317) (0.398) (0.460)
Coef. Test (p-value): βAL = βAH 0.421 0.290 0.324 0.834 0.641 0.400 0.430

Countries 132 132 132 132 132 132 132
Observations 4,912 4,912 4,912 4,912 4,912 4,912 4,912
Adjusted R2 0.319 0.319 0.319 0.319 0.319 0.319 0.319
Cutoff to Group 0 -0.632 -0.389 -0.146 0.0840 0.207 0.523

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the
fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, **
p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A12. Effect of Pro-liberal Democracy vs Illiberal Democracy on Growth: Miscellaneous

Dependent Variable: Growth (1) (2) (3) (4)
Use Dem.
without Use Dem. from Use Dem.

Consider 5-yt Stability Polity IV (>5) from FH
Reversals to Categorize to Categorize to Categorize

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.971*** 0.682** 0.404
(0.310) (0.286) (0.417)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.095 -0.937** 0.037
(0.360) (0.383) (0.450)

Pro− liberalDem: βP 1.024***
(0.342)

Pro− liberal Reversal: γP -0.703*
(0.399)

IlliberalDem: βI 0.100
(0.334)

Illiberal Reversal: γI -0.186
(0.641)

Coef.Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0119 0.0237 0.000229 0.480
Coef.Test (p-value): βP + γP = 0 0.454
Coef.Test (p-value): βI + γI = 0 0.870
Countries 133 133 125 104
Observations 5,697 5,703 5,261 3,218
Adjusted R2 0.190 0.191 0.174 0.159

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of
growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level
are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A13. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on GDP Growth: Special Cases

Dependent Variable: Growth Rate (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Country Consider All

At Least Region× Linear Soviet Outlier Situations
20 Obs. Year FE Trends Dummies Excluded in (1)–(5)

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.990*** 1.024*** 1.131*** 0.896*** 0.626*** 0.766***
(0.319) (0.325) (0.373) (0.305) (0.190) (0.256)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.099 0.418 -0.266 0.136 0.102 0.173
(0.344) (0.395) (0.383) (0.328) (0.246) (0.244)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0147 0.139 0.00711 0.0275 0.0510 0.0660
Countries 129 133 133 133 133 129
Observations 5,658 5,697 5,697 5,697 5,129 5,095
Adjusted R2 0.192 0.222 0.234 0.193 0.476 0.526

Note: Column (1) excludes countries with less than 20 observations of the dependent variable. Column (2) adds Region×
Year FE. Column (3) adds country linear trends. Column (4) adds interactions between a dummy for Soviet-related
countries and dummies for the years 1989, 1990, 1991, and post-1992. Column (5) removes observations with a stan-
dardized residual estimated below percentile 5 or above percentile 95. In Column (6), all factors are controlled. A full
set of country and year fixed effects are controlled, as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP
per capita in all specifications. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. *
p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A15. Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy in Each Region

# Countries that Have Ever # Countries that Have Ever
Region Pro-liberal Democracy Illiberal Democracy
Sub-Saharan Africa 17 13
East Asia and Pacific 7 1
Europe and Central Asia 21 3
Latin America and Caribbean 16 3
Middle East and North Africa 2 1
South Asia 4 0
Total 68 21

Table A16. Effects of Pro-liberal vs Illiberal Democracy on Growth: Explore the
Countries in Sub-Saharan Africa

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Only Only Only Drop Only Drop
Drop Drop Pro-liberal Illiberal

Drop Democratic Autocratic Democratic Democratic
Countries in Countries in Countries in Countries in Countries in
Sub-Saharan Sub-Saharan Sub-Saharan Sub-Saharan Sub-Saharan

Dependent Variable: Baseline Africa Africa Africa Africa Africa
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.994*** 0.992** 1.000** 1.054*** 1.138*** 0.894***

(0.319) (0.419) (0.395) (0.334) (0.389) (0.331)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.100 0.230 0.288 0.146 -0.027 0.303

(0.344) (0.737) (0.765) (0.333) (0.391) (0.718)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0144 0.291 0.345 0.0111 0.00939 0.401
Countries 133 91 105 119 116 120
Observations 5,697 3,716 4,307 5,106 4,846 5,074
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.212 0.203 0.197 0.195 0.200

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the
fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, **
p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A17. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on GDP Growth: Different
Time Periods

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
All Time No No No No No No

Dependent Variable: Growth Periods 1960–1970 1970–1980 1980–1990 1990–2000 2000–2010 2010–2020
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.994*** 1.097*** 1.186*** 0.994** 0.859*** 0.993*** 0.910**

(0.319) (0.325) (0.348) (0.400) (0.328) (0.353) (0.355)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.100 -0.170 0.295 0.184 0.198 0.164 0.033

(0.344) (0.345) (0.392) (0.392) (0.409) (0.393) (0.443)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0144 0.000751 0.0443 0.0552 0.0955 0.0498 0.0565
Countries 133 133 133 133 133 133 131
Observations 5,697 5,372 5,007 4,846 4,593 4,404 4,263
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.195 0.204 0.191 0.207 0.164 0.191

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth
lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01.
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Table A18. Effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy on GDP Growth: Different
Transition Scenario

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dependent Variable: Growth Rate Only Always Only Always

Autocratic Countries Autocratic Countries Only
and Countries with and Countries with Countries with

Baseline Transition Time≥ 2 1 Transition Time 1 Transition Time
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.994*** 0.249 1.187*** 1.793***

(0.319) (0.433) (0.388) (0.359)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.100 -0.083 -0.034 0.508

(0.344) (0.459) (0.555) (0.483)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0144 0.517 0.0387 0.0198
Countries 133 64 117 69
Observations 5,697 2,710 4,889 2,987
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.150 0.191 0.293

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well as three lags of growth rates and the
fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table A19. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Controlling Different Lags of Growth

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Using different lags of Growth ...

Dependent Variable: Growth Rate 3 lags 6 lags 9 lags 12 lags 15 lags
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.994*** 1.053*** 1.295*** 1.186*** 1.322***

(0.319) (0.347) (0.365) (0.386) (0.409)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.100 0.026 -0.101 -0.159 -0.190

(0.344) (0.335) (0.351) (0.436) (0.486)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0144 0.00511 0.000603 0.00661 0.00703
Countries 133 131 131 131 131
Observations 5,697 5,341 4,976 4,606 4,229
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.193 0.194 0.200 0.222

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications. Different
lags of growth rates specified in each column are controlled in regressions. Robust standard
errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, ***
p < 0.01.
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Table A20. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracies on GDP Growth: Inter-
acted with Democracy Quality

(1) (2)
Interacted with Democracy Quality

Specified in Each Column

Normalized Normalized
Dependent Variable: Growth Rate Polity Freedom House

Pro-liberal Democracy Interacted 1.195*** 1.510***
with Democracy Quality (βP ) (0.414) (0.524)

Illiberal Democracy Interacted 0.000 -0.244
with Democracy Quality (βI) (0.487) (0.636)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0197 0.00927

Countries 127 130
Observations 5,179 5,039
Adjusted R2 0.178 0.196

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifica-
tions as well as three lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita.
Robust standard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parenthe-
ses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A22. Effects of Democracy on Growth: Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracy vs Strong/Weak Democracy

Dependent Variable: Growth Rate (1) (2) (3) (4)
Same Sample Size

Strong Democracy (βS) 0.981*** 0.979***
(0.335) (0.335)

Weak Democracy (βW ) 0.240 0.231
(0.353) (0.352)

Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.989***
(0.321)

Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.083
(0.347)

Pro-liberal and Strong Democracy 1.121***
(0.354)

Illiberal and Weak Democracy -0.246
(0.456)

Strong but Illiberal Democracy 0.309
(0.462)

Weak but Pro-liberal Democracy 0.492
(0.419)

Coef. Test (p-value): βP (S) = βI(W ) 0.0619 0.0593 0.0138
Countries 125 124 124 124
Observations 5,520 5,480 5,480 5,480

Note: A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications as well
as three lags of growth rates and the fourth lag of GDP per capita. Robust standard errors
clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p <
0.01.
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Table A23. Effects of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democracies on log GDP per capita—Dynamic Specification (Long-
run Estimates, Percentage)

Dependent Variable: GDP per capita (1) (2) (3) (4)
Plain vanilla: Plain vanilla: With covariates: With covariates:

MG C&K MG MG C&K MG
Panel A: Effect of Pro-liberal Democracy on log GDP per capita

Pro-liberal Democracy 30.359*** 9.695*** 16.357*** 10.943***
(4.042) (2.566) (3.482) (2.548)

Observations 2464 2464 2464 2464
Countries 56 56 56 56
Democratization 67 67 67 67
Reversals 27 27 27 27
Avg Years in Dem 25.9 25.9 25.9 25.9
RMSE 23.466 8.674 11.971 5.259
Parameters estimated 4 13 12 21
Minimum T 23 23 23 23

Panel B: Effect of Illiberal Democracy on log GDP per capita
Illiberal Democracy 3.488 -0.353 0.779 -3.562

(11.475) (4.227) (10.086) (4.315)
Observations 601 601 601 601
Countries 12 12 12 12
Democratization 14 14 14 14
Reversals 11 11 11 11
Avg Years in Dem 20.8 20.8 20.8 20.8
RMSE 22.407 9.678 11.070 5.800
Parameters estimated 4 13 12 21
Minimum T 28 28 28 28

Note: The table presents robust mean estimates from heterogeneous panel estimators for the role of Pro-liberal (Panel
A) and Illiberal (Panel B) democracy on GDP per capita: (1) and (3) simple Mean Group estimator, (2) and (4)
Chan and Kwok (C&K) DID Mean Group estimator — all are estimated using least squares. We hold the sample
fixed across the four specifications. All estimates presented are long-run (ATET) estimates for the causal effect of
Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on income per capita (in percent), derived from a CS-DL model (Chudik and Pe-
saran, 2015). The models in (3) and (4) include gross investment ratio and trade/GDP as additional covariates. *
p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A28. Semiparametric Estimates of the Effect of Pro-liberal/Illiberal Democratization on Mechanisms
(Behaviors and Institutions): Using Inverse-Propensity-Score Reweighting

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Pro-liberal Democracy Average Illiberal Democracy Average
Effects on Mechanisms from Effects on Mechanisms from

-5 to -1 0 to 4 5 to 9 10 to 14 -5 to -1 0 to 4 5 to 9 10 to 14
Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years

Mechanisms: Behaviors
Political Polarization 0.010 -0.269** -0.281** -0.365*** -0.038 0.138 0.071 -0.074

[0.029] [0.105] [0.120] [0.138] [0.047] [0.115] [0.115] [0.161]
Pro-liberal Mobilization -0.032 -0.425*** -0.442*** -0.558*** -0.031 0.115 0.002 0.056

[0.052] [0.123] [0.134] [0.178] [0.113] [0.162] [0.176] [0.188]
Illiberal Mobilization 0.081** -0.362*** -0.290*** -0.290*** 0.010 -0.217 -0.217 -0.163

[0.041] [0.082] [0.086] [0.111] [0.035] [0.181] [0.215] [0.189]
Political Violence 0.039 -0.305** -0.328*** -0.433*** 0.059 0.173 0.452* 0.503*

[0.046] [0.119] [0.124] [0.163] [0.077] [0.181] [0.236] [0.304]
Violence Index 0.048 -0.296 -0.401 -0.288 0.069 0.486** 0.623* -0.790

[0.084] [0.191] [0.315] [0.505] [0.118] [0.238] [0.363] [1.257]
Regime Instability 0.098 0.155 -0.044 0.026 0.027 0.637 0.834** -0.195
Index [0.160] [0.244] [0.310] [0.457] [0.269] [0.388] [0.398] [0.371]
Social Unrest 0.008 -0.080 -0.037 -0.078 0.034 0.138 0.183 -0.008

[0.022] [0.056] [0.067] [0.090] [0.048] [0.092] [0.123] [0.144]

Mechanisms: Institutions
Transparency -0.016 0.121 0.419*** 0.637** -0.026 -0.001 0.030 -0.248
(HRV Index) [0.031] [0.084] [0.139] [0.260] [0.036] [0.070] [0.135] [0.235]
Political Corruption 0.003 -0.018 -0.024 -0.023 -0.007 -0.011 -0.009 -0.007

[0.005] [0.017] [0.019] [0.021] [0.012] [0.024] [0.034] [0.038]
State Capacity -0.010 0.105*** 0.171*** 0.275*** -0.008 0.039 0.005 0.011

[0.013] [0.037] [0.054] [0.067] [0.015] [0.077] [0.114] [0.109]
Property Rights 0.005 0.042*** 0.041** 0.045** 0.011 0.029*** 0.042*** 0.058***

[0.014] [0.014] [0.018] [0.019] [0.016] [0.010] [0.014] [0.017]
Economic Freedom -0.009 0.073* 0.321*** 0.518*** 0.028 -0.093 -0.238 -0.061

[0.011] [0.041] [0.089] [0.128] [0.038] [0.067] [0.166] [0.246]
Electoral Democracy -0.005 0.201*** 0.211*** 0.180*** 0.009 0.110*** 0.087*** 0.077**

[0.007] [0.020] [0.026] [0.029] [0.012] [0.017] [0.027] [0.037]
Liberal Democracy -0.007 0.168*** 0.185*** 0.170*** 0.004 0.098*** 0.079*** 0.072***

[0.008] [0.020] [0.025] [0.029] [0.014] [0.014] [0.022] [0.027]
Participatory Democracy -0.005 0.116*** 0.123*** 0.116*** 0.006 0.060*** 0.051*** 0.056**

[0.005] [0.014] [0.020] [0.024] [0.006] [0.009] [0.017] [0.023]
Deliberative Democracy -0.008 0.163*** 0.171*** 0.154*** 0.015 0.102*** 0.089*** 0.077**

[0.007] [0.021] [0.026] [0.030] [0.014] [0.019] [0.025] [0.034]
Egalitarian Democracy -0.006 0.118*** 0.130*** 0.121*** 0.005 0.059*** 0.057*** 0.054**

[0.005] [0.016] [0.020] [0.023] [0.006] [0.009] [0.018] [0.026]

Note: This table presents semiparametric estimates of the effect of a Pro-liberal/Illiberal democratization on mechanisms over different
time horizons, indicated in the column label. The estimates obtained via inverse-propensity-score reweighting. We report robust stan-
dard errors obtained via bootstrapping. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table A29. Effects of Pro-liberal and Illiberal Democracy on Crucial Components of Democracy

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dependent Variable: Components of Democracy ...

Legislative Judicial
Alternative Constraints Constraints
Sources of Clean on the on the
Information Elections Executive Executive

index Index Index Index
Pro-liberal Democracy (βP ) 0.045*** 0.099*** 0.045*** 0.053***

(0.008) (0.014) (0.008) (0.010)
Illiberal Democracy (βI) 0.026*** 0.065*** 0.031*** 0.044***

(0.007) (0.013) (0.011) (0.012)
Coef. Test (p-value): βP = βI 0.0123 0.0124 0.171 0.416
Countries 130 130 130 130
Observations 5,543 5,543 5,521 5,063
Adjusted R2 0.969 0.944 0.969 0.960

Note: Four lags of dependent variables and GDP per capita are controlled in each regression.
A full set of country and year fixed effects are controlled in all specifications. Robust stan-
dard errors clustered at the country level are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01.
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