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Abstract

This paper investigates the empirical role of violent conflicts for the causal effect of democ-
racy on economic growth. Exploiting within-country variation to identify the effect of de-
mocratization during the “Third Wave”, we find evidence that the effect of democratization
is weaker than reported previously once one accounts for the incidence of conflict, while
the incidence of conflict itself significantly reduces growth. The results show in turn that
permanent democratic transitions significantly reduce the incidence and onset of conflict,
which suggests that part of the positive growth effect of democratization arises because de-
mocratization reduces conflict incidence. When accounting for the role of violence during
democratization, we find evidence that peaceful transitions to democracy have a significant
positive effect on growth that is even larger than reported in the previous literature, while
violent transitions to democracy have no, or even negative, effects on economic growth.
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1 Introduction

The view that democratization brings about economic prosperity and peace finds large support in
international politics. This view has often been advocated as rationale for actively supporting
democratization in different countries of the world. In spite of the widespread popular and
political support of this view, there is relatively little empirical evidence on the relationship
between democratization and economic growth. There is even less empirical evidence for the
role of conflict in this relationship, and how conflict interacts with democratization in affecting
economic performance.

This paper contributes to the literature by presenting the results of an empirical analysis
of the effects of democratization and violence, and of the interaction between the two, on eco-
nomic growth. The analysis is motivated by the ongoing academic debate on the link between
violence, democratization and growth. Democratic political institutions are typically thought
to reduce or avoid social conflicts by facilitating the peaceful balancing of diverging interests
among the different groups of society and by solving commitment problems about redistribu-
tive policies.! In view of this literature, democratization should reduce conflicts and thereby
increase economic growth. It is also well documented that the democratization process itself
might be the trigger of political violence. Violent conflicts during the transition to democracy
may affect economic growth not only directly, but also indirectly by shaping the features or the
institutions of the emerging democracies. In fact, the transitions to democracy have occurred
under different scenarios, with peaceful transitions in some, and with transitions accompanied
by openly violent social conflicts in other cases. The role of violence during democratization
is, however, not obvious a priori as is nicely illustrated by Huntington’s (1993) extensive dis-
cussion of the non-trivial interactions between violence and democratization during what he
called the “third wave” of democratization. After arguing that violent democratization may
be beneficial by developing a deeper aversion to bloodshed among the population, he concludes
that it appears more plausible that consensual, peaceful transitions provide a better basis for the
emerging democracies (Huntington, 1993, page 276). Several other authors have argued that the
scenario under which democratization takes place, and in particular the level of violence during

the democratic transition, may have important implications for the features of the emerging

1The role of democratization for the reduction of violence is considered one of the most important issues in
political science, see Schwarzmantel (2010) for a recent survey. In economics, democratization has been shown
to arise as solution to the commitment problems and revolutionary threats faced by the ruling elites, see, e.g.,

Acemoglu and Robinson (2001, 2006) and Keefer (2008).



democracies.? The view that the mode of the transition to democracy has persistent effects on
the features of the emerging democracies is close in spirit to the idea that the democratic tran-
sition is a critical juncture in the institutional development of a country.® Taken together, these
arguments suggest that democratization is expected to lead, on average, to more growth-friendly
institutional environments, as well as to a reduction of growth-disrupting conflicts, while the
level of violence during the transition might be particularly relevant for the future prospects of
the emerging democracies. To the best of our knowledge, however, there exists no systematic
empirical investigation of these hypotheses.

This paper provides evidence for the three distinct hypotheses that emerge naturally from
the literature and follow the arguments discussed above. The first hypothesis is that violence
may play an important role for economic growth, in particular in the context of democratization
since the transitions may lead to conflict, but the emergence of democracy may help solving
conflicts peacefully within an institutional framework, rather than by violence. Testing this
hypothesis essentially implies replicating previous results in the literature while controlling ex-
plicitly for the occurrence of violent conflicts since, in line with the arguments discussed above,
violent conflicts may be a relevant omitted variable. The analysis builds on the annual data and
the difference-in-difference estimation strategy proposed by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008)
as benchmark and extends their specification to the explicit consideration of the incidence of
violent social conflicts. The results confirm the finding of a positive average effect of democ-
ratization on growth, although controlling for current or past social conflict weakens the effect
of democratization by about 15-25% and reduces its statistical significance. The incidence of
violent social conflict itself exhibits a strong negative effect on economic growth of more than
twice the size of the effect of a permanent democratization, regardless of the specification and
sample. Restricting attention to internal conflict for the government rather than any conflict
delivers weaker effects of democratization (at the order of 25-45%) and stronger effects of conflict
(of around three times that of democratization). The findings suggest that accounting for civil

conflicts is important for the estimation of the growth effects of democratization.

2The role of different transition scenarios to democracy, and in particular the role of violence, has been discussed
mainly in political science. See Lynn (1990), Remmer (1990), Sorensen (1993), Doh (1994), Munck and Leff (1997)

and Field (2004), among others.
3The importance of critical historical episodes in a country’s development process has been recognized in

political science for a long time, see Moore (1966). Recent empirical evidence in economics by Acemoglu et al.
(2008, 2009) has cast doubts on the so called Aristotle-Lipset Modernization Hypothesis” (Lipset, 1959), according
to which causality runs from income (growth) to democracy, and provides indirect evidence for the importance of

“critical junctures”.



The second hypothesis, which is closely related to the first, states that democratization re-
duces violent conflicts, with the implication that part of the positive effect of democratization
on growth found in the previous literature might be due to the reduction of violence after de-
mocratization.? The second step of the analysis therefore investigates whether democratization
reduces the incidence of violent social conflicts using again a difference-in-difference framework
applied to annual data. The findings document that democratization has a significant negative
effect on the incidence of a conflict, and on the probability of observing the onset of a conflict,
in addition to the most important determinants of conflict found in the literature. Exploiting
the heterogenous timing of democratization allows to qualify the available evidence on the weak
and often insignificant effect of democracy on social conflicts.® Interestingly, the effect of de-
mocratization on civil conflicts is stronger when restricting attention to internal conflicts about
the control over the government. This suggests that transitions to democracy are more effec-
tive in reducing the social struggles about the control of the government (compared to conflicts
triggered by, e.g., attempts of secessions or for the control of territories).

The third hypothesis is about the possibility that violence during the democratic transition
might play a role for the features of the emerging democracies and economic growth.® We test
this hypothesis by estimating whether peaceful transitions have the same effect on economic
growth as democracies that emerge from a violent conflict. This analysis refines the one from
the first step by separately controlling for the effect of violent conflicts and the effect of violent
democratization. The results suggest that the transition scenario plays an important role for
the effects of democratization for economic growth. For the countries with a peaceful transition

to democracy the effect of democratization on growth is positive, significant and quantitatively

4The role of democracy for conflict avoidance has received considerable research interest in the political science
literature, although the test of this “democratic peace” hypothesis has mainly concerned international, rather than
civil, conflicts. For instance, Ward and Gleditsch (1998) showed that democratization is associated with a lower

probability of a country being engaged in war, regardless of whether as target or aggressor.
®Exceptions are Hegre et al. (2001) and Reynal-Querol (2005) that exploit cross-country variation and find

that democracies are significantly less prone to civil wars. The results are also consistent with the findings by

Briickner and Ciccone (2007) that adverse (income) shocks are less likely to lead to civil conflicts in democracies.
5Acemoglu and Robinson (2001, 2006) model endogenous democratization as a response the threat of con-

flicts. Other works, including Lizzeri and Persico (2004) and Gradstein (2007), provide efficiency rationales for
democratization. These works are not designed for delivering predictions about the role of different transition
scenarios, however. Cervellati, Fortunato, and Sunde (2008) provide a theory studying how democratization with
and without binding threats of conflicts affect the rule of law in democracies. Cervellati, Fortunato, and Sunde
(2011) model the emergence of violence as an equilibrium outcome of a strategic game and study the determinants

and consequences of peaceful and violent democratization.



larger than the average (treatment) effect of democratization. The positive effect is, however,
substantially lower or negative for the democracies emerging from violent conflicts. The findings
indicate that these democracies do not grow significantly faster, or even grow slower, than
countries that do not experience a democratization. The differential impact of violent and non
violent transitions is largest when restricting attention to conflicts for the control of government.
The findings also document that violent democratic transitions play a role which is different from
the role of violent conflicts. All the results are robust to several robustness checks including
different definitions of violence, different samples and the inclusion of several controls.

The present study complements the recent empirical literature on the relationship between
democratization and growth. This literature has tried to overcome two central empirical prob-
lems in the estimation of the growth effect of democratization. The first is the conceptualization
and measurement of democracy, and the precise identification of timing of democratization.
The second concerns the identification of the causal effect of democracy, or democratization,
on income growth. Recent empirical works address these empirical issues by exploiting within-
country variation in democratization and its timing, by accounting for country and time fixed
effects. The most relevant contributions in this line of research include Rodrik and Wacziarg
(2005), Persson and Tabellini (2006) and Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). These studies
all find evidence of a significantly positive causal effect of democracy or democratization on
economic growth.” The empirical analysis performed in this paper complements and extends
this line of research by explicitly investigating the role of violent conflicts and the modes of
regime transition for the relationship between democratization and growth.® The distinction of
direct effects of democracy on growth from indirect effects represents an additional complication
for the empirical identification of growth effects of democracy and democratization. Most of
the recent literature has concentrated on the direct effect of democracy. Tavares and Wacziarg
(2001) are exceptional in studying different channels through which democracy affects growth,
including war casualties. To our knowledge, no study has investigated this channel by applying a
within-country difference-in-difference approach based on annual data. Our study also provides

a link of this empirical literature to the literature on the causes of civil conflicts. Recent find-

"Previous studies had difficulties in finding a significant causal effect of democracy, see, e.g., La Porta, Lopez-de

Silanes, Shleifer, and Vishny (1999), or Cheibub and Vreeland (2011) for a recent survey.
8In related work, Persson and Tabellini (2006) argue that democracy, or democratization, may be too blunt

a concept to detect effects on subsequent economic growth. While they point at the importance of economic
liberalizations and the (constitutional) details of emerging democracies, the argument here is rather that the
emergence of democracies should matter for growth but could be heterogenous depending on actual the transition

scenario.



ings suggest that income fluctuations and institutions are among the most robust time-varying
determinants of civil conflicts, see, e.g., Briickner and Ciccone (2007, 2010). While this litera-
ture has mainly used sub-Saharan African countries due to the availability of valid instruments
for income fluctuations, our approach looks at the role of institutional change by applying an
identification strategy based on panel techniques following Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008)
and using a broader sample of countries. Our findings also complement the empirical political
science literature on the relation between democracy, democratization and civil war, see, e.g.,
Gleditsch et al. (2008), Hegre et al. (2001), and Mansfield and Snyder (1995, 2005). While much
of this literature has investigated the existence and linearity of an effect of static measures of
democracy, or the quality of democracy, on conflict, there is little work on the causal effect of
democratization on conflict incidence as presented in this paper, with work by Cederman, Hug,
and Krebs (2010) as a notable exception.”

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces estimation strategy and the data.

Section 3 presents the results and Section 4 concludes.

2 Empirical Model and Data

2.1 Estimation Strategy and Identification

The analysis adopts the data and the empirical model by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008)
as benchmark. As a first step, we investigate the effect of democratization and violent conflict

on growth by estimating the model
giy =Inyis —Iny; 1 = dDemoci ;s + (Conflict;s + o + 1 + Xi ;T + i (1)

where the dependent variable g; ; is the logarithmic growth rate of annual real per capita GDP,
y in country 4 in year t. The estimation includes country and time fixed effects, «; and 7,
respectively, to account for time-invariant country characteristics and for time trends that are
common across countries. The coefficient of primary interest is §, which captures the effect of
democratization on growth, as Democ represents a binary variable that takes value 1 in the year

of a permanent democratization episode as well as in all years thereafter, and 0 otherwise. Due to

9Cederman et al. (2010) are mainly concerned with methodological and data related problems regarding the
measurement of democracy, and find a positive effect of democratization on conflict in the period of democratiza-
tion. However, their analysis is based on a different identification strategy that essentially relies on cross-country
variation, whereas our analysis is based on a difference-in-difference design. See also Cederman, Hug, and Wenger

(2008) for a review the theoretical political science literature on this point.



the inclusion of country and year fixed effects, ¢ represents a treatment effect of democratization
on the treated countries, in the sense of a difference-in-difference estimator that exploits a
democratic transition in the respective countries as treatment (first difference) and compares it
to the development in countries that do not experience a democratic transition, i.e., that stay
democratic, autocratic or intermediate (second difference).!® The second coefficient of primary
interest is ¢, which estimates the effect of conflict in the respective year and country on growth.
For robustness, we also estimate the model controlling for lagged conflict in addition to (or
instead of) current conflict. Again, the coefficient has the interpretation of a treatment effect
on the treated countries in terms of difference-in-differences. Finally, the vector X includes
additional time-varying controls such as lagged growth and income, lagged changes and levels in
investment, government consumption, and trade openness.'! The error term, €, is allowed to
follow a country-specific autoregressive process. Standard errors account for heteroskedasticity
clustered on the country-level.

Identification of causal effects in this context hinges on several critical assumptions. First,
for the estimates to be unbiased, the reform variables (democratization and conflict) have to
be strictly exogenous. Reverse causality is unlikely in the context of democratization due to
results by Acemoglu et al. (2008, 2009) that suggest that the correlation between income and
democracy essentially disappears once country and year fixed effects are accounted for, i.e.,
when exploiting within-country variation for identification. Non-randomness of democratization
and different time trends could be another issue affecting identification and leading to biases
in both directions, as discussed in detail by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). Replicating
their analysis with conflict as additional variable is a natural starting point to investigate the
robustness of their previous findings. The extensive specification of the estimation equation,
including lags of the dependent variable and of the explanatory variables should also help to
account for some of these potential confounds.

The second step of the analysis concerns the effects of democratization on conflict. We

estimate a model
Conflict;y = pDemoc;—1 + &; + 1 + X;tflf‘ + Ut (2)

where the dependent variable is the incidence or onset of a civil conflict in country 7 in year ¢.

The primary coefficient of interest is ¢, which reflects the effect of democratization Democ in

10The data by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008) codify democratization events as full or partial democra-
tization, depending on the quality of political institutions. Countries with neither fully democratic nor fully

autocratic political institutions are coded as intermediate countries.
" The specification essentially follows Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008).



terms of a difference-in-difference effect due to the inclusion of country and year fixed effects.
As before, Democ represents a binary variable that takes value 1 in the year of a permanent
democratization episode as well as in all years thereafter, and 0 otherwise. Concerning the
identification of a causal effect of democratization on conflict, similar arguments apply as before.
To account for the typical determinants of violent conflicts that have been found relevant in the
empirical literature, the vector X includes additional time-varying controls such as lagged growth
and income. More extensive specifications also include lagged changes and levels in investment,
government consumption, and trade openness. For robustness, we also include lagged conflicts
as control variables in some specifications. Time-invariant determinants like natural resource
dependence or ethnic polarization are accounted for by the inclusion of country fixed effects &;,
while year fixed effects account for global time trends such as the increase in the incidence of
civil war after the end of the cold war. This implies that the specification includes the major
determinants of civil war and conflict identified in the empirical literature, see, e.g., Fearon
and Laitin (2003), Collier and Hoeffler (2004), Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005), Blattman
and Miguel (2010) and Ciccone (2011). The error term, w;, is allowed to follow a country-
specific autoregressive process. Standard errors account for heteroskedasticity clustered on the
country-level.

The third step of our analysis estimates the growth effect of democratization while distin-

guishing between violent and non-violent transitions to democracy. The estimated model is
gig =y —Iny; 1 = BDis +Vie + i +m +TX, (+CConflict;y) + e (3)

where again g; ¢ is the growth rate of annual real per capita GDP, y in country ¢ in year ¢. The
first coefficient of interest in this model is 3, the effect of a peaceful democratization, reflected
by a binary indicator variable D;; that takes value 1 in the year of a permanent democratization
episode as well as in all years after that. The second coefficient of interest is 7, the effect of a
democratic transition that was accompanied by violent conflict, reflected by a binary indicator
Vit that takes value 1 in the year of a permanent democratization episode in which armed
conflict was observed, as well as in all years after that. Additional controls include country
fixed effects a; and year fixed effects 7; that account for time-invariant country characteristics
and global time trends, respectively, as well as additional time-varying controls captured by X,
like lagged growth rates and income levels, current or lagged conflict, investment, government
consumption, income and trade openness.

Due to the inclusion of country and time fixed effects, this model also represents a difference-

in-difference setting in which coefficient (3 reflects an average treatment effect of (peaceful) de-
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mocratization on growth of the “treated” group of countries relative to control countries that
remain undemocratic or remain democratic in a particular year. The distinction of violent tran-
sitions to democracy as subgroup of all democratization experiences represents a refinement of
the model in terms of an additional difference. In other words, the distinction between all tran-
sitions to democracy, D, and the subset of transitions that was associated with violent conflict,
V', implies a difference-in-difference-in-difference interpretation of the coefficient v, since V is
essentially capturing the interaction between democratization and conflict in the year of democ-
ratization. The null hypothesis is therefore v = 0, i.e., that violence during democratization
does not represent an element that is relevant from the perspective of the critical junctures

hypothesis.

2.2 Data

For estimation, we use the annual cross-country panel data for 174 countries over the period
1960-2005 compiled by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). The analysis is based on the binary
democratization indicator that is derived from a new coding of available data sources such
as the Freedom House and Polity IV Project democracy indices. A detailed chronology of
democratization events can be found in their Table 1. The data on GDP per capita and other
control variables are from the World Bank’s World Development Indicators.'?

The data set is extended to the consideration of information on civil conflicts provided by the
UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset version 4 (2010) including data for the period 1946-2009.
This data goes back to Gleditsch et al. (2002), and has been updated by Harbom and Wallensteen
(2010).13 We use three different definitions of violent conflict. The least restrictive definition
is whether there has been any incident of armed conflict leading to more than 25 battle-related
deaths.!* There are 782 country-year observations (14.5%) with conflict incidence of any type
in the data set. An alternative definition confines conflicts to be internal (without intervention
from other states) or internationalized internal armed conflicts, disregarding extrasystemic or

interstate armed conflicts. A third definition focuses on the reason for the conflict, restricting

12See http://www.res.org.uk/economic/ta/tahome . asp and the Data Appendix of Papaioannou and Siourou-
nis (2008) for the data and a detailed description. The data also distinguish between full and partial democratiza-
tion events depending on whether the Polity indicator of the quality of the emerging political institutions exceeds

+7 and the Freedom House status is ‘free’.

'3See http://www.pcr.uu.se/research/UCDP/data_and_publications/datasets.htm for a detailed data de-

scription. The data are restricted to the period 1960-2005 for consistency.
“For a detailed discussion of the UCDP/PRIO Definitions of armed conflicts, see

http://www.pcr.uu.se/database/definitions_all.htm.



attention to conflicts about government (rather than territory). This last definition constitutes
a strict subset of internal conflicts. The data contain 432 country-year observations (8%) with
internal conflict about the government. In the third part of the analysis, we use the observation
of conflict incidence in the year of democratization or in the year before to code the transition
scenario as violent.!> For robustness, we also investigate the role of conflict intensity, defining
high intensity as conflicts with more than 1,000 battle-related deaths in a given year. We also use
the coding of democratization events provided by the Freedom House (Karatnycky et al., 2005),
which documents the demographic transitions of the Third Wave according to the driving forces
behind the transition. This data set also includes a classification of the democratization events
regarding the level of violence that was involved with the respective transition to democracy.
Democratic transitions are classified using an indicator of the level of violence that can take

16 We present

four values: no violence, little violence, significant violence and high violence.
results using a binary indicator of the observation of significant or high violence compared to
no or little violence, or a binary indicator of high violence, respectively. This allows to focus
attention on violence that was explicitly related to the transition to democracy, and to examine

the robustness of the results with respect to the use of an alternative data source.

3 Results

3.1 Democratization, Violence, and Growth

The first step of the analysis is to investigate the implications of explicitly controlling for the
occurrence of violent conflicts when gauging the causal effects of democratization on income
growth. Table 1 presents the estimation results of the empirical model (1). Panel A presents
results for the baseline specification including income controls (in terms of lagged growth and
lagged income levels) for three different samples considered by Papaioannou and Siourounis

(2008).17 Panel B presents results for an extended specification that, in addition to lagged

15The share of violent democratization on the total in the sample varies from around 10 % for the more

restrictive definition to about 20 % for the broadest one.
16 According to the Freedom House classification, about 40 % of the countries in the data set experience demo-

cratic transitions with at least significant violence, and about 17 % of the countries observed democratic transitions

with the highest level of violence.
1"The sample “20 obs.” keeps only countries with at least 20 time-series observations for the dependent variable

to minimize the bias due to the joint presence of country-fixed effects and the lagged dependent variable. The
sample “20 obs.; no socialist” drops former socialist countries, for which pre-transitional data quality might be

questionable.



growth and income levels, includes current and lagged values of investment, life expectancy,
government spending and trade share as additional controls. The first columns in each block of
the panels replicate the results from Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008).®

In the full sample, democratization has a positive effect on growth of around 1-1.2 % per
year. The other columns present estimation results when conflicts in terms of the incidence of
any conflict, any internal conflict, or any internal conflict about the government, respectively, are
added as additional control. Throughout all specifications, two main results emerge. First, the
incidence of conflict exerts a significant negative effect on growth. Not surprisingly, countries in
which violent conflicts are happening are not growing as fast as countries without conflicts. This
effect is sizable, and is about two to three times larger than the effect of democratization. Second,
the effect of democratization becomes somewhat smaller when conflicts are accounted for in the
estimation. The size of the effect falls by 15-25 % compared to the benchmark specifications
without conflict controls. The growth effect of democratization is weakest, and in some cases
even insignificant, when controlling for the incidence of internal conflicts about the government.
Likewise, internal conflicts about the government appear to have the strongest negative effect
on growth in all specifications, compared to the alternative conflict definitions, of around -3%.
These findings are robust to the inclusion of additional controls and are also similar across the
different samples.

As a robustness check, we also replicated the analysis for different degrees of democratization
(full, partial and borderline democratization, as well as reverse transitions). Table 2 contains
the respective results for distinguishing full from partial democratization events (Panel A), and
for distinguishing all sorts of democratization events (Panel B). The results confirm the finding
that democratization has a positive effect on growth. In particular, the results suggest that full
democratization events exert a positive growth effect, whereas partial democratization have no
or little effect on growth. The results in Panel B also indicate that reverse transitions from
democracy to non-democratic rule have a negative effect on growth. More importantly, we find,
throughout all specifications, that the incidence of conflict, or the incidence of internal conflict for

government, exhibit significantly negative effects on growth, conditional on the democratization

'8 The specifications in Columns (1), (5) and (9) of Panel A of Table 1 replicate those in Table 2 Columns
(4), (6) and (8) in Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008), respectively; the specification in Columns (9) of Panel B
replicates the specification in Table 3 Column (6) of Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). The specification of the
models in panel B corresponds to the most extensive specification of Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). The
results are qualitative similar for specifications that only include some of these controls and are available upon

request.
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event. As before, inclusion of conflict incidence as control variable reduces the effect of the
democratization event by about one fourth.

The results suggest that conflict incidence exerts a significant negative effect on economic
growth, while controlling for conflict reduces the effect of democratization. To interpret these
results recall that, according to the arguments discussed above, part of the positive effect of
democratization on growth may work precisely through a reduction in the incidence of civil
conflicts. Furthermore, it may be the case that the average effect of democratization hides
relevant heterogeneity between peaceful and violent regime changes. We investigate these two

hypotheses in turn in the following subsections.

3.2 The effect of Democratization on Conflicts

Table 3 presents the estimation results of the model (2). The dependent variable in Panel A
is conflict incidence according to the different definitions. The estimation results correspond
to a specification with country and year fixed effects and controls for lagged growth (up to
two lags) and lagged income levels (up to three years) across the full sample and the restricted
sample. The samples and specifications are identical to the corresponding estimates in Table 1
for direct comparability. Panel B displays the estimation results for the same specification, but
using conflict onset rather than incidence for the different definitions of conflict, as dependent
variable.

The results for Panel A show that, as one should expect, countries that experienced a conflict
in the past year are more likely to have an incidence of conflict in the current year throughout
all conflict definitions. More interesting is the finding that democratization has a negative effect
on conflict incidence throughout but this effect is only significant when considering the incidence
of internal conflict about the government as dependent variable. Compared to an unconditional
probability of conflict incidence of this type of 14 %, the effect is large since it corresponds to
a reduction in conflict incidence of 3 to 6 percentage points, or 20 to 40 %. Part of the effect
of democratization on the reduction of internal conflict is likely explained by the fact that some
democratic transitions effectively coincide with the end of civil conflict about the government.
This is unlikely to be full story, however, since the results also document a reduction in the
onset of future civil conflicts, as discussed next.

An alternative measure for the occurrence of conflict is the onset of a conflict. Since social
conflict might potentially last for several years investigating whether democratization reduces

conflict onsets might even be a more relevant measure than conflict incidence. The results
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in Panel B display the corresponding estimation results. These results show a negative effect
of past conflict on conflict onset, which is to be expected given the coding of conflicts.'® More
interestingly, democratization exhibits a significant negative effect on the propensity of observing
the onset of a new conflict in a country. Again, the effect is strongest when considering internal
conflicts for government. The results suggest that democratization is particularly effective in
reducing the incidence and onset of conflicts aimed at controlling the government. The results

in Table 1 document that these conflicts have the largest negative effects on income growth.

3.3 Democratization and Growth: Violent Transitions as Critical Junctures

Taken together, these results so far suggest that part of the growth effect of democratization
might be driven by the fact that democracies reduce the risk of conflict for government, which
itself has been found to have detrimental effects on economic growth. The results do not account
for the role of different transition scenario, however. In light of arguments presented in the
literature, the moment of democratization is a critical juncture for the emergence of the new
institutions and the modes of democratization and, in particular, the level of violence during
the transition may key for the prospects of the emerging democracy.

A first indication that this might indeed be the case follows from Figure 1. The figure plots
the average yearly growth rate of real GDP per capita in a 20-year window around democrati-
zation. The growth rates are demeaned across countries, which effectively eliminates common
time trends across countries. Compared to the average across all countries, growth is slightly
slower before the democratization, slows down during the democratic transition, and increases
to a higher growth rate after democratization. There appears to be a difference in this pattern
between countries that exhibit a violent transition to democracy and countries with a peace-
ful transition experience. Before democratization, both groups of countries have similar growth
rates on average. After democratization, countries with a peaceful transition have higher average
growth rates than countries with a violent transition. The Figure is purely suggestive, however,
since except for common time trends, the plots do not control for any other observable differ-
ences across the two groups of countries, including contemporaneous conflicts and differences in
past economic performance.

In order to test the hypothesis of democratization as a critical juncture and account for

9The onset of a conflict refers to the beginning of a conflict for a particular purpose among specific interest
groups in a country. A country can experience the onset of a new conflict in a given year even if there was a
conflict incidence in the past year if these conflicts are different in terms of purpose or the groups involved. See

also Harbom and Wallensteen (2010).
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Figure 1: Violence and Growth Around the Period of a Permanent Democratic Transition
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The figure plots the evolution of time-demeaned levels of growth in real GDP per capita (growth rate in real GDP
per capita in a country minus the average level of growth for that year) in the ten years before and after a permanent

democratic transition. See Section 2 for details on the data sources and definitions.

potential heterogeneity across the two groups of countries, we investigate the role of violence
during democratization by estimating the empirical model specified in (3). Table 4 presents the
respective estimation results. The different panels reflect different samples. Panel A includes
results for the effects of democratization on growth based on the full sample. Panel B presents
estimates that are based on all countries excluding those with less than 20 observations of the
dependent variable to minimize the bias due to the joint presence of country-fixed effects and
the lagged dependent variable. Panel C presents estimates based on a sample that also excludes
former socialist countries. The results in columns (1) and (2) present the estimation results
for the specification with only lagged income and growth controls, and for a more extensive
specification that includes investment, life expectancy, government spending and trade share as
additional controls, respectively.?"

Accounting for violence during the transition as opposed to peaceful transitions in the re-
maining columns reveals an even higher treatment effect of democratization in the absence of
violence, but a significant negative effect of violent transitions. The average effect of democra-
tization documented in Table 1 does not discriminate between peaceful and violent democrati-
zation. The results in Table 4 essentially decompose this average effect by explicitly accounting

for the different different transition scenarios. This becomes clear by observing that that the

29The coefficient estimates in these two columns again represent the “unconditional” and “conditional” effects of
democratization in the terminology of the study by Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008). The results in Columns
(1) of Panels (B) and (C) replicate their results in Table 2 columns (6) and (8), respectively, while the result in
Column (2) of Panel C replicates those in Table 3 column (6).
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specification in column (2) of Panel A in Table 4 is identical to specification in column (1) of
Panel B in Table 1. The specifications in columns (3) and (5) of Panel A in Table 4 present
results for the same specification with the only difference of allowing for a differential effect of
peaceful and violent democratization. The result in column (5) suggests that the average effect
of 1.2 % results from a (larger) positive effect of 1.54 % for peaceful transitions to democracy
as well as a negative effect of -1.85 for violent transitions. This implies a net negative effect on
growth of violent transitions of about -0.3 %. When restricting to conflict for government, the
results imply even more pronounced differences in the growth effect of democratization. While
peaceful transitions accelerate growth by around 1.4 %, the (net) effect of violent transitions is
similar in magnitude but opposite in sign (1.38 - 2.8). This discussion also suggests that the
positive average effect of democratization emerges since there are fewer violent transitions than
peaceful transitions in the sample. It is also worth noting that the effect of violent transitions
appear different from the effect of violence per se. As a matter of fact, the point estimates of
the effect of violent conflicts is barely affected by the explicit consideration of the transition
scenario. The results in column (2) Panel B of Table 1 show an average effect of democratiza-
tion of about 1 %, as well as a negative effect of civil conflict of -1.73 %. The corresponding
specification that accounts for the transition mode is reported in column (6) Panel A of Table 4.
The negative direct effect of conflict is essentially the same with -1.75 %. Similar results emerge
when restricting attention to conflicts for governments and for different different sub-samples.
The analysis of the different specifications and samples confirm a differential role of violent
and peaceful transitions. A peaceful transition accelerates growth in the range of 1.2-1.5 % per
year, while a violent transition reduces this effect by 1.5-2 % per year in the full sample when all
conflicts are considered (columns (3)-(6)). This means that countries that experience incidences
of conflict during democratization do not grow faster than the control countries. The result
is essentially unchanged when controlling for armed conflict in a given year or in one of the
two years before (columns (4) and (6)). When restricting violent transitions to internal conflicts
that concern the government as opposed to territory during the democratization, the detrimental
growth effect of violent transitions (and of conflict per se) becomes even larger. We find that,
compared to peaceful democratization experiences with positive growth effects of 1-1.3 %, a
violent transition reduces growth by 2-3.8 %. This means that countries that democratize under
civil war, i.e., conflicts for government, actually grow less than the control group of countries

that do not democratize (or that remain democracies).?!

21The null of no growth effect can be rejected at the 5% level.
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The results are qualitatively and quantitatively unchanged when restricting attention to the
sample with more reliable information on the dependent variable or excluding socialist countries:
democratization has a significant positive effect on growth if the transition occurs in the absence
of conflict. If the transition is accompanied by violence, the effect is negative and growth in
these countries is not faster than in control countries, or is slower. These results are robust to
including higher order lags for conflicts as additional controls as reported in Table 5.

The differential average affect of democratization that emerges from Figure 1 is therefore
consistently confirmed by the regression analysis. The figure suggests that countries democra-
tizing violently suffer from larger reduction in growth rates in the five years after the transition.
Nonetheless the average difference in growth is persistent and appears significant even over a the
ten years horizon after democratization. The regression analysis confirms that the differential
effect of democratization is persistent and robust to the explicit consideration of several controls.
To interpret these findings, recall that the sample is restricted to permanent democratic transi-
tions. If violent transition are less likely to consolidate and stabilize into permanent democracies
then the episodes of violent movements towards democracy would be under-represented in the
sample. If this is the case then the estimated impact of violence during democratization is very
likely a conservative estimate of the differential negative effect of violence.

Additional results show that the detrimental effect of violent transitions to democracy is
even larger when restricting attention to conflicts with high intensity (more than 1,000 battle-
related casualties). In particular, for instance, Columns (1)-(4) of Table 6 show that when
restricting attention to armed conflict with high intensity only, the any conflict slows down
growth by 2-3 percentage points. Violent transitions involving a high intensity conflict have an
even more negative growth effect than any conflict. When distinguishing high and intermediate
intensity conflicts (where intermediate intensity includes conflicts with at least 25, but not more
than 1,000 battle-related casualties), a similar picture emerges. While democratic transitions
with intermediate conflicts involve no growth effects compared to the control group (since the
coefficient estimates of democratization and violent democratization are almost identical in size),
we find that democratic transitions that involve a high intensity of conflict have a significant
negative effect on growth. Also the direct effect of conflict on growth is more negative the higher
the intensity of conflict.

The PRIO Data on civil conflicts do not confine specific attention to violent struggles for
democratization. The results so far have been based on a classification of regime transition that

corresponds to an interaction effect between democratization and a violent conflict in the year
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of democratization irrespective of whether the violent struggles is the result of a popular upraise
and attempts repressing it. Moreover, the conflict measure is based on the number of battle-
related deaths exceeding a conventional threshold. An alternative classification of violent regime
transition is available from Freedom House (Karatnycky et al., 2005), which documents the
democratic transitions of the Third Wave according to the driving forces behind the transition
and the level of violence that was involved in the democratization event. The coding classifies
democratic transitions according to an indicator of the level of violence that can take four values:
no violence, little violence, significant violence and high violence. Using these alternative data
therefore allows to test the robustness of the previous results to a definition of conflicts that
is specifically related to democratization and uses different thresholds for violence. In order
to classify countries with a binary indicator to obtain comparable results, we code democratic
transitions to be violent if the level of violence during the transition was significant or high
violence, or alternatively, only if the level of violence was high. As additional control, we add
the incidence of civil conflict in some columns.

Table 7 presents the corresponding results. The results confirm the earlier findings. In
particular, they document a significant difference in growth effects of peaceful and violent de-
mocratization events, with peaceful transitions to democracy exhibiting a significant positive
growth effect, whereas violent transitions have no or even a negative effect on growth.?? The
results presented in Tables 4 and 7 confirm the previous finding on the important role of the
democratization scenario for the economic performance of the emerging democracy. Violence

during the transition is found to be crucial for the growth prospects of emerging democracies.

4 Conclusions

This paper has provided novel evidence on the interactions between violence, democratization
and economic performance based on data from the third wave of democratization. In particu-
lar, the results confirm the existence of a positive average treatment effect of democratization
on growth, but they also suggest that violent conflicts, and in particular conflicts for the con-

trol of the government, have a first order negative effect on economic growth. The effect of

22Recall that, as before, the coefficient on violent democratization reflects an interaction effect that corresponds
to the additional growth effect of violent democratization compared to peaceful democratization. The fact that the
coefficient is negative and of about the same magnitude as the democratization coefficient signifies that there is no
growth effect in violent transitions, since the positive effect of democratization is canceled out by the occurrence
of violence. In some cases, the negative effect of violent transitions is even larger in magnitude than the effect of

democratization, which indicates an overall negative effect on growth.
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democratization appears smaller in magnitude than reported in the literature once conflicts
are controlled for in the empirical specification, potentially because democratization accelerates
growth partly through reducing the likelihood of violence. Finally, and in line with the view
that the moment of democratization represents a critical juncture of institutional development,
the empirical findings show that the scenario under which the democratization takes place has
important implications for the growth effects of democratization. This implies that not only
the democratic transition may matter for growth, but that also the mode of this transition may
have important implications for the economic performance of the emerging democracies.

The results complement and qualify findings in the recent empirical literature that point at
a positive average effect of democratization on growth. In particular, the results indicate that
the growth effect of democratization may actually be even larger that what previously thought,
but only if the transition to democracy is not accompanied by excessive violence. The evidence
presented in this paper, despite being based on data from the third wave of democratization,
might be insightful not only in an historical perspective, but might be also relevant in light
of the current democratization experiences in Northern African and Arabian countries, where
the scenarios of regime change and, in particular, the violence associated with the transition
to democracy, differ substantially across countries. Taking the evidence from the third wave

seriously, one may expect different future prospects for the emerging democracies in the region.

17



References

AcemMocLu, D.; S. JOHNSON, J. ROBINSON, AND P. YARED (2008): “Income and Democracy,”
American Economic Review, 98(3), 808-842.

(2009): “Reevaluating the Modernization Hypothesis,” Journal of Monetary Eco-
nomics, 56(8), 1043-1058.

AceEmocGLu, D., anp J. ROBINSON (2001): “A Theory of Political Transitions,” American
Economic Review, 91(4), 938-63.

(2006): Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge.

BrarT™MAN, C., aND E. MIGUEL (2010): “Civil War,” Journal of Econoomic Literature, 48(1),
3-57.

BRUCKNER, M., aND A. CICCONE (2007): “Growth, Democracy, and Civil War,” CEPR Work-
ing Paper, 6568.

(2010): “International Commodity Prices, Growth and the Outbreak of Civil War in
Sub-Saharan Africa,” Economic Journal, 120(544), 519.

CeEDERMAN, L.-E., S. Hua, anp L. F. KreBs (2010): “Democratization and Civil War:
Empirical Evidence,” Journal of Peace Research, 47(4), 1-18.

CEDERMAN, L.-E.; S. HuG, anp A. WENGER (2008): “Democratization and War in Political
Science,” Democratization, 15(3), 509-524.

CERVELLATI, M., P. FORTUNATO, AND U. SUNDE (2008): “Hobbes to Rousseau: Inequality,
Institutions, and Development,” Economic Journal, 118, 1354—1384.

(2011): “Democratization and Civil Liberties: The Role of Violence During the Tran-
sition,” IZA Discussion Paper, 5555.

CHEIBUB, J.-A., aND J. R. VREELAND (2011): “Economic Development and Democratization,”
in Dynamics of Democratization, ed. by N. Brown. Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore.

CICCONE, A. (2011): “Economic Shocks and Civil Conflict: A Comment,” American Economic
Journal: Applied Economics, forthcoming.

COLLIER, P., AND A. HOEFFLER (2004): “Greed and Grievance in Civil War,” Ozford Economic
Papers, 56(4), 563-595.

FEARON, J. D., anp D. D. LAITIN (2003): “Ethnicity, Insurgency, and Civil War,” American
Political Science Review, 97(1), 75-90.

GLEDITSCH, N. P., H. HEGRE, anp H. STRAND (2008): “Democracy and Civil War,” in
Handbook of War Studies II1.

GLEDITSCH, N. P., P. WALLENSTEEN, M. ERIKSSON, M. SOLLENBERG, AND H. STRAND
(2002): “Armed Conflict 1946-2001: A New Dataset,” Journal of Peace Research, 39(5),
615-637.

GRADSTEIN, M. (2007): “Inequality, Democracy, and the Protection of Property Rights,” Eco-
nomic Journal, 117(516), 252-269.

18



HArBOM, L., aND P. WALLENSTEEN (2010): “Armed Conflict 1946-2010,” Journal of Peace
Research, 47(4), forthcoming.

HEGRE, H., T. ELLINGSEN, S. GATES, AND N.-P. GLEDITSCH (2001): “Toward a Democratic
Civil Peace? Democracy, Political Change, and Civil War, 18161992,” American Political
Science Review, 95(1), 33-48.

KARATNYCKY, ADRIAN, E. A. (2005): How Fredom Is Won: From Civic Resistance to Durable
Democracy. Freedom House, New York.

KEEFER, P. (2008): “Insurgency and Credible Commitment in Autocracies and Democracies,”
World Bank Economic Review, 22(1), 33—61.

LA PortA, R., F. LOPEZ-DE SILANES, A. SHLEIFER, AND R. VISHNY (1999): “The Quality
of Government,” Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, 15(1), 222-279.

LipseT, S. M. (1959): “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and
Political Legitimacy,” American Political Science Review, 53(3), 69-105.

Lizzeri, A., aND N. PERSICO (2004): “Why did the Elites Extend the Suffrage? Democracy

and the Scope of Government, with an Application to Britain’s ‘Age of Reform’,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 119(2), 707-765.

MANSFIELD, E. D.; anDp J. SNYDER (1995): “Democratization and War,” Foreign Affairs,
74(3), 79-98.

(2005): Electing to Fight: Why Emerging Democracies Go to War.

MONTALVO, J. G., AND M. REYNAL-QUEROL (2005): “Ethnic Polarization, Potential Conflict,
and Civil Wars,” American Economic Review, 95(3), 796-816.

MOORE, B. (1966): The Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. Beacon Press, Boston.

PapratoaNNOU, E.; aAND G. SIOUROUNIS (2008): “Democratization and Growth,” FEconomic
Journal, 118, 1520-1551.

PERsSON, T., anp G. TABELLINI (2006): “Democracy and Development: The Devil in the
Details,” American Economic Review, 96(2), 319-324.

REYNAL-QUEROL, M. (2005): “Does democracy preempt civil wars?,” FEuropean Journal of
Political Economy, 21, 445—-465.

RODRIK, D., anD R. WACZIARG (2005): “Do Democratic Transitions Produce Bad Economic
Outcomes?,” American Economic Review, 95(3), 50-55.

SCHWARZMANTEL, J. (2010): “Democracy and Violence: A Theoretical Overview,” Democra-
tization, 17(2), 217-234.

TAVARES, J., aND R. WACZIARG (2001): “How Democracy Affects Growth,” European Eco-
nomic Review, 45(8), 1341-1378.

WARD, M. D., anp K. S. GLEDITSCH (1998): “Democratizing for Peace,” American Political
Science Review, 92(1), 51-62.

19



20



*(800¢) srunoanorg pue nouueoreded ul (9) uwnjo) ¢ 9[qe], ul asoyy ajedijdar g [pueJ jo (g1)-(6) suwnop
ur uoryeoyioads ayy {A[earpoadsar ‘(g800g) siunoinorg pue nouueoreded ur (g) pue (9) ‘(y) suwnjoy g o[qe], ul asoyy ajeorider y [pued jo (g1)-(6) pue (8)-(¢) ‘(¥)-(1) suwnjop ur suorjeoyroads oY,
‘oreys opel) pue Suipuads juowrutonod ‘Aourioadxo 9JI] ‘JUSUIISIAUL JO S[OAD] po33e] Ieak-om) se [[om se soSuryo pad3e] pur JULSIIND SPN[OUI OS[e ¢ [duRJ Ul suoljedoyidads o], ‘spual) awi} oyroads-uoidar
pue ‘[oao] ewoour peS3e[ 1eak-om) ‘Ymois paSSe[ opn[our ¢ [oURJ Ul S[OIJUOD dUWIODUI {SPULI} dwl} dYIoads-uorSer pue ‘[oao] swoour pa3Se] 1eak-0017) ‘(sSe[ ¢ pue T) Ymois pe3Se[ epn[our y [oued ur
S[0I3U0D dWOOdU] ‘S[IR}eP 10} (800g) STunoinorg pue nouueoredeJ OS[® 99s !S91IJUNOD 3SI[RIDOS FUIPN[OXd ‘O[qelIea juepuadop oY) I0J SUOIIRAIISCO (7 ISBI] ' YIIm sorrjunod sdooy ATuo (g1)-(6) suwnjod
ur ojdwres ayj} ‘o[qerIeA juopusdop oY) IO0J SUOIIRAIISCO (F ISBO] 3B [IIm sorrjunoo sdeoy A(uo (g)-(g) suwnjod ur orduwres oYy {sorrjunood [re sepnpour (§)-(T) suwnioo ur ojdures oy, 'A[9a1300dsor ‘[oad]
JU9dI9J-T ‘-G ‘-QT 93 B 9OUROYIUSTIS 9JOUDD 44y ‘4x ‘x 'SIONOVIQ UI AJID11SEPONSOIN}OY PUER UOIJR[IIIOD [RIIOS I9PIO-1SIY dYIoads-AIjunod I0j mo[[e jBY} SIOIId pIepur}s }SNqol uo paseq sonfjea-d :s9j0N

0120 2020 L0270 £02°0 0220 0220 0220 $12°0 Tve 0 £VC0 TVe 0 9€2°0 porenbs-y
£8T¥ €81 €811 €817 69€7 69€V 6987 69€T 6897 6897 6897 6897 suorjyeAIssqQO
mwxﬂ m@% m®> WW\W mD% W®> mwxﬁ m®> ww.\ﬂ m®> mww ww> wﬁo.HuEOO OEOUEH
m®> m®> m®> WWNW mD% ww> m@% m®> mw,% m®> mww m®> muuw.mmm ﬁ@unm,m hﬂ@\ﬂ
m®> .n@% w®> m@% mD\ﬂ m®> m®> w®> m®> m®> m®> m®> muoﬁ.mmm U@unm,m %haiﬁoo

[ 100°0] [T00°0] [T000] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T000] [T00°0] [T000] [T00°0]
*kx0C6 T~ *«xkk9EC T~ wokx9LT T~ sokk 186 T~ *xxlCG T *kx 909 T~ *%xxG80°C~ *xx908 1~ *x%6CL T~ JOTIgUO) pawry
[eot0] [250°0] [og0°0] [610°0] [9g0°0] [8€0°0] [re00] [¥10°0] [1%0°0] [9g0°0] [teo 0] [t10°0]
£82°0 «089°0 #x869°0 *+EE8°0 «€L8°0 *%LT6°0 #xEV6°0 #6811 *xL76°0 #%L96°0 #%G66°0 #xG0T'T uorjeZIyRIOOWS (]
(z1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (03] (9) (9) (¥) (€) (2) (1)
#E@EEHD\VOU ﬁﬂihwuﬁﬂ :< QEQEE.HDNVOO —ﬂ:.mwuﬂu :< UEQEEHW>OO MGEHO#EH :< ”uUmmEOO UDE.~< .«O @Q%,H
9SI[RIDOS OU {'SqO (g ‘sqo 0g uts ordwreg
(sjoauo) reuorppy) uorjesyedg popuslxy g [oued
€720 6€2°0 L€T°0 €2°0 2920 192°0 6320 520 8T°0 81°0 LL1°0 691°0 porenbs-y
el g el 2 [l el TLLY TLLY TLLY TLLY 01ve 01%S [)aze 01¥¢ suorjyeA1ssqQO
SOX SOX SOx SOX SOX SOX SOx SOx ON ON ON ON S[013U0) PuWodU]
SOX SOX SOx SOX SOX SOX SOx Sox SOX SOx SOX SOx S100H POXI Iedx
SOX SOX SOx SOX SOX SOX SOX SOx SOX SOx SOX SOx s100H poxIg A13unop
[T00°0] [z00°0] [T000] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T000] [To0°0]
sk VG € *xxE9T°C *kx 296 T~ *xkkOTT €~ *xx86€°C *kx [€C T *xxGET €~ *%x%GLG T *xxxLVC T~ J2IgUo) pawry
[teT 0] [2£0°0] [6T0°0] [z00°0] [eot 0] [8%0°0] [620°0] [900°0] [¥¥0°0] [zz00] [gT0°0] [ 900°0]
£€S°0 #xV0L°0 #xEGL°0 ##xx696°0 ¥TL0 *+EE8°0 *x168°0 sraLGT'T #+E80°T #xI8T'T ##LVTT P A uorjezIjRIOOWA
(1) (1) (o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) (%) (g) (z) (1)

JUSWUIDAOL) TeuIajuy v JUB W UIDAOL) [euILjU] v JUB W UIDAOL) Teurajuy nv 13o1guo) peway jo odAg,

4SI[RID0S OU {'SqO (g *sqo 0g g ordureg

uorjeoyroadg aurjeseq :y [oued

IMO0I5) pue ‘IIJuo)) ‘UoIyezijeldowd(] jusueuLIdg T 9[qR],

21



‘oaeys oper) pue Surpuads juswuIsA0d ‘Aoue)dodxe 9JI] ‘QULSUIISOAUL JO S[OAS] PaSd3e| 1eak-om) se [[om sk soSueyd paSde| pue JULIIND 9PN[OUI OS[e S[OIJU0D I8y ‘Spuai) awl) dydads-uordar pue ‘[oA9]
swoour paS8e| 1eak-001yy ‘(sSey g pue 1) Ymoid poSSe[ opn[oul S[OIJU0D SWOdU] ‘S[IeIdP 10 (800Z) SIunoinolg pue nouueorede Os[e 99s ‘9[qelIea juspusdeop 9Y) I0J SUOIJRAISSAO (g 9SEI[ 3 [IIm sorrjunod sdooy
Auo (g1)-(2) suwnjod ur ojdures oy ‘sar1gunod e sepnour (9)-(1) suwnjod ur ojdures oy, 'UOIIRIYISSL[D oY) JO S[IvI9P I10J (8007) SIunoinorg pue nouueoreded Jo T 9[qe], 99 ‘uorjisue) Surpuodsaiiod o) 9dousrIadxa
Jey) SorIjuUNod ul sreak juenbesqns [[e pue IesK 9YJ Ul SUO OSN[eA 9)R) LYY} SIOJEIIPUl AIRUI(Q 91 UOI}ISURI], 9SISAY PUER UOIJRZIJRIDOWS(] SUI[ISPIOY ‘UOIIRZIJRIDOWS(] [RI}Ied ‘Uoljezijeidowa( [N ‘A[oArjoadsar
‘[9A9] JUIDIDJ-T ‘-G ‘-0T 9Y} Je 90UROYIUSIS 9J0USD 44y ‘yx ‘s SIOYORIQ Ul AJIOTJSEPONSOILIOY PUER UOIJR[SIIOD [RIISS IOPIO-1SIy OYI10ads-AIjUNod I10j MO[[€ Jey) SIOLI® PIRPUER)S }SNCOI U0 paseq sonjea-d :s9j0N

F1€°0 £1€°0 80€°0 £92°0 6530 Sz°0 $€0 7€0 ¥€€°0 €0 8620 682°0 porenbs-yy
69€¥ 697 69€F TLLY TLLY TLLY 6897 689% 6897 j4atd IS At suoryeAIasqO
SoX So X EEYN ON ON ON SoX EEYN SoX ON ON ON s[o13uo0) 1910
SoX So X So X So X EE)N SoX SoX So X SO So X EEPN SoX S[OI3U0) 2wWodU]
m®> mmwy w®> mw.\ﬁ m®> m®> mm? mw.\ﬁ m®> mw\ﬁ m®> m®> muomw.mm— U@un_rrm .Hﬂmu>
mm> mmy mw\ﬁ mw;w m®> mm> mw> mw\ﬁ m®> MW\W m®> mw> mauw.tm— ﬁ@un_rrm \A&UE—JOO
[100°0] [100°0] [to0°0] [100°0] [t00°0] [T00°0] [to0°0] [100°0]
*%%980°C" #5+G0G T~ #5+88T '€~ P {4 *xx901°C" +xxBTL T wrx IPTE- *xxTEE°T" 1o1guo) pouwry
[F10°0] [9%0°0] [6€0°0] [etT0] [zz¥-0] log¥-0] [T000] [€00°0] [z00°0] [6£50°0] [g9z°0] [ggz 0]
#xTTE T~ x0T T 4460T°T- 89.°0~ €270~ 98€°0- *xxGEG T #x4€0€ 17 444808 T~ «768°0~ 8¢ 0- 8290~ UOI}ISURI], 9SI0A0Y
l6gg 0] [206°0] [686°0] [2920] [g6%0] [ev¥-0] [799°0] [296°0] [eT8°0] [Z330) [e6g°0] [895°0]
[t GL0°0 100°0~ £0€°'T 7SL0 TL9°0 2ge0 620°0- 1E€T°0- LPT°T 19°0 1180 uorjeZIRIOOWS( SUI[IOPIOT
l66€°0] [¥62°0) [991°0] [e¥¥-0] [o¥z-0] [2220°0] [egz 0] [z61°0] [0860°0] [91%0] [6ez 0] [820°0]
z18°0 ¥26°0 S0€'T v2L'0 966°0 %0081 980T 961°T +8€G°'T ¥69°0 126°0 SVLET uorjezZIyRIdOWS(] [eIHIed
[¥%0°0] [t70°0] [€z0°0] [o180°0] [og¥0°0] [¢810°0] [£020°0] [eTL0°0] [21%0°0] [2e1°0] [160°0] [ev00]
#6680 #%€C6°0 #%TE0'T %69L°0 #x9L8°0 #9201 %988°0 %898°0 #x786°0 129°0 %88L°0 #x116°0 uoryezipeIoowa( [N
(z1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (9) ) (€) (2) (1)
JUWIUIIAOY) Teuiajuy nv JUSW UIOAOY) Teurajuy v JUSWUIOAOL) Teurajuy v JUSWUIOAOL) Teurajuy nv 1901guo) paway jo odAg,
'sqo 0g na srdureg
(sjoa3uo) reuorppy) uorjesyedg pepuelxy g [oued
€1£°0 £1€°0 80€°0 2920 6930 Sz°0 68€°0 ¥€°0 ¥€€°0 €0 8630 682°0 porenbs-yy
69€T 69V 698¥ TLLY TLLY TLLY 6897 689¥ 6897 j4atd aan aans suolyeAIasqQO
m®> mmy mw\ﬁ OZ OZ OZ mw> mw\ﬁ m®> OZ OZ OZ m—ONMGOO h@ﬂao
m®> mwy mw\ﬁ mw;w m®> mw> mw> MW\W m®> MW\W m®> mw> m~0.~uﬂoo WEOUGH
m0> mO% mO\W mO\W m0> mo> m0> mO\ﬂ m0> mO\W m0> m0> muuo.tm.— ﬂuOunmrrH hdow
m0> mO% mO% mO\W WO> m0> mO\W mO\W m0> mO\W mO»W m0> muUO‘mm— ﬁvOunmﬁH \mhugﬁoo
[100°0] [100°0] [z00°0] [T00°0] [100°0] [to0°0] [to0°0] [t00°0]
*xx986 T~ *xxk€09 T~ %k GGT €~ *xxLCC T *%xx690°C~ sokkOTL T~ %k V80°€- *%xxLCE T~ I2Iguo) pauwry
[v6€-0] [9820] [6g1°0] [29%0] [rsz0] [z80°0] [o¥z 0] [¥81°0] [z60°0] [per-0] [svz o] [080°0]
618°0 996°0 (441 £89°0 £96°0 «0LV'T 6601 G1C'T %0981 G99°0 9060 #1661 uorjeZIyRIdOWS(] [eIHIe]
[z70°0] [8€0°0] [120°0] [060°0] [270°0] [ozor0] [290°0] [290°0] [8€0°0] [2¥1°0] [960°0] [7%0°0]
#x106°0 #x0€6°0 #%CV0'T *EVL°0 *x898°0 #x010°T %C98°0 «0L8°0 #x666°0 29°0 *«CVL°0 #%006°0 uorjezIyRIOOWR( ([N
(z1) (t1) (ot) (6) (8) (2) (9) (9) %) (€) (z) (1)
uﬂ@EENW\wOO :< uE@EEh®>OU :< PE@EQ&D\VOU :< uiwaﬁhwx/ow :< UGU:WEOO U@EN< .wO @Q\A,H\
'sqo 0g 1ma ordureg

uorjeoyioadg aurfeseq :y [oued

IMO0I5) pue ‘IDIJUuo)) ‘UoIyezIjeldowWd(] JUdURULIDJ 7 9[qR],

22



‘[9A9] swoour pagse] 1eek-om} pue yjmoi3 peS3e[ opnyoul s[o1uod swodu] ‘(800g) Srunoinorg pue nouueoreded pue T 9[qe], jo (8)-(g) suwnjoo
ur o[dwres 9y} [IIM JUSISISUOD YIMOIF DIWOUODD IOJ SUOIPRAIISCO (F ISBO] 1% [iim sorrjunod sdeoy A(uo (g1)-(L) suwnjod ur ojdwres a9y ‘sarijunod [[e sopnjout (9)-(T) suwnjod ur ojdures ayJ, ‘A[earjoadsax
‘[9A9] JUODISJ-T ‘-G ‘-OT 93 I 90UROYIUSIS 9J0UOP 44y ‘yx ‘s ~SIONORIQ UI AJID1)SBPINSOINGOY PUR UOIJR[SIIOD [BLISS IOPIO-3sIY OYID9ds-AIjunod 10y mof[e JeY} SIOIId PIBRPUER)S 1SNCOI UO paseq sonfea-d :$9j0N

990°0 L90°0 6600 960°0 7210 611°0 L90°0 990°0 960°0 L60°0 611°0 611°0 parenbs-yy
9807 S0TH 9807 S0TH 9807 <01V £16% SV6T £167 SV6T €167 SV6T SUOTYRAIISq O
SoX EE)N SO SO EE)N SoX EE)N SO EE)N EE)N SO EE)N S[OI3U0) 2wodUf
SoX EEYN SO EEYN EEVN EEIN EEYN SO EEIN So X SoX EEYN S109H PoXIq Ieax
SoX EEYN EEPN EEYN EEYN EEIN EEYN SoX EEIN EEPN SoX EEYN S309H pPoxX1q .%..ESUOO
[T00°0] [t00°0] [T00°0] [T00°0] [t000] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T000] [T00°0] [T000] [to0°0] [2100°0]
#xx9L0°07  4xxLL20°07 #x%890°07  %%%890°0~ #xx680°0-  4%+680°0- #xx6L0°07  44%8L0°0- #xLL0°07  44%8L0°0" #x%880°07  xx%680°0- (8e) yo1guo) peurry
[¥00°0] [691°0] [8€0°0] [to0°0] [9g0°0] [210°0]
##+8C0°0- z0°0- #x€€0°0- ##xC€0°0- %G20°0- #+V€0°0- (8er) woryeziperooweq
[100°0] [e1170] [0g0-0] [T00°0] [980°0] [290°0]
*x%E€0°0- 220°0- *x1€0°0" #5%680°0" «BT0°0- «880°0- UoI3RZIYRIDOWD (]
(z1) (11) (o1) (6) (8) (03] (9) (9) (%) (€) (2) (1)
aQ@—::&@\VOO M@Q.nwuﬁm :<< u=®8ﬁ.~®>00 MQC&QN«QH :< Nao_r«ﬁoo mv®=~4~< mO ®Q~A,H\
'sq0 0g A ajdureg
3o1guo) jo jesuQ :g [oued s[qenrep juepuada(
162°0 829°0 889°0 862°0 L89°0 1890 GLE0 €L8°0 8€9°0 L£9°0 L9°0 699°0 parenbs-y
igad 6987 sver 6987 svey 69¢7 052¢ 8826 [oletd 8828 082S 8828 SUOT}RAIOSA O
sox Sox sox SO Sox SO SO sox SO sox Sox SoxX S[OIjUO0) duIoouy
SOx SOX SOX SOX SOX EE) SOX SOX EE) S SOX SOX SOX SO0 H POXI Iedx
EE)N EE)N EE)N Sox sox SOx sox SO Sox sox EEYS sox 1004 poxIq A13unop
[T000] [T000] [T000] [T00°0] [To00] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T00°0] [T000] [to0°0] [t000]
#5%97G°0 o § 23] #x%989°0 #%+088°0 #x%909°0 #%+€09°0 #x+1€9°0 #x%8CG°0 #x+699°0 #x%099°0 #%%88G°0 #x%989°0 (8e1) s01guo) pourry
[t€0°0] [e62°0] [861°0] [900°0] [s¥1°0] loz1°0]
#+EV0°0" L2070~ ££0°0- #%+080°0~ $£0°0- G€0°0- (8e) uoryeziyeroowa(q
[800°0] [2e1°0] [Fet1-0] [z00°0] [250°0] [6z1°0]
#5+680°0~ 150°0~ L£0°0- ##%680°0" *970°0~ S€0°0- UoI3RZIYRIDOWD (]
(z1) (1) (o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) (%) (€) (2) (1)
uiwﬁ:hh@\rauo ﬁ‘m:kwuﬁm :< \«EGEEhw\/OO TNE&@&EH :< MUOA.W«EOO T®:~L< mO @Q%,H\
'sq0 0g g ordureg

30IguUO0) JO 90ULpPIOU] Y [dued

s[qerrep juepuada(

12IJUo)) pPUE UOIJRZIIRIIOWD(] JUSUBUWLID ¢ 9[qR],

23



*(800g) stunoanorg pue nouueoreded ul (9) uwno) ¢

a[qeJ, 03 spuodsaliod ) [purd g uwino) {(800g) stunoinorg pue nouueoreded ul (8) uwnio) g 9[qeJ, 03 spuodsariod ) [purd [ uwnjo) {(800g) stunoinorg pue
nouueoredeJ ul (9) uwn[o) g °[qeJ, 03 spuodsariod g [pued [ UWN[o)) ‘aIeys opel} pue Suipuads juswiuiosod ‘Aoue)oodxs oJI ‘JUOUIISOAUL JO S[9AS] pPoSSe| 1eak
-omj se [[om se soSueyd peSSe[ pur JUSIIND SPN[OUL S[OIJUOD 19U °S[oAd] dwodur padfe| 1eak-001) pue sporrod om) pue sauo £q peSSe[ ymoi8 apnoul S[OIJUO0D

I9Yj0, ou Yym suolyeoyradg

‘spuelj auily dyroads-uor8el pue [0Ad] awodoul po33e] Ieok-om) ‘ImoI8 paS3e[ se [[om Se ‘Sj0epe paxXy Iesd pur AIjunod apniout

suorjeoyads [[y 's[iejep 10j (800g) siunoinorg pue nouurvoreded 9os {(D [ourd) SOLIJUNOD ISI[RIDOS IO SUOIJRAIISCO () URYJ SSO] [IIM 9SOU9 SUIPN[IXd SIIIJUNOD
e pue ‘(g eued) a[qerrea juspuadop paSSe[ ayj) pue s309je paxy-A13unod jo sdoussard jurol oy woay SulsiIe selq oY} 9zIWIUIW 0} d[qeries juspuadep oY) I0J
SUOIJRAIDISCO (g UBY} SSI] Y3IM 901} Surpnoxe sarijunod [re ‘(y [eued) serijunod [[e oapnyour sojdures oy J, ‘A[9A1300dsal ‘[oAd] JudI9J-T ‘-G ‘-Q0T @Y} e 2ourdyIusIs
9JOUDD 4uy ‘wx ‘% SIONORIQ UT £31013SBPONSOIL}OY PUR UOIJR[DIIOD [BLISS I9PIO-3SIY 0Y100ds-AI3UNO0D 10 MO[[R R} SIOII® PIRPUR]S ISNCOI UO paseq sonfea-d :s9j0N

G0€°0 862°0 S¥E0 €20 €0 162°0 8€2°0 £2°0 £0%°0 £2°0 parenbs-y
£8T¥ €8T¥ agey ggey €8T¥ €8T¥ agey ggey €8T¥ agey SUOIRAIISqO
m®> w®> OZ OZ m®> MW\W OZ OZ w®> OZ w~OMUQOO .uw&uo
m®> w®> wm> m®> m®> mw.\ﬁ ww> m®> w®> mw.ﬁ ®EOU§H TE@ LugOhU Twwwdg
[100°0] [z00°0] [z00°0] [100°0]
#5%L60°C" #x+CTE € #5008 T~ #5466 T~ PIPUO) powIy
[ez0 0] [2¥0°0] [¢T0°0] [820°0] [Tot0] [860°0] [650°0] [2e€0°0]
#xLTLE" #xE8LT" #%C69°€" #x670°C" PeT- %L6T°T- «FTET- #x00T T~ UOI}RZIJRIDOWS(] JUS[OIA
[0z00] [c00°0] [zz00) [T000] [s10°0] ] [800°0] [£00°0] [T000] [1z0°0] [200°0]
*x86L°0 sokk LTTO'T *xCVL 0 *xx 160°T *x896°0 *kx9L0°T *xkxGVO' T *xxVCC'T *xEEV0 *%xx696°0 uorjezrjyerdows
(o1) (6) (8) (L) (9) (9) (¥) (g) () (1)
S$8113UNOoD 3SI[BIDOS OU {'SqO (Z 3ISed[ e Y}Im salijuno) [V D [eued
91€°0 60€°0 ¥9%°0 152°0 v1€0 60€°0 9z°0 152°0 v1%°0 8z'0 porenbs-1y
69€¥ 69€¥ TLLY TLLY 69€¥ 69€¥ TLLY TLLY 69€¥ TLLY SUOIRAIOSAO
m@> m@\ﬂ OZ OZ m@> mw\ﬂ OZ OZ mw\ﬂ OZ mﬁohuﬁoo hwﬂuo
m®> MW\W mmxﬁ m®> m®> m@% mwxﬁ m®> MW\W m®> @EOUEH ﬂvﬂﬁ ﬂu\so.uo ﬂvwwwﬂq
[100°0] [100°0] [100°0] [100°0]
*x+xE8T'C" #x 96T E" #xxEEG - #x%0VT T 121yuOD powry
[810°0] [s€0°0] [900°0] [t10°0] [evo-o] [9g0°0] [1€0°0] [s10°0]
#x9TE - #xGVEE"  4xx908'6~  4xT8F'T- #x066°T~  4xGF8T- #%98L° T~ #x869° T~ UOI}RZIHRIOOWS(] JUS[OIA
[es10°0] [900°0] [¢z00] [€00°0] [eT0°0] [800°0] [200°0] [z00°0] [910°0] [900°0]
*x760°T wxx1€E°T #%9L6°0 #x%8E€'T *+P0E'T wkkllP' T 4xxTVC T 448671 #x6ET° T 4xxlGT'T uoIyRZIYRIOOWS(]
(o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (g) () (€) (z) (1)
'sqo Qg 3SE9[ e UM soLunod [V g [eued
170 gge’0 10€°0 6820 170 gge’0 862°0 6820 9€2°0 06T°0 parenbs-y
689¥ 689¥ 2t iaan 6897 689¥ PIg iaan 6897 PPIQ SUOIeAIDSqQ
SO EE) N ON ON SoX SO ON ON EE)N ON s[orjuoy) 1LYyl
SO SO EEYN EE)N SoX EE) N EE)N SO EE) N So X 2WIodU] pue Yimory vwmwdd
[100°0] [100°0] [100°0] [100°0]
##x%68T " I f 4 #5%0GL T~ #4%6EE T PIPUOD pourry
[€90°0] [960°0] [820°0] [€90°0] [¥go°0] [sv0°0] [eg0°0] [9z0°0]
«119°€- «86L°C- #+0ET°€" «186°T- xGL6°T- +x 188 T~ %L09°T- *xEVQT- UOI3RZI}RIDOWS(] JUS[OIA
[¥10°0] [900°0] [ve0°0] [s00°0] [c10°0] [900°0] [¥10°0] [¥00°0] [c10°0] [z10°0]
##8CT'T #x+68€'T #xG68°0 ##%ECT'T wx1CET wxIPGT #x0CT'T 5% LOE'T %808 T #x090°T uorjezIyRIdOWD(]
(o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (g) (¥) (€) (2) (1)
ui@ﬁmﬁh@xfoo hOm uom—uﬂioo ﬁmzhwuim :< “uQME:OO ﬂu@ﬂuhd\ .wO WQ\A,H
ojdweg g 'y [oued
JMOIX) pue UOIIRZI1RIDOWS(] JUS[OIA :J 9[qR],

24



*(800¢) stunoinorg
pue nouueoreded ur (9) uwnjoy ¢ 9[qe], 03 spuodsariod O [pued g uwnoy {(800g) srunoinorg pue nouueoreded ur (8) uwno) g 9[qe], 03 spuodsariod O [pueJ
1T uwnio) {(800g) siunoinolg pue nouueoreded ur (9) uwnoy g o[qe], 03 spuodsaliod g [pued [ UwWN[o) ‘areys apel} pue Suipuads juswruiarod ‘Aouejoadxe
9J1] ‘JueuUI}SOAUl JO S[oAd] po33e][ 1eak-omj se [[om se soSueyd pe33e[ pur JULLIND OPN[OUI S[OI1U0D 103 ‘odA) aarjoadsar o) Jo 301guU0d pa83e[ 201m) pue padde|
‘QUe1Ind I10j SI0)BDIPUI 9PNOUI S[OIJUOD IDIPUO)) °S[9A9] awooul pald3e] 1eek-0o1y) pur spolrad omj pue auo Aq peS8e[ Ymoid opn[dul S[OIJUO0D ISJ0, OU [IIM
suorjeoyroadg ‘spualj awlg dyidads-uor8el pue [0Ad] dwooUl paS3e] Ieof-om) ‘Ymoi3 poS3e[ se [[om Se ‘sj0ole poxXy JIeed pur AIjUnod apnioul suoljedyroads
IV 's[rejap 10J (800g) srunoanorg pue nouueroredeg 99s {(D [oued) SOIIjUNOD JSI[RIDOS IO SUOIJRAIISCO (g URY) SSO] YJIM 9S0Y) SUIPN[OXe S21I3UNnod [[e pue ‘(g
eued) o[qeriea juopuadep poS3el oY) pue sj0ope Paxy-AI1junod jo souesaid jurof oy} wioiy SUISIIR SBIQ 97} ZIWIUTW 03 9[qeliea juspuadep 9y} I0J SUOIIRAIISCO
0g u®RY} SSO [yIm 9soy} Juipnoxo sorrjunod [re ‘(y [eued) serrjunod e opnyout sojdwes oyJ, ‘A[oa130adsar ‘[ead] juedIdg-T ‘-g ‘-Q0T 9Y3 e 20UeRIYruSIs 2jouUsdp
wx% xx x SIOORIQ UI AJI011SEPOYSOINIDY PUR UOIJR[DIIOD [RIIDS I9PIO-1SIY OYIoads-AIjunod I0j MO[[R Je{} SIOIId PIRPUR)S }SNCOI uo poseq soanyea-d

”mquZ
90€°0 8630 L1720 €20 20€°0 L62°0 6£2°0 £2°0 162°0 £2°0 porenbs-y
€8T¥ €81V agsy ggoy €81V €81V ggey ggoy £8T¥ agey SUOIYRAIISqO
mO\ﬂ w0> OZ OZ w0> m0> OZ OZ mO\W OZ MMOHQEOO hOEuO
mO\W OZ mO\W OZ wo% OZ WO> OZ OZ OZ MMORUQOO aUmeOO
mw\ﬂ m@> mw\ﬂ mw.\ﬂ mm% mw.\ﬁ m®> m®> mw\ﬂ mm> @EOUQH UEM Lugoho U@MM@A

[ez00] [270°0] [¥10°0] [820°0] [280°0] [860°0] [2€0°0] [2e€0°0]
#x999°€~  %xE8LT  %x9FG'E- #%670°T" %0LE°T- %L6TT- #xG8E° T~ 4x00T°T- UOI}RZI}RIDOWS(] JUS[OIA
[eT0°0] [g00°0] [t10°0] [T000] [TT0°0] [800°0] [T000] [T000] [1z0°0] [z00°0]
*%xG98°0 sk LTO'T *x008°0 *kx 160°T *xE€0°T *xx9L0°T *xx 90T T *xxVCC T *xEEV0 *%xx696°0 uorjezrjyerdowa
(o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (g) (%) (€) () (1)
S8113UNO0D 3SI[BIDOS OU {'SqO (QZ 3ISed[ e Y}Im solijuno) [V :D [eued
L1€°0 60€°0 992°0 152°0 s1E°0 60€°0 192°0 152°0 80€°0 8z'0 parenbs-y
69€¥ 69€¥ TLLY TLLY 69V 69¢¥ TLLY TLLY 69€¥ TLLY SUOIeAIDSq O
m@% m®> OZ OZ mD\W mm% OZ OZ MW\W OZ mﬁchaﬁoo hwﬂao
m®> OZ m®> OZ mwxﬁ OZ m®> OZ OZ OZ mﬁo.HuEOO uUmuEOO
.A®> w®> .A®> m®> mwxﬂ m®> m®> m®> m@% m®> GEOUEH ﬂviﬂ QGEOHO U@Mwﬂg
[810°0] [g€0°0] [s00°0] [t10°0] [veo0] l9g0°0] [610°0] [s10°0]
#x06C° T~ 4xGVE'E  4xxG6LE"  4xT8F'T" #%8C0°C"  #xGF8'T-  44198°T-  44x869°T- UOI}RZIHRIOOWS(] JUS[OIA
[eT0°0] [900°0] [910°0] [€00°0] [T0°0] [800°0] [¥00°0] [z00°0] [910°0] [900°0]
sxSVT T xxI€ET *+ET0°T *x%8E€'T skaVLE T awxllP' T 4axGTE T 4sxE6V'T #x6ET° T 4xxlGT'T uoIRZIYRIOOWS(
(o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (9) () (€) (z) (1)
SO Qg 3ISES[ J' UM soLIjuUNo) [V g [eued
Tveo geeo 20€°0 682°0 17€°0 geeo 662°0 6820 vee°0 682°0 parenbs-y
689¥ 689¥ 24t PIg 6897 6897 iaane i2an 689¥ PPIQ SUOIeAIDSqQ
Sox EEYS ON ON SOX SOX ON ON EEY S ON s[o1uo) I1Y1Q0
SO ON EE)N ON SO ON SO ON ON ON S[oI3uo) PIgUo)
EE)N EEN EE)N EE)N sox sox sox sox Sox sox QwodU] pue Yirmoir) pasSery
[¥90°0] [960°0] [220°0] [£90°0] [8v0°0] [sv0°0] [rovo o] [9z0°0]
«79g°€- «86L°C- #xS0T'€" «186°T- #x000°C"  4x198°T-  44999'T-  44EPCT- UOI§RZI}RIDOWS(] JUS[OIA
[ot0°0] [900°0] [ez0°0] [s00°0] [010°0] [900°0] [600°0] [¥00°0] [z10°0] [z10°0]
#+PIC T xx+E8€'T *%EV6°0 ##%6CT'T 264807 T sxx TIPS T 44x98T'T 4442981 %808 T #x090°T uoryezIyRIOWD(]
(o1) (6) (8) (2) (9) (9) () (€) (z) (1)
ui@EEh@.\rOO hOm uvmmﬂoo ~ﬁﬁr~®u=H :< “uvmmﬁoo —U@Ek< .*O WQ\AH
QMQENW -=RH n< ~®=ﬁﬁ,—

S[0IU0)) IDIPJUO0)) [EUOIHNPPY :SSOUISNCOY YIMOIX) PUR UOIJRZIJRIDIOWD(] JUS[OIA :G d[qe],

25



Table 6: Violent Democratization and Growth: Different Levels of Violence

Type of Armed Conflict

Any Incidence of Conflict

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Democratization 1.236%** 1.195%* 1.025%* 1.042%* 1.495%** 1.449%** 1.210%** 1.273%*
[0.005] [0.014] [0.022] [0.032] [0.002] [0.00696] [0.009] [0.013]
Violent Democratization -2.535%* -1.818 -2.613%* -1.877 -2.896%** -2.241% -2.556%** -2.052%
(high intensity) [0.0208] [0.169] [0.019] [0.159] [0.004] [0.0562] [0.008] [0.068]
Armed Conflict -3.191%%* -2.084%** -3.943*** -2.671F*F
(high intensity) [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
Violent Democratization -1.491% -1.817%* -1.938%** -2.189%*
(low intensity) [0.053] [0.0969] [0.046] [0.060]
Armed Conflict -1.618%*** -1.146%**
(low intensity) [0.001] [0.013]
Lagged Growth and Income Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Other Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Observations 4772 4369 4772 4369 4772 4369 4772 4369
R-squared 0.251 0.215 0.259 0.219 0.251 0.216 0.264 0.223

Notes: p-values based on robust standard errors that allow for country-specific first-order serial correlation and heteroskedasticity in
brackets. *, ** *** denote significance at the 10-, 5-, 1-Percent level, respectively. Sample is all countries with at least 20 observations
for dependent variable; see Papaioannou and Siourounis (2008) for details. All specifications include country and year fixed effects,
as well as lagged growth, two-year lagged income level and region-specific time trends. Specifications with no “other controls” include
growth lagged by one and two periods and three-year lagged income levels. Other controls include current and lagged changes as well
as two-year lagged levels of investment, life expectancy, government spending and trade share.
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