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a. High Rule of Law Relative to Electoral Rights in 1982

Country Rule of Law Index Electoral Rights Index

Burkina Faso 0.50 0.00

Chile 0.83 0.17

Ethiopia 0.50 0.00

Guinea 0.50 0.00

Hong Kong 1.00 0.50

Hungarya 0.83 0.33

Myanmar (Burma) 0.50 0.00

Niger 0.67 0.00

Polanda 0.67 0.17

Singapore 1.00 0.50

Somalia 0.50 0.00

Taiwan 1.00 0.33

b. High Rule of Law Relative to Electoral Rights in 1998

Bahrain 0.83 0.00

Cameroon 0.50 0.00

China 0.83 0.00

Egypt 0.67 0.17

Gambia 0.83 0.00

Hong Kong 0.83 0.33

Iran 0.83 0.17

Kuwait 0.83 0.33

Malaysia 0.83 0.33

Morocco 1.00 0.33

Myanmar (Burma) 0.50 0.00

Oman 0.83 0.17

Saudi Arabia 0.83 0.00

Singapore 1.00 0.33

Syria 0.83 0.00

Tanzania 0.83 0.33

Tunisia 0.83 0.17

United Arab Emirates 0.67 0.17

Yugoslavia 0.83 0.17
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on the rule of law index.2 Whereas these countries have fairly advanced forms of electoral 
competition, they have little to no legal protection for property rights.

Barro’s evidence indicates that breakdowns in the rule of law and the protection of prop-
erty rights occur under both dictatorships and democracies. As a consequence, he concludes 
that “the electoral rights index has no predictive content for the rule of law index” and, 
therefore, that encouraging democracy on the grounds that it will lead to economic growth 
“sounds pleasant, but is simply false” (Barro 2000, 46, 47). Other scholars, however, disagree. 
For example, some have found that more democratic countries are more likely to protect 
property rights (Leblang 1996; Rigobon and Rodrik 2004) and, as a consequence, experience 
higher growth rates (Leblang 1996, 1997). The precise relationship between democracy and 
economic growth clearly remains a hotly contested issue.

2. In some other countries, property rights are protected in some sectors of the economy but not in others. For example, 
Haber, Razo, and Maurer (2003) detail how the Mexican government between 1876 and 1929 failed to protect property 
rights in many sectors of the economy but did protect them in sectors in which the technology of production was sophis-
ticated and in which the government relied on actors with high levels of human capital. In effect, the Mexican government 
protected property rights in those sectors of the economy in which it depended on actors who had credible exit threats. 
Haber and colleagues go on to demonstrate that significant investment, industrial expansion, and economic growth 
occurred in precisely those sectors with protected property rights and that all of this occurred despite the tremendous social 
disorder and political instability that plagued Mexico during this period.

c. Low Rule of Law Relative to Electoral Rights in 1982

Country Rule of law index Electoral rights index
Bolivia 0.17 0.83

Colombia 0.33 0.83

Cyprusa 0.33 1.00

Dominican Republic 0.50 1.00

Greece 0.50 1.00

Honduras 0.17 0.83

South Africa 0.50 1.00

Uruguay 0.50 1.00

 a. Data are unavailable for 1982 and are shown for 1985.

Note: The indexes run from 0 to 1 with higher numbers indicating greater rule of law or greater electoral rights. 
The table shows observations for which the magnitude of the gap between the rule of law and electoral rights 
indexes was at least 0.5.

 Source: Barro (2000).
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