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INTERNATIONAL PROPERTY RIGHTS INDEX 2015 

 

I. Property rights: ruling the game with liberty 

 

The discussion about the concept and legal regime of private property is valid and relevant in the 

21st century by virtue of its connection with dear elements of society. Private property is essential 

for the liberty of every human being and acts as a catalyst for economic and societal growth. 

Clarifying and updating this concept, in order to define the scope and limits of this important 

institution, acts as a defense against authoritarians’ temptations. 

The discussion over property is as longstanding as is pertinent. In ancient Greece, Plato (1993 

[c.370 BCE]) proposed the elimination of property because it caused social struggles. On the 

contrary, Aristotle (1988 [c.330BCE]) argued that private property promoted human virtues like 

responsibility, prudence, enhanced self-possession and the practice of self-control. By these 

means, he saw private property as a positive force that suited the person for citizenship. During 

Medieval times the Christian Church overcame its initial consideration of property as negative 

and selfish and transitioned towards a more tolerant approach, similar to the Jewish tradition, 

which connects property to honest work, and to Protestantism, which strongly supports it. In 

early modernity, John Locke (1988 [1689]) linked the discussion of property to the state of 

nature and gave a moral defense of the legitimacy of unilateral appropriation, in what is known 

as the First Occupancy theory. Hegel (1967 [1821]) emphasized the relation of property and self-

development, fostering the idea of individual freedom. Bentham (1843) considered property as a 

creature of law and John Stuart Mill defined individual property as a “primary and fundamental 

institution (…) the economical arrangements of society have always rested” (1909 [1848], Book 

II, Chapter I: Of Property). 

Following Rondón (2009), it was the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, 

approved by the National Assembly of France on August 26, 1789, that clearly recognized 

property as a natural right:  Art. 17.  Since property is an inviolable and sacred right, no one 

shall be deprived thereof except where public necessity, legally determined, shall clearly demand 

it, and then only on condition that the owner shall have been previously and equitably 

indemnified. Since then, property has not only been a individual right, but has also been a 

constitutional institution linked to the exercise of freedoms. It is a valuable element for social 

development and is present in many international treaties and conventions. For example, the 

American Convention on Human Rights or Pact of San Jose, signed in Costa Rica on November 

1969, states: 

Article 21. Right to Property. 

1. Everyone has the right to the use and enjoyment of his property. The law may 

subordinate such use and enjoyment to the interest of society. 
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2. No one shall be deprived of his property except upon payment of just compensation, 

for reasons of public utility or social interest, and in the cases and according to the forms 

established by law. 

3. Usury and any other form of exploitation of man by man shall be prohibited by law. 

 

One of the most prolific and complex areas of discussion around property rights is the confab 

that relates it to liberty: as an abstract concept or idea, a natural law or natural right. Undeniably, 

one must assert that property yields overall benefits. Under this premise, creating a legal private 

property system becomes a highly useful institution for a society, as it works naturally to protect 

individual liberty (Freyfogle, 2010).  

Following the creation of the moral consciousness and the essence of our symbolic values that 

frame our sense of living, individual liberty is the most important appropriation a system of 

property rights can amplify. Property rights promotes productivity and nurtures economic growth 

and social development. It is the most effective means of guaranteeing civil rights and civil 

liberties, giving rise to what Pipes (1999) defines as the co-sovereign citizen: in modern 

democratic and liberal republics, sovereignty is an attribute of citizenship not only the nation 

state. 

Thinking broadly, private property refers to the suum (in Latin): themselves and their 

possessions; everything belonging to a person, including life, their body, their ideas or feelings, 

and all material and immaterial goods.  

In an institutional language, property is the complex legal institution that empowers owners to 

use parts of nature and also to limit uses of those parts by others (Freyfogle, op.cit.). Property is a 

concept committed to liberty for individuals or groups in its positive or negative sense.  

Institutions refer to rules, regulations and restrictions that exist in society, whether formal or 

informal, including a) codes of conduct, standards of behavior and beliefs, b) agreements and 

written rules governing contractual relations and c) constitutions, laws and acts that govern 

politics and society. Institutions are based on concepts, beliefs, and shared expectations. 

Therefore, their existence is self-reinforced and persistent and their transformation is slow. In 

addition, the interactions between institutions and agents is non-linear, i.e. they present feedback 

information, providing the possibility to incorporate values progressively as a mechanism for 

adaptation and improvement (Eggertsson, 1990; Menard & Shirley, 2005; Levy-Carciente, 

2013).  

Following Aixalá and Fabro (2011) we can identify three dimensions to consider when assessing 

the institutional quality of a country and a set of elements to consider in each of them: 

 Economic: respect for private property, freedom of choice, operation of the market, 

freedom of association and voluntary transactions 

 Politic: rule of law, civil liberties, political freedoms, stability of the political system, 

gender equality, freedom of religion 

 Social: corruption, social capital 

In the economic sphere, freedom of participants is evaluated by their ability to choose. For 

instance, which activity to be involved in, how to organize production, the conditions of trading, 
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setting prices or distributing the fruits of their work. Acceptance of property rights is the 

foundation of choice and the preliminary and necessary condition for economic freedom. 

 

The exchange process that takes place is a transaction of property rights: the rights linked to the 

good or service traded for the rights of the receipt for the good or service. Exchange is a basic 

tool for human beings in society to satisfy their needs. Weakening property rights means 

lowering the possibility of exchange, thereby limiting the ability for human beings to satisfy their 

needs.  

In the absence of property rights the incentives to produce vanish. Without the exchange of rights 

there is no guarantee of getting something in return. Someone could go to the market and try to 

trade an asset and not receive anything for it. There is no incentive to invest time, research, 

thought, material resources and efforts to deliver a good product. That is why the 

institutionalization of a system of property rights is considered a vital piece for economic 

growth, as it allows for exchange, reduces uncertainty and thus encourages investment, 

production, job creation, technological development and long-term projection. 

The close relationship between property rights and prosperity is a rich vein of research. Many 

studies have attempted to explain what makes a country prosperous. It is not only difficult to 

agree on the definition of prosperity, let alone find the relevant variable to measure it. Talbott 

and Roll (2001) find that enforcing strong property rights is among the main issues to promote 

growth of GDP per capita. O’Driscoll Jr. and Hoskins (2003) examine the most relevant 

economists in history and show that classical economists grasped the importance of private 

property for development, but as they render this result as obvious, it was not emphasized and 

was abandoned during the majority of the 20th century, only to be revived at the end of the 

century.  

Based on studies on poverty and the informal economy, De Soto (2000) proposes a theory of 

development grounded in reviving dead capital and transforming it into active capital. His 

solution for achieving revival is through strengthening formal property rights. He highlights the 

socio-economic potential for the poor if they were able to gain property rights: “what the poor 

lack is easy access to the property mechanisms that could legally fix the economic potential of 

their assets so they could be used to produce, secure or guarantee greater value in the extended 

market” (Ibid, 48). Altogether, he claims that a formal property rights system produces six 

crucial elements to promote the development of an open society. It fixes the economic potential 

of assets, integrates dispersed information into one system, makes people accountable, makes 

assets fungible, allows for people to network and protects transactions.  

Meinzen-Dick, Kameri-Mbote, and Markelova (2009) focus on the importance of property rights 

for poverty reduction. They conclude with the importance of being aware of the multiple values 

of land for poor people. It is not only an asset to generate income, but it also creates a sense of 

belonging and stability. Meinzen-Dick (2009) concludes that more secure land tenure for the 

poor is a way to reduce poverty, as it provides not only income but also an asset to generate it. 

An important channel that attempts to alleviate poverty is credit facilities. However, studies are 

inconclusive about the relationship between financial development and poverty. Singh and 

Huang researched 37 Sub-Saharan Africa countries from 1992-2006 and conclude that property 

rights not only reinforce the effect of narrowing inequalities with financial deepening, but the 

absence of property rights could also be detrimental to the poor. 
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Ahlerup, Olsson and Yanagizawa (2009) added social capital to the institution of property rights 

as a complement to achieve economic growth. This was also true for Hall and Ahmad (2013) 

who used the World Value Survey to measure trust as a proxy of social capital. They found that 

political institutions are significant determinants of growth via the property rights channel.  

Other important externalities of property rights are those related to democracy, empowerment or 

corruption. Dong and Torgler (2011) give us theoretical and empirical evidence of 108 countries 

from 1995-2006, demonstrating that the effects of democratization on control of corruption 

depend on the protection of property rights and income equality, thereby creating a virtuous 

circle. 

Last but not least is the important role of property rights in reducing transaction cost through the 

agency theory. Kim and Mahoney (2005) make an interesting comparison of the agency, 

property rights, and transaction cost theories. While the theories have the same antecedents, 

property rights theory illustrates its importance as an organizational approach– which has a lot to 

say for strategic management.  

 

Table 1. Comparison of Organizational Economics Theories 

  Agency Theory Property Rights Theory Transaction Cost Theory 

Unit of analysis 
Principal-agent 

contrast 
Institution Transaction  

Focal Dimension Incentives Property Rights   
Various types of asset 

specificity 

Focal Cost 

Concern 
Residual loss 

Externalities. Rent-

seeking 

Maladaptation. Holdup 

problems 

Contractual 

focus 

Ex ante incentive 

alignment. Monitoring 

mechanism 

Ex ante property rights 

allocation and ex post 

distributional conflicts 

Choice of (ex post) 

governance mechanism 

Theoretical 

orientation 

Constrained 

optimization 
Comparative assessment Comparative assessment 

Strategic intent Shareholder view Stakeholder view Shareholder view 

Sources of 

market friction 

Information 

asymmetry, 

unobservability, risk 

aversion (by agents) 

Externalities, unclearly 

defined and difficult to 

enforce property rights 

(weak appropriability), 

vested interests 

Bounded rationality, 

uncertainty, information 

asymmetry, opportunism 

and asset specificity 

Source: Kim and Mahoney, 2005, p.231 

 

As described previously, the importance of property rights goes beyond and furthers the 

ownership of things. It is related to values and principles of appropriation of individual liberty 

and the ability to promote prosperity and create a virtuous circle for human life in society. 

 

II. Measuring Property Rights: IPRI 
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The relevance and validity of measurement is an old discussion, particularly in social sciences, in 

which you can argue that concepts are hard to be grasped and even harder to measure. But as 

highlighted by Jevons: “Previous to the time of Pascal, who would have thought of measuring 

doubt and belief? Who could have conceived that the investigation of petty games of chance 

would have led to the creation of perhaps the most sublime branch of mathematical science—the 

theory of probabilities?” (Jevons 1888, Ch. I, I.13). 

One of the most important things to achieve a goal is to evaluate its evolution in time and space, 

and for that, measuring is a key tool.  Since 2007, the Property Rights Alliance (PRA) - 

dedicated to the protection of property rights all around the world – has instituted the Hernando 

de Soto fellowship to produce a yearly edition of the International Property Rights Index, IPRI.  

The IPRI was developed to serve as a barometer for the status of property rights across the 

world. A vast review of the literature on property rights was done in order to conceptualize and 

operationalize a comprehensive characterization of property rights. Following convention set in 

place by previous indexes, several experts and practitioners in the field of property rights were 

consulted to finalize the set of core categories (here-to referred to as “components” or ‘sub-

indexes’) and the items that create the components. 

The following are the three core components of the IPRI:  

1. Legal and Political Environment, LP 

2. Physical Property Rights, PPR 

3. Intellectual Property Rights, IPR 

 
Figure 1: Structure of the IPRI 

 

The Legal and Political Environment (LP) component provides insight into the impact of 

political stability and rule of law in a given country. Consequently, the measures used for the LP 
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are broad in scope. This component has a significant impact on the development and protection 

of physical and intellectual property rights.  

The other two components of the index - Physical and Intellectual Property Rights (PPR and 

IPR) - reflect two forms of property rights, both of which are crucial to the economic 

development of a country. The items included in these two categories account for both de jure 

rights and de facto outcomes of the countries considered.  

The IPRI is comprised of 10 items in total, grouped under one of the three components: LP, PPR, 

or IPR. Although numerous items related to property rights were considered, the final IPRI is 

specific to the core factors that are directly related to the strength and protection of physical and 

intellectual property rights. Furthermore, items, for which data was readily available, updated 

more frequently and in a greater number of countries, were given preference. This was done to 

ensure that scores were comparable across countries and years.  

The IPRI-2015 keeps previous years’ methodology to allow a full comparison of its results with 

previous editions. 

 

II.1. Legal and Political Environment (LP) 

The Legal and Political Environment component grasps the ability of a nation to enforce a de 

jure system of property rights. Four dimensions or sub-components are considered: the 

independence of its judicial system, the strength of the rule of law, the control of corruption and 

the stability of its political system. 

Judicial Independence 

This item examines the judiciary’s freedom from influence by political and business groups. The 

independence of the judiciary is a central underpinning for the sound protection and sovereign 

support of the court system with respect to private property. For this item the chosen data source 

was the Global Competitiveness Index from the World Economic Forum’s 2014-2015 

(www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2014.../GCI_Dataset_2006-07-2014-15.xlsx). 

Rule of Law  

This item measures the extent to which agents have confidence in and abide by the rules of 

society. In particular, it measures the quality of contract enforcement, property rights, police, and 

courts, as well as the likelihood of crime and violence. The item combines several indicators 

including: fairness, honesty, enforcement, speed, affordability of the court system, protection of 

private property rights, and judicial and executive accountability. This item complements the 

judicial Independence variable. For this item the chosen data source was the World Bank 

Worldwide Governance Indicators, 

2014(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home Dimension: Rule of Law). 

Political Stability  

The degree of political stability influences incentives to obtain or to extend ownership and/or 

management of property. The higher the likelihood of government instability, the less likely 

people will be to obtain property and to develop trust in the validity of the rights attached. For 

this item the chosen data source was the World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators, 
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2014(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#home Dimension: Political Stability 

and Absence of Violence). 

Control of Corruption  

This item combines several indicators that measure the extent to which public power is exercised 

for private gain. This includes petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as ‘capture’ of the 

state by elites and private interests. Similar to the other items in the LP component, corruption 

decreases people’s confidence in the existence of sound implementation and enforcement of 

property rights. Corruption reflects the degree of informality in the economy, which is a 

distracting factor to the expansion of respect for legal private property. The data chosen for this 

item was the World Bank Worldwide Governance Indicators, 2014 

(http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.aspx#homeDimension: Control of Corruption) 

 

II.2. Physical Property Rights (PPR) 

A strong property rights regime commands the confidence of people in its effectiveness to 

protect private property rights. It also provides unified transactions related to registering property 

and allows access to credit necessary for converting property into capital. For these reasons, the 

following items are used to measure private physical property rights protection (PPR).  

Protection of Physical Property Rights  

This item directly relates to the strength of a country’s property rights system based on experts’ 

views on the quality of judicial protection of private property, including financial assets. 

Additionally, it encompasses professional opinions on the clarity of the legal definition of 

property rights. The data used to measure this sub-component was the Global Competitiveness 

Index of the World Economic Forum’s 2014-2015 

(www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2014.../GCI_Dataset_2006-07-2014-15.xlsx). 

Registering Property  

This item reflects the business point of view on the complexity of registering property in terms of 

the number of days and procedures necessary. The data chosen for measuring this item was The 

World Bank Group’s 2014 Doing Business Report (http://www.doingbusiness.org/custom-

query).This item records the full sequence of procedures necessary to transfer the property title 

from seller to buyer when a business purchases land and a building. This information is crucial 

because the more difficult property registration is, the more likely it is that assets stay in the 

informal sector, thus restricting the development of the broader public’s understanding and 

support for a strong legal and sound property rights system. Moreover, registration barriers 

discourage the movement of assets from lower to higher valued uses. This item reflects one of 

the main economic arguments set forth by Hernando de Soto. This item is calculated as: 

 

Ease of Access to Loans  

Access to a bank loan without collateral serves as a proxy for the level of development of 

financial institutions in a country. Financial institutions play a complementary role, along with a 

strong property rights system, to bring economic assets into the formal economy. The data 
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chosen for this was The Global Competitiveness Index World Economic Forum’s 2014-

2015(www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2014.../GCI_Dataset_2006-07-2014-15.xlsx) 

 

II.3. - Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)  

The Intellectual Property Rights component evaluates the protection of intellectual property. In 

addition to an opinion-based measure of the protection of intellectual property, it assesses 

protection of two major forms of intellectual property rights (patents and copyrights) from de 

jure and de facto perspectives, respectively.  

Protection of Intellectual Property Rights  

This item contains opinion survey outcomes reflecting a nation’s protection of intellectual 

property. It is a crucial aspect of the IPR component. Expert participants in each country were 

asked to rate their nation’s IP protection, scoring it from “weak and not enforced” to “strong and 

enforced.” The source of the data chosen to measure this item was the Global Competitiveness 

Index from The World Economic Forum’s 2014-2015 

(www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR2014.../GCI_Dataset_2006-07-2014-15.xlsx). 

Patent Protection  

This item reflects the strength of a country’s patent laws based on five extensive criteria: 

coverage, membership in international treaties, restrictions on patent rights, enforcement, and 

duration of protection. The data used for this item was from Ginarte-Park Patent Protection 

(1960-2010, International Patent Protection: 1960-2005, Research Policy, 2008, Vol. 37(4):761-

766. Specific Source: http://nw08.american.edu/~wgp/#PR Data: 2010) 

Copyright Piracy  

The level of piracy in the IP sector is an important indicator of the effectiveness of the 

intellectual property rights enforcement in a country. The data source chosen for this item was 

the BSA Global Software Survey; The Compliance Gap (June 2014 edition, 

http://globalstudy.bsa.org/2013/downloads/studies/2013GlobalSurvey_Study_en.pdf) which 

estimates the volume and value of unlicensed software installed on personal computers, and also 

reveals attitudes and behaviors related to software licensing, intellectual property and emerging 

technologies. 
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III. Methodology 

 

The overall grading scale of the IPRI ranges from 0 to 10, with 10 being the highest and 0 being 

the lowest value (i.e. most negative) for a property rights system within a country. The same 

interpretative logic is applied to the three components and the ten items. While the average 

mechanisms applied assumes equal importance of each component for the final IPRI score (and 

also of each item for each component), some weights could be applied to evaluate relative 

importance of the different aspects of a property rights system of a country.  

The IPRI for 2015 uses data from a five year period 2010 - 2015. The 10 Items are collected 

from different sources, which imply that they have different accessibility times for the most 

updated data available. The applied logic in the analysis includes the latest available data sets for 

the 2015 IPRI. Most of the items present a lag of 1 year (see Appendix I), so the time difference 

among data, should not affect our analysis. Almost all the items needed to be rescaled to the IPRI 

range.  The rescaling process was done as follows: 

For bounded data series with same direction: 

 

 

For unbounded data series with same direction: 

 

 

For bounded data series with inverse direction:  

 

 

IPRI Calculation: 
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Besides calculating the score of the IPRI and its components, countries were ranked according to 

their values. With some frequency, a few countries could exhibit the same score and as a result, 

they will be placed in the same rank. For example: Finland is ranked #1 in IPRI-2015, while 

Norway and New Zealand #2, and Luxemburg, Singapore and Switzerland are #4. To reduce this 

situation and a diffusion bias, ranking calculation were made using IPRI scores with all decimals, 

this way the final scores were differentiated and so were the ranking positions. 

 

III.1 Countries and Groups 

The 2015 IPRI ranks a total of 129 countries from around the world, up from 97 in 2014. The 34 

countries that were not present in IPRI-2014, are: Albania, Angola, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 

Bahrein, Croatia, Estonia, Gabon, Georgia, Haiti, Iran, Kazakhstan, Rep. of Korea, Kuwait, 

Latvia, Lebanon, Libya, Macedonia (FYR), Moldova, Montenegro, Myanmar, Oman, 

Philippines, Puerto Rico, Qatar, Rwanda, Serbia, Sierra Leone, Slovenia, Swaziland, Trinidad 

and Tobago, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Rep. of Yemen. Unfortunately, two countries 

that were present in 2014 did not make the IPRI this year, they are: Benin and Ecuador. Both 

countries were excluded this year because they failed to provide enough information to take part 

in the index.  

The selection of countries was strictly determined by the availability of sufficient data. In order 

to uphold the meaningfulness of the data and analysis, only country-year combinations 

respecting specific rules have been considered. Enacted in the 2013 IPRI, the rule is as follows, 

countries must have at least 2/3 of the data required for each component to be included. More 

specifically, if a country does not have data available for at least 3 items for LP, 2 items for PPR 

and 2 items for IPR, it will excluded from the analysis.  

The countries were categorized by the following criteria (Appendix II):  

a) Geographical regions: Latin America and Caribbean, Western Europe, Central/Eastern 

Europe and Central Asia, Middle East/North Africa, Africa, Asia and Oceania, and North 

America 

b) Income classification (World Bank, July, 2014): High income (OECD and non-OECD), 

Upper middle income, Lower middle income and Low income. 

c) Regional and Development classification (International Monetary Fund, April, 2014): 

Advanced Economies; Emerging & Developing Asia; Emerging and Developing Europe; 

Middle East, North Africa & Pakistan; Latin America & the Caribbean; Commonwealth of 

Independent States; and Sub-Saharan Africa 

d) Economic and Regional Integration Agreements: European Union, Southern African 

Development Community, Economic Community of Western African States, Association of 

Southeast Asian Nations, Central American Parliament, Gulf Cooperation Council, Pacific 

Alliance, southern Common Market, South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation, 

Central African Economic and Monetary Community, Central American Common Market, 

Commonwealth of Independent States, Arab Maghreb Union, Caribbean Community, 
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Andean Community, European Free Trade Association, Intergovernmental Authority on 

Development, North American Free Trade Agreement, Organization of the Petroleum 

Exporting Countries.  
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IV. IPRI 2015 Results  

 

This chapter presents the results of the 2015 International Property Rights Index. Countries are 

ranked by overall IPRI and by the three components. Variations between 2014 and 2015 of both 

individual IPRI components and of the overall IPRI scores are considered. This chapter also 

includes an analysis of the IPRI for countries aggrupation. 

The IPRI’s 2015 rankings are based on data obtained from official sources made publicly 

available by established international organizations (Appendix I).Consequently, most of the data 

is provided in different styles and on different scales. We rescaled the data into a range of 0-10 in 

order to accurately compare countries within the IPRI’s individual components and overall score.  

The 2015 IPRI Report provides rankings on the strength of the property rights system for 129 

countries that have been analyzed individually (both for 2015 and variation on the 2014 scores) 

as well as by different grouping classification.  

We run a normality test for the IPRI index and its components, showing a Gaussian behavior. 

The IPRI Mean value was 5.301 being the Physical Property Rights (PPR) the component with a 

higher mean (5.77). Legal and Political Environment (LP) and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) 

sub-indexes reported a higher standard deviation (1.87 and 1.74 respectively) while Physical 

Property Rights (PPR) showed a lower one (1.17) even lower than the IPRI (1.49). Details in 

Table 2, Table 3 and Fig. 2. 

  

Table 2. Statistics: IPRI and its Components 
 

 IPRI LP PPR IPR 

N Valid 129 129 129 129 

 Missing 0 0 0 0 

Mean 5.30074337 4.99304347 5.76677925 5.14240739 

Median 5.05219785 4.48087625 5.68861816 4.96885124 

Std. Deviation 1.494433509 1.874646388 1.171605076 1.747044902 

Minimum 2.534003 1.726656 1.478270 1.197697 

Maximum 8.326899 8.974410 8.218234 8.562654 

Percentiles 25 4.22979218 3.51023846 5.00381671 3.93154030 

 50 5.05219785 4.48087625 5.68861816 4.96885124 

 75 6.20360694 6.35233059 6.67122679 6.39105819 

Table 3. Tests of Normality 

 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov(a) Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

IPRI .088 129 .015 .959 129 .001 

LP .122 129 .000 .945 129 .000 

PPR .058 129 .200(*) .979 129 .039 

IPR .083 129 .028 .969 129 .005 

* This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
a Lilliefors Significance Correction 
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Fig. 2.  IPRI Histogram 
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Normality test to IPRI-2015 results allow the possibility of parametric studies dedicated to 

further deepen the exploration of this indicator and of two of its components: LP and IPR. 
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Table 5. IPRI 2015.Values and Components by Country 
 

Country IPRI LP PPR IPR Country IPRI LP PPR IPR Country IPRI LP PPR IPR

ALBANIA 3.7 3.8 4.6 2.8 HAITI 2.7 2.7 1.5 3.9 OMAN 6.2 6.0 7.3 5.2

ALGERIA 4.1 3.6 5.2 3.4 HONDURAS 4.4 3.2 5.6 4.3 PAKISTAN 3.6 2.7 4.9 3.0

ANGOLA 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.4 HONG KONG 7.6 8.0 7.7 7.1 PANAMA 5.3 4.1 6.7 5.0

ARGENTINA 4.0 3.7 4.1 4.2 HUNGARY 5.8 5.8 5.2 6.4 PARAGUAY 3.7 2.8 5.1 3.3

ARMENIA 4.3 4.2 5.8 2.7 ICELAND 7.0 8.0 6.7 6.4 PERU 4.6 3.5 5.9 4.5

AUSTRALIA 7.7 8.1 7.1 8.0 INDIA 5.2 4.2 6.0 5.3 PHILIPPINES 5.1 3.9 6.2 5.1

AUSTRIA 7.6 7.8 6.8 8.0 INDONESIA 4.9 4.1 6.5 4.1 POLAND 5.9 6.2 5.7 5.8

AZERBAIJAN 4.1 3.7 5.8 2.8 IRAN 4.0 3.3 4.8 3.8 PORTUGAL 6.6 6.5 6.2 6.9

BAHREIN 5.8 4.9 7.2 5.4 IRELAND 7.4 8.0 6.4 7.9 PUERTO RICO 6.0 5.9 5.0 7.0

BANGLADESH 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.3 ISRAEL 6.2 6.1 5.7 7.0 QATAR 7.5 7.6 8.2 6.7

BELGIUM 7.4 7.7 6.4 8.0 ITALY 5.6 5.2 5.2 6.4 ROMANIA 5.3 4.8 5.8 5.2

BOLIVIA 4.2 3.7 5.2 3.9 JAMAICA 5.4 4.9 5.5 5.7 RUSSIA 4.5 3.3 5.5 4.8

BOTSWANA 5.9 6.7 6.4 4.7 JAPAN 8.0 7.9 7.5 8.6 RWANDA 5.9 5.6 6.6 5.5

BRAZIL 5.1 4.6 5.5 5.2 JORDAN 5.8 5.1 6.8 5.6 SAUDI ARABIA 6.0 5.4 7.0 5.5

BULGARIA 4.9 4.2 5.7 4.9 KAZAKHSTAN 4.5 3.8 6.2 3.5 SENEGAL 4.6 4.5 5.3 3.9

BURKINA FASO 4.1 3.3 4.4 4.8 KENYA 4.5 3.6 5.7 4.4 SERBIA 3.9 4.0 4.6 3.1

BURUNDI 3.3 2.1 4.5 3.3 KOREA, REP 5.9 5.7 5.7 6.5 SIERRA LEONE 4.3 3.5 4.5 5.0

CAMEROON 3.9 3.1 4.7 3.9 KUWAIT 5.2 5.5 5.9 4.2 SINGAPORE 8.1 8.3 8.1 7.9

CANADA 7.9 8.2 7.5 8.1 LATVIA 5.5 5.8 6.0 4.8 SLOVAKIA 5.9 5.1 6.0 6.5

CHAD 3.6 2.4 4.3 4.0 LEBANON 3.5 2.5 5.4 2.5 SLOVENIA 5.2 6.0 4.3 5.3

CHILE 6.6 7.1 6.7 6.1 LIBYA 2.7 2.3 4.7 1.2 SOUTH AFRICA 6.6 5.6 7.0 7.2

CHINA 5.4 4.3 6.5 5.3 LITHUANIA 5.9 5.9 6.0 5.7 SPAIN 5.7 5.6 5.5 6.2

COLOMBIA 4.8 3.4 5.7 5.1 LUXEMBURG 8.1 8.4 7.7 8.2 SRI. LANKA 4.8 4.3 5.6 4.3

COSTA RICA 5.7 6.3 5.8 5.1 MACEDONIA, FYR 5.0 4.5 6.1 4.3 SWAZILAND 4.9 4.2 5.9 4.8

CôTE D'IVOIRE 4.2 3.3 5.6 3.8 MADAGASCAR 3.8 3.1 4.6 3.7 SWEDEN 8.0 8.4 7.5 8.1

CROATIA 4.9 5.1 4.9 4.6 MALAWI 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.2 SWITZERLAND 8.1 8.5 7.5 8.1

CYPRUS 6.0 6.6 5.9 5.7 MALAYSIA 6.6 5.8 7.7 6.3 TAIWAN (China) 6.9 6.4 7.4 6.9

CZECH REPUBLIC 6.3 6.1 6.0 6.7 MALI 4.2 3.0 5.3 4.4 TANZANIA, UNITED REP. 4.6 3.9 4.9 5.0

DENMARK 7.9 8.7 7.0 8.1 MALTA 6.7 6.9 7.0 6.3 THAILAND 4.9 4.0 6.5 4.3

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 4.4 3.8 5.3 4.0 MAURITANIA 3.8 3.0 4.2 4.1 TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.6

EGYPT 4.1 3.6 4.5 4.3 MAURITIUS 6.1 6.5 6.9 5.0 TUNISIA 4.6 4.2 5.6 4.2

EL SALVADOR 4.8 4.3 5.5 4.6 MEXICO 4.7 3.8 5.1 5.4 TURKEY 5.3 4.1 6.3 5.4

ESTONIA 6.6 7.2 6.7 5.9 MOLDOVA 3.6 3.6 5.3 2.0 UGANDA 4.3 3.5 5.0 4.5

ETHIOPIA 4.0 3.3 4.8 3.9 MONTENEGRO 4.5 4.9 5.4 3.3 UKRAINE 3.9 2.8 4.9 4.1

FINLAND 8.3 8.8 7.6 8.5 MOROCCO 5.2 4.2 6.2 5.0 UNITED ARAB EMIRATES 7.3 7.1 7.9 6.9

FRANCE 7.2 7.0 6.9 7.8 MOZAMBIQUE 4.2 3.5 4.7 4.5 UNITED KINGDOM 7.7 7.8 6.9 8.3

GABON 4.4 4.2 4.8 4.4 MYANMAR 2.5 2.7 3.3 1.6 UNITED STATES 7.6 7.2 7.2 8.4

GEORGIA 4.2 4.9 5.7 2.2 NEPAL 4.2 3.4 5.3 3.8 URUGUAY 5.9 7.0 5.8 4.9

GERMANY 7.6 7.9 6.8 8.1 NETHERLANDS 7.9 8.4 7.1 8.2 VENEZUELA, BOLIV. REP. 2.7 1.7 3.8 2.6

GHANA 5.6 5.2 5.7 5.9 NEW ZEALAND 8.2 9.0 7.8 7.9 VIETNAM 4.5 4.4 5.1 4.1

GREECE 5.3 4.9 5.1 5.8 NICARAGUA 4.1 3.5 4.9 3.8 YEMEN, REP. 2.8 1.9 4.7 1.7

GUATEMALA 4.5 3.4 5.8 4.2 NIGERIA 3.4 2.4 4.2 3.5 ZAMBIA 4.7 4.7 5.7 3.8

GUYANA 4.3 4.0 5.3 3.6 NORWAY 8.2 8.8 7.9 8.0 ZIMBABWE 3.2 2.6 4.1 3.0  

Table 5 –ordered alphabetically - shows the overall score of the 129 countries included in the 

IPRI 2015, and the component scores: Legal and Political Environment (LP), Physical Property 

Rights (PPR) and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR). Figure 3 displays countries organized by its 

IPRI ranking from top to bottom. 

The average IPRI scores of the 129 countries arose this year to 5.3. The Legal and Political 

Environment (LP) was the weakest component with a score of 4.99, followed by the Intellectual 

Property Rights (IPR) component with a score of 5.14 and the Physical Property Rights (PPR) 

component was the strongest with a score of 5.77. 
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Fig. 3. IPRI 2015. Rankings 
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Fig. 4. IPRI 2015. Rankings by Quintiles 

Top 20 Percent 2nd Quintile 3rd Quintile 4th Quintile Bottom 20 Percent 
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Figure 4 presents the 2015 IPRI rankings by quintile for the 129 countries in our sample. The top 

quintiles had the fewest countries and the bottom quintiles had the most. The forth and the fifth 

quintiles include 66 countries which is a 51% of our sample. 

Figure 5 shows the top 15 countries in this IPRI issue. Finland is 1st in overall ranking (8.3). 

Interestingly, Scandinavian countries report high IPRI score rankings (Norway came in 2nd, 

Sweden 7th and Denmark 11th). In general, Northern European countries report a strong property 

right system (Luxemburg is 4th and Netherlands 10th). New Zealand is 3rd (8.2) and has the 

highest LP score (9.0), while Singapore is 5th (8.1) shows the highest level of PPR (8.1) and 

Japan is 8th overall (8.0) and 1st in IPR (8.6). 

Fig. 5. IPRI 2015. Top 15 Countries 

 
The bottom 15 Countries are shown in Figure 6. Myanmar is 129th in the IPRI overall ranking 

(2.5) followed by Bangladesh (2.6), Angola (2.6), Haiti (2.7), Bolivarian Rep. of Venezuela 

(2.7), Libya (2.7) and Yemen (2.8). It has to be noted that in this bottom 15 list there are 7 

countries that were not present in past issues of the IPRI (Myanmar, Angola, Haiti, Libya, 

Yemen, Lebanon and Albania). Despite the low scores, their presence in this study reveals the 

availability of data, which is promising for future improvement.  

Fig. 6. IPRI 2015. Bottom 15 Countries 
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A comparison of the 2014 IPRI scores and the 2015 scores reveals a significant decreases in 

scores for most countries. The most significant decreases are in Bangladesh (-0.8 representing -

0.25%), Pakistan (-0.7 representing -0.17%) and Mauritania (-0.7 representing -0.16%).On the 

other hand, countries reporting increase in overall IPRI score are: Japan (+0.2, representing a 

0.02%), Cote D’Ivoire (+0.1, representing a 0.03%), Malaysia (+0.1, representing a 0.02%) and 

Luxemburg (+0.04, representing a 0.01%).  See Fig. 7a and 7b. 

The following IPRI components were also compared: 

 Changes in LP component scores from 2014 to 2015 are shown in Fig. 8. The LP component 

also reveals a sizable decrease in a lot of the countries. The most significant decreases are in 

Pakistan (-1.3), Mozambique (-0.8) and Ukraine (-0.8). On the other hand, countries 

reporting increases in the LP component score are: Cote D’Ivoire (+0.3), Denmark (0.2), 

Japan (+0.1), Romania (+0.1), Algeria (+0.1), Uruguay (+0.1), Kenya (+0.1), New Zealand 

(+0.1), Belgium (+0.1) and Norway (+0.1). 

 Changes in PPR component scores from 2014 to 2015 are shown in Fig. 9. The most 

significant increases in the PPR component are reported by Taiwan (+0.4), Malaysia (+0.2) 

and Japan (+0.2). Bangladesh (-1.6) and Zimbabwe (-1.0) showed the most drastic decreases. 

 Changes in the IPR component score from 2014 to 2015 are shown in Fig. 10. The most 

significant upturns in the IPR component are reported by El Salvador, Japan and Denmark 

(+0.1). The Dominican Republic (-1.0), Mauritania (-0.8) and Ethiopia (-0.8) exhibited the 

most significant  decreases. 

 

IV.1 IPRI 2015 Groups Results 

 

As described previously in section III.1, countries were grouped by the following criteria:  

region, income, development and participation in economic and regional integration agreements. 

The IPRI value and each of its components were calculated for each group. We kept the former 

classification for comparison purposes (see Table 5). Under this arrangement, we can see that the 

regional groups with better rankings (Western Europe and North America) scores decreased, 

despite their top positions. The rest of the groups improved their score, when compared to the 

IPRI-2014 (See Fig. 11). 

In our analysis on the regions that have been outlined by the World Bank (Fig. 12), we found that 

Oceania (7.96) has the best IPRI-2015 scores, followed by North America (6.76), Europe (6.61), 

Asia (5.31) and Rest of Europe (5.08). The ,most fragile regions are Africa (4.39), South 

America (4.6), and Central America and the Caribbean (4.75). 

The Regional and Development classification of the International Monetary Fund (April, 2014) 

illustrates that the top IPRI-2015 scores (Fig. 13) are held by Advanced Economies (7.09)  and 

the Emerging and Developing Europe (5.01). On the second tier  we find the Middle East, North 

Africa & Pakistan (4.83), Latin America and the Caribbean (4.62) and Emerging and Developing 

Asia (4.59). In the bottom groups we find the Commonwealth of Independent States (4.17) and 

the Sub-Saharan Africa (4.46). 
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The Income criteria of the World Bank (July, 2014) gather countries directly as the results of the 

IPRI-2015, being the bottom group the one with Low income (3.93), then Lower Middle Income 

(4.33) Upper Middle Income (4.74), High Income Non-OECD (6.15) and High Income OECD 

(7.09) at the top. This result gives us hints of the positive feedback between a strong system of 

property rights and the improvement of the material living conditions of populations (See Fig. 

14). 

Considering economic integration agreements, we found that the Pacific agreement between 

Australia and New Zealand show the highest IPRI-2015 score (7.96) followed by the European 

Free Trade Association (7.77), the North American Free Trade Agreement (6.76), the European 

Union (6.61) and the Gulf Cooperation Council (6.33). Trailing behind in the rankings are 

Pacific Alliance (5.29), Association of Southeast Asian Nations (5.23), Central American 

Common Market (4.69), Southern African Development Community (4.67), Central American 

Parliament (4.55) and the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (4.55). The 

Andean Community (4.53), Caribbean Community (4.38), Intergovernmental Authority on 

Development (4.29), Southern Common Market (4.29), Economic Community of West African 

States (4.22), Commonwealth of Independent States (4.20), Arab Maghreb Union (4.07), South 

Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (4.04) and Central African Economic and Monetary 

Community (3.57) are at the bottom (See Fig. 15). 

It should be noted that some groups fall under different classifications prepared by other 

organizations that follow different score values, which has been the  case for the Commonwealth 

of Independent States or Latin America and the Caribbean. This is because in some of the 

classifications they include/exclude a particular country. 
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Fig 7a. Changes in IPRI Score 2014-2015.  Fig 7b. IPRI 2014-2015 Difference and % Variation 
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Fig 8. Changes in LP Component Score 2014-2015 
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Fig 9. Changes in PPR Component Score 2014-2015 
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Fig 10. Changes in IPR Component Score 2014-2015 
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Table 5. IPRI 2015. Groups Score 

Name Group Group 
IPRI  

Value  
LP 

Value 
PPR 

Value 
IPR 

Value 

Groups as IPRI 
2014 

A 4.43 3.84 5.09 4.36 

AO 5.55 5.17 6.18 5.30 

CEECA 5.09 4.90 5.52 4.84 

LAC 4.68 4.19 5.22 4.63 

MENA 4.98 4.63 6.01 4.30 

NA 7.77 7.70 7.33 8.27 

WE 7.28 7.55 6.75 7.54 

Geographical 
Regions 

EUROPEAN UNION 6.61 6.73 6.27 6.81 

REST OF EUROPE 5.08 5.03 5.79 4.42 

AFRICA 4.39 3.80 5.12 4.24 

NORTH AMERICA 6.76 6.39 6.58 7.32 

CENTRAL AMERICA&CARIBE 4.75 4.28 5.15 4.83 

SOUTH AMERICA 4.60 4.14 5.32 4.33 

ASIA 5.31 4.85 6.18 4.92 

OCEANIA 7.96 8.51 7.42 7.95 

Regional 
Economic 

Integration 
Agreements  

ARAB M UNION 4.07 3.46 5.20 3.57 

ASEAN 5.23 4.74 6.18 4.78 

CAN 4.53 3.53 5.59 4.48 

CARICOM 4.38 4.14 4.33 4.67 

CIS 4.20 3.70 5.71 3.20 

EFTA 7.77 8.44 7.37 7.51 

EU 6.61 6.73 6.27 6.81 

GCC 6.33 6.09 7.23 5.65 

IGAD 4.29 3.43 5.17 4.28 

MERCOSUR 4.29 3.95 4.86 4.05 

NAFTA 6.76 6.39 6.58 7.32 

PACIFIC  7.96 8.51 7.42 7.95 

PARLACEN 4.55 3.70 5.65 4.32 

SAARC 4.04 3.44 4.91 3.77 

AP 5.29 4.70 5.98 5.20 

SADC 4.67 4.36 5.26 4.40 

CEMAC 3.57 2.90 4.21 3.61 

ECOWAS 4.22 3.52 5.02 4.11 

MCCA 4.69 4.13 5.53 4.40 

OPEC 4.55 4.16 5.45 4.02 

Region & 
Development 
Classification 

Advanced economies 7.09 7.28 6.70 7.28 

Commonwealth of Independent States 4.17 3.74 5.58 3.18 

Emerging and Developing Asia 4.59 3.97 5.57 4.24 

Emerging and Developing Europe 5.01 4.85 5.48 4.70 

Latin America and the Caribbean 4.62 4.11 5.23 4.52 

Middle East, North Africa, and Pakistan 4.83 4.29 5.92 4.28 

Sub-Saharan Africa 4.46 3.88 5.13 4.37 

Income 
Classification 

High income: non-OECD 6.15 6.15 6.58 5.72 

High income: OECD 7.09 7.30 6.61 7.35 

Low income 3.93 3.29 4.51 4.00 

Lower middle income 4.33 3.71 5.36 3.91 

Upper middle income 4.74 4.24 5.59 4.38 

ALL All Countries 5.30 4.99 5.77 5.14 
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Fig. 11. IPRI 2015 vs. IPRI 2014. Groups Score 
 

 

 
 

Fig. 12. IPRI 2015. Regional Groups Score 
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Fig. 13. IPRI 2015.Development Groups Score 

 

 
 

Fig. 14. IPRI 2015. Income Groups Score 
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Fig. 15. IPRI 2015. Economic Integration Agreement Groups Score 
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V. IPRI-Population 

 

The IPRI-2015 adjusts the index to population. Although the IPRI-2015 average value is 5.301, 

it is reduced to 5.176 when it is weighted by population. This proves the importance of 

improving Property Rights in highly populated countries.  

In total, our sample of 129 countries had a population of 6.78 billion people. 61% of this 

population live in 35 countries with an IPRI between [4.5-5.4] and only 14% of the population 

live in 30 countries that exhibit a higher IPRI score [6.5-8.4]. 

 

Table 6.  IPRI and Population 

 

IPRI  

2015 

(Score 

Ranges) 

Number 

of 

Countries 

Population 

(millions) 

Population 

(%) 

IPRI 

Incidence 

in Total 

Score (%) 

IPRI-

Population 

Incidence 

in total 

Score (%) 

2,5 - 3,4 10 512.9 7.56 4.17 4.24 

3,5 - 4,4 32 877.7 12.94 18.89 9.87 

4,5 - 5,4 35 4,114.7 60.66 25.04 60.07 

5,5 - 6,4 22 328.5 4.84 18.98 5.45 

6,5 - 7,4 12 224.7 3.31 12.13 4.41 

7,5 - 8,4 18 724.3 10.67 20.77 15.95 

 
129 6,783.1 100 100 100 

 

It is important to note that China houses the largest population in the world at 1.39 Billion and 

has an IPRI score of 5.4,. and that India with a population of 1.27 billion, has an IPRI score of 

5.2. Together, the two countries account for almost 40% of the population in this year’s sample.  

If we were to exclude these two countries, 34% of world population would live in countries with 

an IPRI score between 2.5 and 4.4; 35% between 4.5 and 5.4 and 31% between 5.5 and 8.4. This 

example stresses the importance of bearing in mind a demographic perspective in the analysis. 
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VI. IPRI and Gender 

 

According to the United Nations Entity for Gender Equality and the Empowerment of Women 

(www.unwomen.org), gender refers to the social attributes and opportunities associated with 

being male and female and the relationships between women and men, which are socially 

constructed and learned through the socialization processes. Gender equality refers to the equal 

rights, responsibilities, and opportunities of women and men and girls and boys. Gender equality 

implies that the interests, needs, and priorities of both women and men are taken into 

consideration, recognizing the diversity of these different groups.  

Gender equality is a human rights and a social justice issue. It has demonstrated the ability to 

help foster development, especially in areas like health, education, agriculture, and equitable 

access to credit for reducing poverty. Gender equality plays a crucial role for less developed and 

developing countries.  

In 2010 the UN launched the Gender Inequality Index (GII) to measure gender disparity in three 

important aspects of human development: reproductive health, empowerment, and economic 

status. This index has shed light on the position of women in over 150 countries, yielding 

insights in gender gaps in major areas of human development, as it measures the toll gender 

inequality has on human development.  

Other organizations, like the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD), also focus on gender equality. The Social Institutions and Gender Index, SIGI, 

launched in 2009 by the OECD, focuses on social norms and offers analysis to explain persistent 

gaps in outcomes between women and men. The SIGI is composed of five sub-indexes, each 

representing a distinct dimension of discrimination: Discriminatory Family Code, Restricted 

Physical Integrity, Son Bias, Restricted Resources and Assets, and Restricted Civil Liberties. It is 

built as an unweighted average of those five sub-indexes. 

The raw data used to build the SIGI can be found at the OECD Gender, Institutions and 

Development Database, GID-DB.  We used this source to calculate the Gender component for 

the IPRI, giving greater relevance to those items more closely related to property rights and its 

impact on economic development. 

To account for gender equality, this chapter extends the standard IPRI measure to include a 

measure of gender equality (GE) concerning property rights. The IPRI formula was modified to 

incorporate gender equality as following:  

 

IPRI-GE = IPRI + 0.2*GE 

 

A weight of 0.2 for the gender equality measure is arbitrary. We varied the weight to 0.5 or 

according to the female/male population in each country, but scores were highly correlated. We 

decided to keep the weight of 0.2 for comparison purposes with previous data series. 
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VI.1 Data & Methodology 

 

The construction of the GE measure is based on the following five indicators (Source: OECD 

Gender, Institutions, and Development Database 201 (GID-DB) details in Appendix III): 

1. Women’s Access to Land: Measures whether women and men have equal and secure access 

to land use, control and ownership. 

2. Women’s Access to Credit: Measures whether women and men have equal access to 

financial services 

3. Women’s Access to Property Other than Land: Measures whether women and men have 

equal and secure access to non-land asset use, control and ownership 

4. Inheritance Practices. It combines two elements:  

a. Inheritance Practice to Daughters: Measures whether daughters and sons have equal 

inheritance rights 

b. Inheritance Practice to Widows: Measures whether widows and widowers have equal 

inheritance rights 

5. Women’s Social Rights, covers broader aspects of women’s equality and it is a composite of 

four other items crucial to equal standing in society: 

a. Parental authority 

i. In marriage: Measures whether women and men have the same right to be the 

legal guardian of a child during marriage 

ii. After divorce: Measures whether women and men have the same right to be 

the legal guardian of and have custody rights over a child after divorce 

b. Female genital mutilation: Measures the prevalence of female genital mutilation 

c. Access to public space: Measures whether women face restrictions on their freedom 

of movement and access to public space 

d. Son preference in education: Percentage of people agreeing that university is more 

important for boys than for girls. 

 

The original data has three levels: 0 (Best), 0.5 (Average) and 1 (Worst). All data series were 

rescaled to IPRI scale (0-10). The final GE score is an index based on the average of the five 

equally weighted variables. Those variables where more than one item was calculated were also 

weighted equally.  

A minimum score (0) means complete discrimination against women, while maximum score (10) 

is given to countries with gender equality.  

Consequently, the IPRI-GE scale is (0-12). 
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VI.2. Results 

 

This year the IPRI-GE shows results for 124 of the 129 countries included in the IPRI-2015. 

There was no information available for Guyana, Malta, Montenegro, Puerto Rico and Taiwan. 

On average, the 124 countries had a GE of 7.39 and an IPRI-GE of 6.76. 

Figures 16a and 16b present the ranking of IPRI-GE 2015 and GE-2015.  We found 14 countries 

with a maximum score of GE=10 (Luxemburg, Denmark, Austria, Ireland, Belgium, Iceland, 

Portugal, Czech Rep., Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, Panama, Croatia and Dominica Rep.). 

However, just 2 of those countries are in the top 10 on the IPRI-GE (Luxemburg, Denmark). 

Finland tops the IPRI-GE (10.32), followed by Norway (10.22), New Zealand (10.20), 

Luxemburg (10.15), Sweden (9.99), Japan (9.96), Switzerland (9.94), Canada (9.92), and 

Netherlands (9.90). All of their scores are very close. 

On the bottom end of the IPRI-GE we find Bangladesh (3.35), Myanmar (3.47), Rep. of Yemen 

(3.50), Libya (3.57), Angola (3.85) and Nigeria (4.00). 

Analyzing the IPRI-GE by groups of countries provided very interesting results (see Figs. 17a 

and 17b): 

• By Region: the three top groups are Oceania (9.96), North America (8.55), and the European 

Union (7.89). The Rest of Europe has a lower IPRI-GE value (7.08) but has a higher level of 

GE (8.92) than the EU.). South America’s GE is 8.29 but its IPRI-GE is 6.29, due to its low 

IPRI value. The bottom region is Africa (5.69). 

• By Regional and Development criteria: The top group is Advanced Economies (8.35) 

followed by Emerging and Developing Europe (6.98) and Latin America and the Caribbean 

(6.37). These last two groups show much better behavior in their GE scores (8.73 and 8.4 

respectively) than in the IPRI. The bottom groups are Sub-Saharan Africa (5.84) and 

Commonwealth of Independent States (5.9). 

• By Income classification: the IPRI-GE follows the same pattern as the IPRI, however it 

should be noted that Upper Middle Income group shows a better GE score (7.9) than High 

Income Non-OECD (6.76). 

• By Economic and Regional Integration Agreements: The top five groups are Pacific (9.96), 

European Free Trade Association (9.32), NAFTA (8.55), European Union (7.89), GCC 

(7.41) and AP (6.95). The Gulf Cooperation Council shows a low GE score (4.79) just above 

the bottom of the list, which is held by Arab M. Union (4.46). The bottom three groups for 

the IPRI-GE are Arab Monetary Union (5.11), Central African Economic and Monetary 

Community (5.38) and Intergovernmental Authority on Development (5.52).  It should be 

noted that the Caribbean Community, Andean Community and Central American Parliament 

have medium IPRI-GE scores (6.93, 6.17, and 6.11, respectively) but have high level GE 

values (9.20, 8.17, and 8.50, respectively). 

 

 

Fig. 16a. IPRI-GE 2015. Scores Fig. 16b. GE Scores 
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Fig.17a. GE and IPRI-GE Groups of countries 
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Fig.17b. GE and IPRI-GE of Economic Integration Agreement Groups 
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VII. IPRI and Economic Outcomes 

 

The importance of property rights is its close relationship with economic performance and with 

the prosperity and wellbeing of populations. We analyzed the following economic indicators:  

Gross Domestic Product (GDP), Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and Gross Capital Formation 

(KFO).  

GDP was evaluated in per capita real terms (constant 2005 US$) and its annual growth (%), FDI 

as net inflows as % of GDP; and KFO as % of GDP and its annual growth (%). The following 

table shows that KFO has a significant correlation1 to GDP growth and GDP per capita, but not 

to the IPRI, nor to its components, so we excluded it for additional evaluation. Table 7 shows 

different correlations in detail. Those with (**) are statistically significant to assume a possible 

association. 

Table 7. Correlations 
Correlations 

 IPRI2015 LP PPR IPR GDPG GDPPC FDI KFO KFOG 

IPRI2015 Pearson Correlation 1 ,965
**
 ,871

**
 ,945

**
 -,252

**
 ,822

**
 ,078 ,066 -,070 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,000 ,000 ,004 ,000 ,379 ,460 ,433 

N 129 129 129 129 128 128 128 128 128 

LP Pearson Correlation ,965
**
 1 ,783

**
 ,877

**
 -,290

**
 ,830

**
 ,067 ,026 -,089 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  ,000 ,000 ,001 ,000 ,454 ,768 ,320 

N 129 129 129 129 128 128 128 128 128 

PPR Pearson Correlation ,871
**
 ,783

**
 1 ,723

**
 -,078 ,641

**
 ,080 ,156 ,051 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000  ,000 ,380 ,000 ,372 ,078 ,569 

N 129 129 129 129 128 128 128 128 128 

IPR Pearson Correlation ,945
**
 ,877

**
 ,723

**
 1 -,281

**
 ,787

**
 ,072 ,038 -,114 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000  ,001 ,000 ,417 ,670 ,200 

N 129 129 129 129 128 128 128 128 128 

GDPG Pearson Correlation -,252
**
 -,290

**
 -,078 -,281

**
 1 -,330

**
 ,105 ,414

**
 ,335

**
 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,004 ,001 ,380 ,001  ,000 ,239 ,000 ,000 

N 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 

GDPPC Pearson Correlation ,822
**
 ,830

**
 ,641

**
 ,787

**
 -,330

**
 1 ,155 -,093 -,139 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000  ,081 ,295 ,118 

N 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 

FDI Pearson Correlation ,078 ,067 ,080 ,072 ,105 ,155 1 ,102 -,043 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,379 ,454 ,372 ,417 ,239 ,081  ,251 ,626 

N 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 

KFO Pearson Correlation ,066 ,026 ,156 ,038 ,414
**
 -,093 ,102 1 ,073 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,460 ,768 ,078 ,670 ,000 ,295 ,251  ,415 

N 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 

KFOG Pearson Correlation -,070 -,089 ,051 -,114 ,335
**
 -,139 -,043 ,073 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,433 ,320 ,569 ,200 ,000 ,118 ,626 ,415  

N 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 
 
Economic outcomes do not capture everything and many other factors are likely to influence 

wellbeing, however in economic terms GDP per capita is a way to approach it. Figure 18 shows 

that, on average, countries in the top quintile of IPRI scores (i.e. top 20%) show a per capita 

income almost 24 times that of the countries in the bottom quintile. Statistics are based on the 

averages of IPRI-2015 scores and corresponding data on average GDP per capita in US$ 

                                                           
1Correlation theory is aimed to show the possible relationship, association or dependence between two or more 

observed variables. Besides it allows analyze the type of association (direct or indirect) and the level or degree of 

intensity between them. 
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constant terms (2005=100, source: World Bank data) for the last available year (generally 2013 

and for some countries 2012).  

Fig. 18: Average per capita Income by IPRI Quintile 

 
 
Figure 19 shows the relationship between the IPRI scores and GDP per capita. Overall, the 

relationships are strong and significant, as shown in Table 7, with a Pearson coefficient of 

r=0.822 (p<0.01). In addition, the best-fit curve for this case is a 2nd grade polynomial which 

improves the coefficient of determination2, being R2=0.7919.  

Fig. 19: Relationship between IPRI and GDP per capita 

 

Figure 20 displays the relationship between IPRI and GDP per capita for countries from a 

demographic perspective. It insists in the huge proportion of population (represented by the 

radius of each circle) living in countries of middle level of IPRI a low to mid income levels. 

 

                                                           
2
The coefficient of determination (R2) is a key output of the regression analysis. It is interpreted as the proportion of 

the variance in the dependent variable that is predictable from the independent variable. It ranges from 0 to 1.  
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Fig. 20: IPRI and GDP per capita. Countries sized by population 

 

The sub-indexes or components of the IPRI also illustrate a significant relationship with GDP 

per capita, and their best-fit curve is also a 2nd degree polynomial. The strongest relationship is 

reported for LP with a R2=0.7804, followed by IPR for a R2=0.7523, and then PPR with a 

R2=0.5167. See Figs. 21-23. 

Fig. 21: Relationship between LP and GDP per capita 

 

Fig. 22: Relationship between PPR and GDP per capita 

 



40 
 

Fig. 23: Relationship between IPR and GDP per capita 

 

 

These results affirm the substantial and positive relationship between prosperity and a property 

right system, measured at an individual level. The statistical dispersion of GDP distribution in 

each country was not considered in this analysis, but could be done in future analyses. 

From our analysis of the relationship of GDP per capita and IPRI-2015 by groups of countries 

we find a strong and significant relationship with a 2nd grade polynomial best-fit curve. For 

regional and development criteria and for income classification, the coefficient of determination 

is R2=0.7919. 

 

Fig. 24a. IPRI and GDP per capita. Countries by 

region and Development 

Fig. 24b. IPRI and GDP per capita. Countries by 

income classification 

  

The relationship between GDP growth and IPRI or its components is much weaker and mildly 

indirect compared to the GDP per capita, with just a statistically significant correlation among 

IPRI, LP and IPR:  For IPRI, r=-0.252 (p <0.01), for LP, r=-0.290 (p <0.01), and then for IPR r=-

0.281 (p <0.01). Those relationships are mildly negative, possibly linked to the fact that most 

developed or higher income economies hold high IPRI scores but show lower growth rates. (See 

Figs. 25-28).  
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For the IPRI, R2=0.0878, for LP with a R2=0.0998, followed by PPR for a R2=0.0105, and then 

IPR with a R2=0.01516. A 2nd grade polynomial curve is the best-fit, with the coefficient of 

determination shown in Figs. 25-28. The observed results indicate a very low percentage of 

variation explained between the two variables, due to the high dispersion of data and low 

correlation. 

Fig. 25a. IPRI and GDP Growth Fig. 25b. IPRI and GDP Growth. Countries 

sized by Population 

  
 

Fig. 26. LP and GDP Growth 
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Fig. 27. PPR and GDP Growth 

 

Fig. 28. IPR and GDP Growth 

 

By analyzing the relationship of GDP growth and IPRI-2015 by groups of countries we found a 

similar behavior as described above: a mildly negative relationship with a weak relationship. For 

regional and development criteria and income classification R2=0.0878, the uniformity among 

some OECD countries and advanced economies with very similar values and GDP growth and 

IPRI is remarkable, contrary to other groups that are more scattered. See Fig. 29a-29b. 
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Fig. 29a. IPRI and GDP growth. Countries by 

region and Development 

Fig. 29b. IPRI and GDP growth. Countries by 

income classification 

  

 

Finally, the relationship between FDI net inflows, measured as a percentage of GDP, and IPRI or 

its components showed a weak relationship for the following: IPRI, R2=0.0098, for LP with a 

R2=0.0112, followed by PPR for a R2=0.0082, and then IPR with a R2=0.0056. We expected that 

well-established legal system and stable political environment (and with strong protection of 

physical property rights) would receive more FDI compared to those countries with low levels. 

This suggests that a deeper analysis choosing the variable to contrast is needed. 

 
Fig. 30a. IPRI and FDI net inflows  

(% GDP) 

Fig. 30b. IPRI and FDI net inflows  

(% GDP). Countries sized by Population 
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Fig. 31: LP and FDI net inflows (% GDP) 

 

Fig. 32: PPR and FDI net inflows (% GDP) 

 

Fig. 33: IPR and FDI net inflows (% GDP) 

 

 

Exploring the relationship of FDI net inflows (% GDP) and IPRI-2015 by groups of countries we 

found a similar behavior as described above for the regional and development criteria and 

income classification R2=0.0098. 
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Fig. 34a. IPRI and FDI net inflows (% GDP). 

Countries by region and Development 

Fig. 34b. IPRI and FDI net inflows (% GDP). 

Countries by income classification 
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VIII. IPRI Cluster Analysis 

 

Cluster analysis aims to group similar entities into clusters. It classifies individuals into groups as 

homogeneous as possible based on observed variables.  

We performed a cluster analysis for all 129 countries according to their values in LP, PPR and 

IPR. Additionally, we included illustrative variables that do not influence the formation of the 

cluster but will bring an important contribution to describe them3. Those variables were: GDP 

(growth and per capita), foreign direct investment (% GDP), gross capital formation (% GDP 

and growth), as well as Gender component, and IPRI-GE.  

In order to seize the variability in the analysis -given the great differences among the countries in 

the IPRI- we used Ward's Method4 with squared Euclidean distance that groups countries with 

minimal loss inertia.  

First we applied a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) with the aim of handling variables by 

factors, given the high correlation among them. The results of the PCA express that the three 

components of the IPRI (LP, PPR, IPR) define a dimension, called IPRI, which collects 86.34% 

of the inertia. The second and third factors - with inertias of 9.80% and 3.86% respectively - are 

the residue of the inertia. These entities do not contribute to first factor inertia and are generally 

very close to the origin of the first factor. They could be subdivided into groups more associated 

to the PPR dimension –defining the second factor – and those more associated to LP and IPR 

defining the third factor. 

Next, we used the mobile centers algorithm to show the inertia within groups and the criteria to 

decide the optimal number of classes or clusters (See Table 8). 

Table 8. Cluster analysis 

Cluster Inertia Countries 

Distance of 

Centroids to 

origin 

Coordinates of centroids 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Inter-classes 2,22846           

Intra-classes             

Class    1 / 3 0,33188 47 2,52451 -1,58793 -0,02436 -0,04877 

Class    2 / 3 0,29767 52 0,01322 0,07027 0,06449 0,06418 

Class    3 / 3 0,14199 30 5,60441 2,36596 -0,07363 -0,03485 

 

 

                                                           
3 We used the statistical software SPAD® which allows the inclusion of illustrative variables in the analysis.  
4 Ward’s Method joins cases looking for minimizing the variance within each group, creating homogeneous groups. 

First, it calculates the media of all variables in each cluster, then the distance between each case and the cluster’ 

media, that will be added. Subsequently, clusters are grouped in a way to minimize increases in the sum of distances 

inside each cluster. 
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The analysis showed that the three clusters were enough to explain the grouping of countries, 

more specifically, where the observed inertia within each group does not exceed the inertia 

among groups. In this sense the clusters are formed as shown in Table 9 and illustrated in Fig. 

35.  

Although the first factor contains 86.34% of inertia, which is enough to illustrate the formation 

of the clusters, Fig. 35 illustrates Factors 1 and 2 as well as the three clusters centroids (yellow). 

Cluster 1, with countries located in the negative coordinates of the first factor (red), groups 

individuals associated with low values of the LP, IPR and PPR. Cluster 2 includes countries 

(green) located very close to the origin, showing average values of the LP, IPR, and PPR. Cluster 

3 contains countries (blue) located in the positive coordinates of the first factor and its members 

are linked to high values of the LP, IPR and PPR. The second factor consists mostly of countries 

in Cluster 2, including those whose scores are very close to the average, including both 

neighboring countries between Cluster 2 and Cluster 1, and those neighboring Cluster 2 and 

Cluster 3. Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 are complete opposites and their individuals are not directly 

associated with each other. 

Besides the clusters, Fig. 35 also shows the contribution of each country explaining the inertia 

gathered by the factors, hence the bigger the dot size representing the country, the higher its 

contribution. Very close countries show how they are similar and how they differ as               the 

distance increases between them.  

In the central circle are those countries that have no-statistically significant contribution to the 

definition of the factors, as already mentioned, they are close to the average and are mostly 

members of Cluster 2. In addition, arrows represent each of the three dimensions of the IPRI, 

their definite direction indicates the direct relationship with the individuals, i.e., as countries are 

in the same direction of the vector, countries tend to have a higher relationship with this 

dimension; and as a country direction diverts from the vector, the relationship between the 

country decreases to point of being contrary to it. This can be exemplified with the case of Haiti, 

which is totally opposite to the direction of vector PPR, which coincides with its low score in this 

sub-index, being the bottom country of the sample. 

Subsequently, clusters composition using income, population, participation in economic and 

regional integration agreements and regional and development criteria are shown in Fig. 36a-

36d, where font size represent the frequency of the groupings in the cluster. 

The analysis of each cluster can describe the internal characteristics of the countries within it. In 

this regard Table 10 exhibits the features that are statistically significant5 in each group. 

Additional statistics are shown in Table 11 and Appendix IV. 

 

                                                           
5 To be statistically significant the value must be less or equal -1.96 or greater or equal 1.96  
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Table 9. Clusters’ Members (Countries) 

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
ALBANIA BAHREIN AUSTRALIA
ALGERIA BOTSWANA AUSTRIA
ANGOLA BRAZIL BELGIUM
ARGENTINA BULGARIA CANADA
ARMENIA CHINA CHILE
AZERBAIJAN COLOMBIA DENMARK
BANGLADESH COSTA RICA ESTONIA
BOLIVIA CROATIA FINLAND
BURKINA FASO CYPRUS FRANCE
BURUNDI CZECH REPUBLIC GERMANY
CAMEROON EL SALVADOR HONG KONG (SAR of China)
CHAD GHANA ICELAND
CôTE D'IVOIRE GREECE IRELAND
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC GUATEMALA JAPAN
EGYPT HUNGARY LUXEMBURG
ETHIOPIA INDIA MALAYSIA
GABON INDONESIA MALTA
GEORGIA ISRAEL NETHERLANDS
GUYANA ITALY NEW ZEALAND
HAITI JAMAICA NORWAY
HONDURAS JORDAN PORTUGAL
IRAN KAZAKHSTAN QATAR
LEBANON KENYA SINGAPORE
LIBYA KOREA, REP SOUTH AFRICA
MADAGASCAR KUWAIT SWEDEN
MALAWI LATVIA SWITZERLAND
MALI LITHUANIA TAIWAN (China)
MAURITANIA MACEDONIA, FYR UNITED ARAB EMIRATES
MOLDOVA MAURITIUS UNITED KINGDOM (UK)
MONTENEGRO MEXICO UNITED STATES (USA)
MOZAMBIQUE MOROCCO
MYANMAR OMAN
NEPAL PANAMA
NICARAGUA PERU
NIGERIA PHILIPPINES
PAKISTAN POLAND
PARAGUAY PUERTO RICO
SENEGAL ROMANIA
SERBIA RUSSIA
SIERRA LEONE RWANDA
TANZANIA, UNITED REPUBLIC OF SAUDI ARABIA
UGANDA SLOVAKIA
UKRAINE SLOVENIA
VENEZUELA, BOLIVARIAN REPUBLIC OF SPAIN
VIETNAM SRI. LANKA
YEMEN, REP. SWAZILAND
ZIMBABWE THAILAND

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO
TUNISIA
TURKEY
URUGUAY
ZAMBIA  
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Fig. 35.   Clusters’ Members and Centroids. Factor 1 and Factor 2 
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Fig. 36a. Clusters composition by Income classification 

OECD
High income: 
non OECD

Upper middle
income

High income: 
non OECD

Upper middle
income
Lower middle income

High income: OECD

Low income

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3

Lower middle
income

Low income

Upper middle
income

 

Fig. 36b. Clusters composition by Regional and Development criteria  

 

Fig. 36c. Clusters composition and Population weight (thousands) 

 



51 
 

Fig. 36d. Clusters composition by Economic and Regional Integration Agreements 

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3
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Table 10. Cluster statistics 
Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3

Characteristic 

Variables
Value-Test Probability

Characteristic 

Variables
Value-Test Probability

Characteristic 

Variables
Value-Test Probability

GDPG 2.57 0.005 POB 1.63 0.052 LP 9.03 0.000

KFO 0.80 0.211 GE 1.13 0.128 GDPPC 8.79 0.000

FDI 0.72 0.237 KFOG 1.08 0.140 IPRIGE 8.73 0.000

KFOG 0.65 0.258 PPR 0.96 0.170 IPR 8.66 0.000

IPRIGE 0.59 0.277 PPR 7.79 0.000

POB -0.98 0.164 IPR 0.43 0.334 GE 4.20 0.000

GE -4.81 0.000 KFO 0.35 0.365 FDI 0.83 0.202

GDPPC -5.60 0.000

LP -7.71 0.000 GDPG -0.16 0.436 POB -0.77 0.220

PPR -7.81 0.000 LP -0.21 0.415 KFO -1.30 0.096

IPR -8.04 0.000 FDI -1.42 0.078 KFOG -1.92 0.027

IPRIGE -8.20 0.000 GDPPC -2.08 0.019 GDPG -2.75 0.003  

 

Table 11. Illustrative variables and averages by 

Clusters

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3

Countries 47 52 30

Population (Thousand) 1,566,685 4,267,292 949,115

Average IPRI-2015 3.84 5.35 7.50

Average LP 3.31 4.95 7.70

Average PPR 4.71 5.88 7.23

Average IPR 3.51 5.22 7.57

Average GE 6.08 7.67 8.98

Average IPRI-GE 5.03 6.87 9.34

Average GDPG 4.25 3.21 1.84

Average GDPPC 1940.57 9486.87 37643.80

Average KFO 23.55 23.15 21.51

Average KFOG 4.65 4.96 0.01

Average FDI 4.56 2.80 4.94  
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VIII.1. Cluster Description 

 

Cluster 1 

Cluster 1 is composed of 47 countries with a population of more than 1.5 billion people. The 

country closest to its centroid is Madagascar, followed by Iran, Ethiopia, Cameroon and 

Nicaragua. Haiti is by far the most remote country of the cluster, followed by Bangladesh, 

Angola, Myanmar and Libya.  

A close look at country coordinates reveals that Senegal is the closest country to Cluster 2 -and it 

is worth noting that it is the closest country to Russia, which belongs to Cluster 2- followed 

closely by Montenegro and Vietnam (see Fig. 35). 

Countries in Cluster 1 are statistically significant for LP, PPR and IPR components with low 

scores in each category. The same is true for the Gender component and the IPRI-GE. Cluster 1 

countries also show a low level of GDP per capita, but average GDP growth is the highest of all 

the clusters. The performance of FDI and KFO are close to the top as well. 

Using the regional and development criteria of the IMF and the Income criteria of the World 

Bank, the Sub-Saharan Africa group and the Low Income group are highly represented in this 

cluster.   

The Economic Community of West African States (7/8 members) are the most common 

economic and regional integration agreement in this cluster. The second most common are the 

Southern African Development Community (6/10) and the Central African Economic and 

Monetary Community (all its members, 5/5). 

Cluster 2 

Cluster 2 is composed of 52 countries with a population of more than 4.26 billion people. The 

country closest to its centroid is Romania, followed by Brazil, India, Jamaica, Ghana and 

Swaziland. Slovenia is the farthest country from the centroid, followed by Puerto Rico, Oman, 

Mauritius, Israel and Kazakhstan. It is important to note that the most populous countries in the 

world, China and India, are included in this cluster. India is very close to the centroids’ cluster 

(d=0.17422) and China is mid-distance (d=0.39801). While fig. 35 illustrates that Guatemala, 

Russia, Kenya, El Salvador, Mexico, and Croatia are close to the centroid of Cluster 1;  the 

countries closest to Cluster 3 are Mauritius, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Czech Republic—the last 

one the closest to Portugal that also belongs to Cluster 3. 

For Cluster 2 the IPRI components are not statistically significant—a result of the closeness to 

the average of the countries (distance centroid to origin = 0.01322). However, the GDP per 

capita is significant (t= -2.08). 

Using the regional and development criteria of the IMF, the Latin America and Caribbean and 

Advanced Economies groups are highly represented in this cluster. Whereas by the Income 

criteria of the World Bank, the Upper Middle Income countries exhibit the highest frequency in 

the cluster. Following the perspective that focuses on economic and regional integration 

agreements, we can see that the European Union has the highest frequency in Cluster 2 (with 

13/27 members). At a lesser frequency we find countries of the Pacific Alliance (5/7), the Gulf 

Cooperation Council (3/6), the Central American Common Market (3/5), the Central American 

Parliament (3/6) and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations. 
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Cluster 3 

Cluster 3 is composed of 30 countries with a population of more than 949 million people. The 

country closest to its centroid is Australia, then Austria, Canada, France, Germany, and Hong 

Kong. The farthest country of the group is Malaysia, followed by South Africa, Portugal, Estonia 

and Chile.  Portugal, Chile, Estonia and South Africa are the closest countries to Cluster 2. 

In comparison to Cluster 1, Cluster 3 exhibits opposite results: significant variables are the same, 

but this cluster includes countries with high IPRI scores for its components, Gender, IPRI-GE 

and GDP per capita.  

Using the regional and development criteria of the IMF, Advanced Economies is highly 

represented in this cluster. By the Income criteria of the World Bank, the OECD-High Income 

countries is the highest frequency group in the cluster. Looking at economic and regional 

integration agreements, the European Union is highly represented in Cluster 3 (14/27 members), 

particularly those that belongs to the OECD (only Malta is a non-OECD EU member), followed 

by the European Free Trade Association (all its members, 3/3), the Gulf Cooperation Council 

(2/6), the Pacific (2/2), and the North American Free Trade Association (2/3). 

 

 

When speaking on economic and regional integration agreements, the following should be noted: 

Of the 129 countries included in the IPRI-2015 selection, there are 22 that do not belong to any 

of the agreements chosen and there are 12 countries that are members of two of them. Also, there 

are some agreements with many members – EU has 27- and others with just two – Pacific 

encompasses only Australia and New Zealand. 

Southern African Development Community and Association of Southeast Asian Nations have 

members in the three clusters. The European Free Trade Association and Pacific only have 

members in Cluster 1. The Central African Economic and Monetary Community only has 

members in Cluster 3. The rest of the agreements have members in two clusters in different 

proportions.  

The data suggests that most of the chosen integration agreements demonstrate some level of 

heterogeneity in terms of the strength of the property right systems among their members. In 

presence of homogeneity it would be easier for an integration agreement to promote common 

policies to enhance the strength of property rights. Heterogeneity could also be seen as an 

advantage, as the policies could be targeted to specific members of the agreement.  

On the other hand, the integration agreements with members in just one cluster reveals 

homogeneity amongst their countries’ property right systems. Even those agreements 

participating in two clusters show members in cluster boundaries and could be seen as a possible 

transition from one cluster to the other.  

 

 

In conclusion of the cluster analysis we find that: 

 Each cluster represents more than a grouping by variables directly associated with property 

rights; they are groups with common characteristics within them and with different features 
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among clusters, which confirms the consistency of the IPRI, and the relevance of property 

right systems influencing societies.  

 Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 are two extreme poles in terms of the performance of their economies 

and their institutional stability, as well as their IPRI scores.  

 Cluster 2 statistical values reflected its intermediate positions and depending on the decisions 

taken in the present and near future of each country, will be inclined to one of the two polar 

classes. 

 Countries in Cluster 1 should make an effort to strengthen their legal and political 

environment to protect physical and intellectual properties, which are still very precarious, 

and will improve the quality of life in their societies. 

 Countries in the boundaries between two clusters have to make special efforts to mind the 

gap, which will place them in a higher level. 

 

Specific analyses of countries and of groups of them related to their cluster are a rich open vein 

for future investigations. 
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IX. Final Remarks 

 
IPRI-2015 proves to be a valid instrument for evaluating the performance of nations looking to 

improve the welfare of their population. It reveals the importance of the relationship between 

property rights, economic freedom, and development.  

Results suggest that countries with high IPRI scores also have high income and high 

development levels, indicating the positive relationship between a property rights regime, 

prosperity, and well-being. 

IPRI-2015 includes 129 countries with an average IPRI score of 5.3. Physical Property Rights 

(PPR) is the strongest component. This edition has 34 new countries, albeit two that were in last 

edition were excluded due to lack of information.  

Considering the importance of gender equality, we also calculated the IPRI-GE, which prompted 

results for 124 countries. Some countries showed a better Gender component (GE) than their 

IPRI-GE, due to the weakness in their IPRI scores. That was the case for Central America 

(GE=8.64), South America (GE=8.29) and the Upper Middle Income (GE=7.9) countries, whose 

GE score were higher than those of High Income non-OECD countries (GE=6.76). 

IPRI-2015 added a demographic perspective to the analysis, showing that more than 60% of 

world population lives in countries with an IPRI score in a range of [4.5 - 5.4], highlighting the 

importance of encouraging the development of property rights in densely populated countries.  

This year’s edition also adds traditional regional classification. Considering the income criteria 

of the World Bank, the development classification used by the International Monetary Fund, as 

well as a result of economic and regional integration agreements, it is worth-noting that the 

World Bank criterion of income distribution showed the same country distribution as the IPRI. 

For future analyses we recommend to include a measure of statistical dispersion of income to 

better grasp the relationship between income and property rights.  

Instead of grouping countries by specific criteria, a cluster analysis was performed in order to 

gather homogeneous individuals. Hence, the 129 countries were classified according to their 

values in LP, PPR and IPR into three clusters. The analysis of the centroids of each group and 

the countries in the boundaries with other clusters, give us important information of similarities 

and differences between them.  

The cluster analysis also confirmed the consistency of the IPRI, as the classes gathered countries not only 

based on their property rights, but also with a high degree of homogeneity, showing the relevance of 

property rights systems shaping societies. 

 

 

 

…..rights are like traffic lights.   

Traffic rights facilitate traffic movement  

not so much by turning green as by turning red.  

Without traffic lights, we all in effect have a green light,  

and the result is gridlock. 

 

David Schmidtz and Jason Brennan 
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A Brief History of Liberty, 2010 
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